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C. L. Janik, P.O. BOX 731, SEDONA, ARIZONA 86336, May 2, 1978

Mr. John Zube, 7 Oxley St., Berrima, 2577 N. S. W. Australia 2577.

Dear Mr. Zube:

I have your 27/4/78 note about more information on our new communication system.

Enclosed is an outline of the concept; is that enough?

Your main concern seems to be about FREEDOM, that is, the absence of coercion of any kind; why not ponder what other ways besides SC Club and Libertarianism could lead to it?

With the sole exception of Switzerland, the whole world lives under one or another social system pretending to be this or that, but which always is nothing but a disguised dictator​ship, be it American, Soviet, British, Chinese, etc.

In Switzerland, no taxing power is ever delegated "higher up"; it stays in the smallest "political" unit, the community, to which everything defers. This is all that the Swiss have in common with "politics". 

Thus no inflation, no monetary problems, no unemployment, no energy crisis, no militarism, no government scandals - in a country that has no natural resources of any kind (scenery excepted), and yet the highest standard of living in the world.


Why not set up our own "Switzerlands", no matter how small in size and population? What do we need "politics" for?

Citizenship is a bond of "allegiance" to some political set​-up. How did you become a citizen? Do you have to remain one?
Could anyone prevent you from giving it up and living in Au​stralia as a resident? Why not foreswear citizenship privile​ges (name one worth having) so that you could not be morally compelled to shoulder its obligations?


In my opinion, Garry Davis made a mistake in publicly renoun​cing his citizenship; why bother, why not just "throw it up", like washing dirt off your hands? 

What do you think?                                 Signed: C. L. Janik
------------------------------------
CLJ:KS Encl: Advertising Self Service, World Citizen

World Citizen (Newsweek, May, 1, 1978.)


In 1948, 26-year-old Garry Davis marched into the American Embassy in Paris, renounced, his American citizen​ship and launched a one-man crusade for world government. 

Five years later, in Ellsworth, Maine, he proclaimed him​self "World Citizen No. 1" and claimed "the entire earth as the proper home and rightful possession of all mankind." 

Then he issued himself a world passport and citizenship papers. 

Now, 27 arrests later, Davis is confident that he's made some headway. "It's not just a Utopian idea any more," he declares. "Now the world is coming to us."


Davis has had an up-and-down struggle to hold onto public attention. In his salad days it wasn't hard: he hobnobbed with French intellectuals, conferred with Nehru and made headlines by crashing the gates of Buckingham Palace. But Da​vis soon found himself booted from coun​try to country. Press coverage eventually dwindled — but word-of-mouth didn't. By 1971, the demand for his world-citizen passports had become so great that he set up the World Service Authority in Basel, Switzerland.


Appeal: According to Davis, he has issued 40,000 passports that are recognized officially by six countries (Ecuador, Kuwait, Yemen, Upper Volta, Zambia and Mauritania) and have been honored by more than 100 others. The 42-page document now costs $25 and, with 600 requests a month, the income sustains Davis — and his new offices in London and Washington. 

(The WSA doesn't insist on payment from refugees, prisoners or deportees.) 

Now he faces deportation from his native land, but Davis still considers the U.S. his home. 

"I am not a man without a country," he explains, "merely a man without a nationality." 

If his current appeal fails, Davis will have to hit the road again. 

"Where can they deport me to this time?" he wonders. "The moon?"

 — JAMES N. BAKER with ALAN M. FIELD in Tokyo and MARY HAGER in Washington

J.Z.: I could not reproduce the associated photo of Gary Davis well enough. It was subtitled: 

Carry Davis: A 30-year crusade.
At least he had made a living out of his individual secessionism – and has shown how many dissatisfied subject-citizens there are, although he did, obviously, mainly appeal to those in favor of a World State or World Federation. – J.Z., 19.12.04.

_________________________

John Zube, 7 Oxley St, Berrima,NSW 2577, Australia,  16/5/78

Mr. C.L. Janik, P.O. Box 731 Sedona, Arizona 86336

Dear Mr. Janik,



  thanks for yours of May 2nd., 78.

Without wanting to become a sponsor or “Adomat” manager myself, I would like still some more information:

What size bulletin board have you got in mind? I imagine there inherent space limits which would limit the volume of your communications.  ...  (Apparently, he had only some kind of physical bulletin boards, not electronic ones, in mind. – J.Z., 10.1.05.) ...

(He sent me some information on his bulletin board invention. I do not reproduce it here. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

As for other comments: 

Freedom does NOT mean the absence of coercion of any kind. If a lout tried to destroy one of your ADOMATs and I forcefully prevented him from doing so, that would be coercion from my side (not initiated), preser​ving your and my freedom - and not infringing the freedom of the offender - because there is no freedom (or right) to destroy other people's property.

I am seriously interested in all approaches towards a free society. My listing in my Super Computer Club proposal should attest to that.

Tour favorable comments on Switzerland excite my curiosity. I have lived in a country next to Switzerland for half my life, worked for a few weeks there and followed its referendum and militia policies with interest, but have never gained as favorable Impression over-all. Can you some​what back up your assertions?

I do appreciate the remaining differences between e.g. the American and Austra​lian "dictatorships" and those of the Soviets or Red China.

To my knowledge only some taxing powers remain at the lowest level, quite a lot of federal and cantonal and even local politicking goes on, there is some infla​tion, although less than in most other countries, it has all the monetary prob​lems inherent in central banking, it has restrictions on foreign workers because of employment problems. The energy crisis is only a product of the imagination of collectivists (at a free market price always sufficient energy is produced in a competitive system). 

It still has a small group of military pro​fessionals. It has a bureaucracy and thereby inevitably scandals. It has the natural resource of intelligent and trained manpower and, according to all the surveys I have seen, it has NOT the highest standard of living in the world. 

Please give me the source of your contrary information or a copy of it.

I do favor the new and free country movement - and listed it, although I did not mention the Amsterdam "Phoenix Foundation" especially.

I don't need politics for anything - but want to get rid of it by any rightful means, at least off my back.

Like you I favor secessions, ignoring the state, competing governments, panarchy or multigovernments ( Le Grand E. Day ) but do not believe they can be as easily realized as you seem to, imply. Many back issues of my Peace Plans series deal with this problem. If you think it is easy, just try the "limited" secession from a compulsory uni​on or conscript army. ......

I would like to interlink all existing information service, electronically, by microfiche, mail and telephonically, and to build up the missing ones, like a libertarian or communication innovation data banks.

(I have now slightly edited the above letter. – J.Z., 19.12.04.) 

----------------------------------------------
C. L. Janik, P.O.  BOX 731,   SEDONA, ARIZONA, 86336, May 23. 1978

Mr. John Zube, 7 Oxley St. Berrima, N. S. W. Australia 2577

Dear Mr. Zube:

Thank you for your Aerogramme, postmarked May 16.

Our board is 48"x 60", .............

True FREEDOM is inconsistent with "authority" of any kind. Any social system that prevents you from doing anything that does not harm others, or that taxes you against your will or a better judgment, is in principle a dictatorship. And that's precisely what Switzerland is not, in contrast to all the other "social" systems in the world.

Who is the president of Switzerland, or premier, or prime minister? No such critters, as they are not needed. 

How come that a country of only 6 million "natives" has in its labor-force more than 1,300,000 "foreigners"? And why, with most of the world's gold in Swiss coffers, (does) no aggressor ever dare to march in and just help himself? 

No armaments, no nuclear deterrents, no treaties with “friends” or “foes”.)

Switzerland has no Army; it is an army. It has no "politi​cal" ties of any kind, external or internal. 

The Swiss are the only free people in the world, because theirs is a free, voluntary union. Their common identification is (in German): EIDGENOSSENSCHAFT SCHWEIZ, which can be rendered in English as: MUTUAL AID SOCIETY of SWITZERLAND. 

Why dignify a criminal regime by "seceding" from it? What is to be gained thereby?

Citizenship (that is: membership) in any system, or group, or nation, or club, is a mark and proof of voluntary "servitude". 

How do you become an American, Australian, Czech, Indian or Hottentot, or for that matter a Catholic, Jew, or a Moslem? 

Is there any force in the world that could prevent you from "throwing up" your citizenship, the badge of your voluntary servitude? Can you be coerced into "voluntarily" accepting citizenship, ”honorary” or other?

If you stand up for your natural rights, you cannot be co​erced into a "compulsory union or conscript army", any more than you can be coerced into becoming a Catholic, or a Jew, a Democrat, Republican, Communist, Royalist, etc.

It is all in your mind, and your mind alone. If you want to live in voluntary servitude, it's your affair. But it should be strictly at your own cost, and you should not gang up on others who do not share your views or convic​tions, and force them to help support your special regime.

Seriously now, why should not mankind live peacefully side by side in two distinct groups, each with its own way of life, one of slavery, and the other of freedom? It has not been tried yet, true, but there is always the first time, is there not? And what would be risked by trying it out?

Garry Davis has the right idea, but with one weak point; thinking that it must be done on world-wide scale. That's what's wrong with it. It must be done - it can be done - only on purely individual scale, by every person just for him(her)self alone.

Can you be jailed, or killed, or exiled (or have your pro​perty confiscated) for "throwing up" your citizenship? And what happens when there are enough of us? Everywhere? Just give it a thought, and let me know.

Cordially, signed: C.L. Janik, CLJ:KS

------------------------------------------
John Zube, "PEACE PLANS", 35 Oxley St., Berrima, N.S.W. 2577, Australia, Tel.: (02)48771436













19/9/78

"PEACE PLANS" is associated with the RESEARCH CENTRE FOR MONETARY AND FINANCIAL FREEDOM, the ARCHIVE AND INFORMATION SERVICE of the S.C. Club, and the S.C. CLUB - a club working towards a world-wide network of automated ideas-, talents- and data banks, i.e., towards an IDEAL MARKET FOR FREEDOM IDEAS and other ideals as wall.  

Introductory 160 pp. booklet, still available printed, or on one micro-fiche: PEACE PLANS No. 20.

(Two other books on the Ideas Archive are also available. The first, in German & English either on microfiche or via e-mail attachment. The second only in German and as an e-mail attachment – until they are readily available online or on a CD. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

---------------------------------------
Dear Mr. Janik,




please forgive this late reply to yours of May 23rd. 

I was busy for a few months gathering sufficient information for the enclosed introductory booklet to another medium which is insufficiently used.

In my mind I have still no clear image in on how your bulletin board scheme is going to work and hope to hear more when it is operating. Naturally, you also may want to keep your business secrets.

Wholeheartedly, I do agree with you that, ideally, a communications system would bring even a scribbled message to the notice of all who would be intensely interested in its contents.

Thus my interest in Ideas Archives, computers and recently micrographics.

Like you, I also hold that there is room for many more bulletin-boards and that they ought to be used much more efficiently than was the ease so far.

I, for one, have nothing against the spiritual and moral and practical ascendancy of an "Authority” which does nothing but set good examples at its own risk and expense and consequently finds many imitators. That would be one aspect of freedom for both, leaders and followers, innovators and copycats.

Careful with your definition of freedom using the word “harm”.  If I were to go into competition with you and were good in a modern bulletin board business - then I might do some "harm" to you, by taking some business orders from you, or rather, by drawing them towards me. But I still would not do you any wrong or infringe your liberty.

Some taxes in your ideal society, Switzerland, are not subject to referendums (*) and the foreigners are taxed against their will. They have no vote, cannot even stay around for a full year.

(* J.Z.: A young Swiss libertarian, whom I met at the Rotorua ISIL conference in July 04 asserted that there are NO restrictions on the subject of a Swiss referendum. I still doubt this but would like to see evidence for this assertion. – J.Z. 19.12.04.) 

Any country could be very bureaucratically governed even without a premier or prime-minister as figurehead or power centre. (But without it there would be less CENTRALIZED bureaucracy. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

Is really most of the world's gold in Swiss coffers???

(What good could it do there? Such hoards are among the most unproductive investments in the world. They are not required to give notes or securities a value standard reckoned in gold weight units. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

Napoleon did march in - and Hitler would most likely also have tried his luck – if he had succeeded in Africa, Russia and England.

Nuclear deterrents were seriously proposed for Switzerland when I left in 59. 

As a foreigner I worked for half the wage the citizens got. 

The have plenty of arms - but largely under direct control of individual citizens, as far as ordinary firearms are concerned. 

This is one of the aspects which interests me most because in this respect Switzerland’s military organization comes closest to my ideal of citizen forces.

Are you quite certain that every Swiss man and woman has given full and voluntary consent to all that is done by the governments in Switzerland??? Or is the union there only as "voluntary" as that of trade unions?

I am reasonably well acquainted with the history of the Swiss Eidgenossensehaft, having only a few years ago read Johannes von Mueller's: Geschichten Schweizerischer Eidgenossenschaft" in 3 volumes, Volk & Schrifttum, Zollikon-Zuerich, 1942.

Nowhere did I get the impression that either in the past or the present Switzerland is as ideal as you try to make it out.

Secession:  Instead of theorizing about it and merely considering how it should be (here I largely agree with you), just have a look at what happens to citizens who try to assert these rights. They would better be armed, and trained, and numerous, at least as well as the Swiss are!

Like you I have great hopes for individual secession but do not think that mere wish​ful thinking will get us there.   As one rough Australian saying has it: 

If you fill your left band with wishes and your right hand with shit, see which hand gets full first!

There are numerous precedents for individual secession and societies which recognized it. We ought to study them.

Why should people group themselves world-wide only into two groups??? 

Aren't they varied enough for many many more groups? 

Who would dare to set them a limit, once the principle is recognized? 

Look for instance on the thick handbook of international associations - or, for that matter, of associations only in the US, handbooks available in any large library's reference section.

In a way Gary Davis did right. In another he made the same mistake Marx did: Trying to fight many small monopolists with one super monopoly.

Yes, indeed, all these terrible things you list can happen to you in most countries when you try to secede (not only nominally throw away your right to vote and be elected etc.) but really try to opt out, e.g. from under tax laws. We have several such attempts going in Australia at present and none has fully succeeded yet – although "Prince Leonard", with his “Hutt River Province in Western Australia has at least turned his secession attempt into a good tourist trap.

A local pie shop owner, dissatisfied with rates and development restrictions, also “secede” – and at least his pie sales went up, even though his secession was not officially recognized, either.

If all pro-secessionists united on a platform of mutual tolerance and support against aggressors, they could easily outnumber all other movements. 

Too little thought has still been given to all opportunities secession offers, even by you and me.

My thoughts and material on secessions, ideal citizen forces, resisting dictatorships, ideal referendums, competing governments, even competing anarchies, and alternative communication systems will be found in future fiche issues. Consider them, if you will, as miniature bulletin boards which are within everyone's reach and which can offer unlimited space and variety.

(CDs that can bring up to 3000 books zipped and HD’s of 320 Gbs, that could hold more than 1 million books, are even more promising. Even the humble floppy could, zipped, hold up to 6 small books. Emails and websites have size limits and relatively high costs for very many Mbs.  – J.Z., 19.12.04.) 

I tried to fully understand your bulletin board scheme - but am still in doubt. Naturally, this may be precisely your intention and if you want to keep business secrets, please, don't tell them to me.





For Freedom In Our Time   - signed: John Zube.

Slightly revised: 19.12.04. 

_________________________________________________________________________________

The following is my transcription of a hand-written note of C.L. Janik. 











January 5, 1979

Thanks for yours of 19/9/78.

A better insight into our “situation” can be gained by a dispassionate analysis and comparison of life in the USA (or England, Italy, USSR, etc. etc.) with Switzerland.

Secession? Nonsense, why bother. Just throw up – literally – your citizenship, US, Chinese, Australian, Hottentot, Polish, etc. etc., and you are morally free from all citizenship obligations. – If you reply: Yes, but what of citizenship’s advantages or benefits? Answer: Name one – just one – that is worth having.






Cordially, signed: C.L. Janik 

________________________________________________________________________________

John Zube, 7 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW, AuStralia 2577, 18/3/1980

Dear Mr. Janik,

                          already more than a year has passed since your letter of

Jan. 5th. 1979. 

I was mainly busy with making use of the freedom of press opportunity provided by microfiche publishing. Presently, due to a petrol strike, excess overtime, my golf-ball machine being under repair and the writing desk becoming overloaded with unfinished matter, I do attempt not to expand my literature list but rather to contract my correspondence obli​gation.

I for one have no argument with the usefulness of bulletin boards, their expansion in size and numbers and even their systematic use, continent or world-wide, through electronic communication channels. 

I have only my doubts concerning the space available for print-outs on the boards. If the boards consisted Just of screens on which you could call out all the notices of interest to you and get a print-out of selected ones - this would be one matter. Otherwise, you might have to use ultra-fiche reduction rates to get at least a considerable percentage of your information displayed and would need special ultra-fiche reading machines. 

Imagine the bulletin board space which would be taken up merely by the information contained in a single newspaper like the New York Times, in spite of its already small print. Your bulletin board system is to find still more writers and readers - so multiply this at least by a factor of 10 or 100 to get a realistic notion of the space required - and also of the labour of pinning up all these notices.

The “Viewdata” systems do already offer something similar - on TV screens at home and their feedback systems or enquiry systems could also be used to feed information into such a network.

What most people would want to feed in are wanted to sell and buy notices - and these get already voluminous and chaotic enough in many of the large department stores. To sort them out would at least require electronic data processing. 

However, local boards only, with local notices only, would serve this purpose better.

Whether you call it "secession" (individual) or "throwing up one's citizenship" is just a rose by another name. We want the same final thing. We even largely agree upon the method "secessionism, individual" or "throwing-up" (citizenship) but we do not quite agree on how to proceed with our method. 

Like you, I do not see any advantages in present citizenships (except as a prerequisite, presently, for a passport. – J.Z., 28.7.89.), but this does not mean that I do not see threats and coercion when I alone, unsupported by public opinion and many similar acts by other individuals, attempt to dissociate myself from my present territorial rulers. 

Like you, I am fully aware that morally I would not commit any wrong, that, morally, I would be fully within my rights - but would this, mine awareness, restrain e.g. the tax collector? If this were the case, then this method could, and, indeed, would spread like wildfire, would be irresistible like an avalanche started by a single additional snowflake at the appropriate moment. 

But most human beings are not aware of this human potential and individuals like you and me have still to establish a degree of collective consciousness and appreciation of it - before we can safely act in this direction.

The difficulties along this road should not be underestimated or disregarded under one or the other verbal screen but rather analyzed and then, one by one, systematically overcome - which would require a considerable amount of enlightenment work.

You will find my first and still all too incomplete bibliography of writings on the philosophical, utopian and practical-historical aspects of this idea in the enclosed preliminary bibliography of libertarian writings. If you know of any more such writings, let me know. Many of these writers have stated the case much better or more appealingly than either you or I could - yet, they did not bring about an avalanche of individual and group disassociation declarations. 

The difficulties are similar to those involved e.g. in a military insurrection or revolution. Indeed, if all soldiers and citizens, at the same time, wanted to do the same thing, against a criminal government, the power would really be in their hand - but there exactly is the rub: Even if, individually, they are already ripe for common action, the common action does still not come about until all others are seen as wanting the same at the same time. Only then may it only take one first step of disobedience and self-rule by a single individual to make all others follow their own drummer. 

But as you know, military insurrections and revolutions are not easily arranged and individual acts of desertion or disobedience and rebellion are usually considered and treated rather unfavorab​ly - no matter how great their moral merits are - by those who are in power and want to stay in it.

The most suitable places for bulletin boards (for enlightenment purposes) would probably be large libraries. But, according to my own expedience, public librarians are probably hardest to persuade that such communication needs should have priority over architectural and artistic appearances and decorations. They treat their buildings and walls as parts of temples, which are not to be desecrated by profane notices whose contents might not always find their full approval.

You should read up on "computer conferencing" as described e.g. in "Creative Compu​ting" Sep.-Oct. 1977.

A practicable scheme appears to me to input all information to be communicated into one vast computer network and then to establish a dense network of output centres, associated with this network, where any kind of arrangement and collection of all this input from anyone, anytime and anywhere can be cheaply obtained on COM microfiche, 4x6" film cards with 400-600 pages of information, readable on the better reading machines. 

I am working towards such an objective with my Super Compu​ter network and my initial efforts with Libertarian Microfiche Publishing. See my booklet: “An Ideal Market for Freedom Ideas" and the following “Gone Fiching -for Liberty”.

(In this sphere a large degree of freedom of action existed and still exists – and thus such dreams and better ones became quickly realized. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

Like you, I would like to opt out. Not only out of taxation, conscription, general laws of an irrational and repressive kind, but also and especially out of the monetary and financial legislation. See my enclosed literature list. 

Can you really be as unaware as your statements on "throwing up" statism seem to suggest, how hard any government would make it, presently, for anyone who claimed monetary freedom, of the complete kind, in practice? 

Admittedly, monetary despotisms: is nothing more than a popular religion of which the official experts are the high priests - but this is precisely its strength - when it comes to repressing sound, moral and rational alternatives.

It would be very hard to overestimate the value of the disassociation principle. 

For instance, how easily could it have solved the current crises in Iran and Afghanistan? 

How irresistible could it make a resistance or revolutionary movement, any minority aspiration towards self-rule (by fully recognizing the same right in all dissenters living in the same and in other countries)? 

And yet, you and I know, that a single person’s enlightened and moral act of individual secessionism would not have turned the tide under the present rule of ignorance, territorial powers and prejudices.

I also agree with you that even single, undisturbed and prolonged instance of successful secessionism, be it that of a farmer like Len Casley in Western Australia (not yet successful and complete because not yet recognized) or of a single village in India, China or Soviet Russia - if sufficiently and truthfully reported upon, in the mass media, could, indeed, be the signal for a similar transformation of the whole world. 

But, again, I can only state that to achieve this single instance, undisturbed, complete and for a considerable time, would require much more than a mere declaration by a single individual.

To take an analogy: You act as if the "right" to vote could have been generally introduced by a single person, casting only his own vote, once, upon one occasion, while all others would abstain.

Now, I would be the last one to deny the potential power and influence of examples set by individuals. After all, a single Christian  monk, has, for instance, been credited with ending the popular sport of gladiatorial games. 

And Martin Luther has largely started off the Reformation single-handedly, with his 97 theses nailed to the church door at Wittenberg, using it as his bulletin board.

But I would be the last one to assert that this method is always guaranteed to succeed. 

A book full of such instan​ces would be a book full of rousing tales - but remember, heroism is the exception, not the rule.

How do you opt out, as an individual, out of the nuclear strength and war preparations of governments? 

I wrote a book about this (Peace Plans No. 16-17) but cannot say, unfortunately, that it has been a popular one.

I firmly hold, that individual secessionism must be backed up by something like an ideal militia force for the protection of human rights - a military defence force which, one might say, would largely follow the Swiss model - and would use the direct democratic practices common in Switzerland.

You would also be right if you were to say that mass meetings of people, where people, instead of shouting hateful slogans or making all too general pro-freedom statements, would, instead, declare their individual and complete secession from the existing State and encourage all other soldiers and citizens to make similar statements and then to associate on a voluntary and exterritorial and autonomous basis, according to their highest beliefs, acting only on their own expense and risk, and stating that they would grant this right even to their worst enemies, then such meetings could, indeed be more influential than the usual non-violent or violent ones. 

But unarmed voters, citizens and soldiers, who are not properly organized and enlightened, are usually still only puppets in the hands of rulers, who are armed and organized for repression. They would usually not be any better off than the protestors against nuclear reactors or large meetings of conscientious objectors are - in the face of a counter-action by armed police​men or soldiers.

Face it, most people are still statists and in favor of "national security" no matter how harmful and dangerous "welfare states" and "national security preparations" have become to them. Thus individual dissenting acts consisting only in one-sided declarations and hopeful one-sided actions will not find wide approval but, usually, rather popular repression.

We are still in no better position than atheists and heretics were under the rule of the one and only "true” church.

For booth of us new communication channels are the means to spread our idea of general liberty and self-rule. But before these ideas have spread, we cannot expect them to be widely enough acted upon.

I listed quite a number of "cultural revolution" new communication channels, which ought to be opened up in order to bring about - fast - a change in the climate of public opinion (They include bulletin boards) in: Peace Plans 61-65. Let ms have your comments on that.

Generalizing present electronic media trends, I would say that the conventional types of public bulletin boards will be outdated before they have even reached their full potential as aids in enlightenment.

David Hart in his essay in Peace Plans 135/6 deals also with the secessionist ideas of G. Molinari (expressed especially in his "The Production of Security").

They were brilliantly expressed, already 100 years ago and yet did not spread like the wind around the world, but were, largely, forgotten until recently, to a large extent even in libertarian circles - because his works were out of print or not yet translated into the other major languages.

Johann Gottlieb Fichte expressed such ideas possibly first of all, in 1793, in his "Beitrag zur Berichtigung der Urteile des Publikums ueber die Franzoesische Revolution" (“A Contribution to Rectify Public Opinion on the French Revolution, of which an extract, in English, was microfiched in PEACE PLANS 61-63. This edition has been online for a while and I have still not received a single response to it! See: www.panarchism.info/ ) and yet, how effective has his individual declaration been, although he is known, for other of his writings, all over

the world? It does take much more than the expression of such an idea, which is still unknown to most people, as well as its extensive and very long practice in the past, usually ignored by most historians and jurists.

We have to got into the details to solve the problem why people give "the sanction of the victim" as Ayn Rand put it and still favor the subjection of other people to majority rule, the rule of strong men or of a single party.

While individual dissociation is, indeed, one of the required solvents and, probably, the most important one for this knotty problem, it must also be properly applied to be effective and not just waved about or shouted like a magic wand or work magic.

If we could simply rid ourselves of bureaucracy by opting out of it - what rational being would not do so? But as long as the bureaucracy's the military power is ignored and its support by popular prejudices, and most people are not sufficiently informed, they will not arm, train and organize themselves to uphold their rights against aggressive actions by others.

Think how much of Switzerland's freedom is due to it being well armed and organized. Otherwise, Swiss declarations of "neutrality" would not have helped very much.

People who think about secessionism only in general terms, are usually unable to apply it in many concrete instances and thus fall back into conventional thinking.
Thus there are many intolerant or totalitarian "libertarians" who want to impose in one way or the other a free society, according to their definitions, upon all people, even those who, for themselves, would prefer unfree societies. 

Sometimes, they do express both ideas, individual choice, and ideal universal systems, in the same
article or book!

Whosoever deals with ideas only on very general terms, does not supply a good enough service, fails even to enlighten himself in many instances.

Before the two of us could agree even on this one important question we have to go into many more details.

For Freedom In Our Time, signed: John Zube

P.S.: Why not consider my microfiche as mini- and cheap bulletin boards? 

Can you exhibit 98 pages any cheaper?

Indeed, a reader is needed, but for short notices even a hand-held one is sufficient. 

You could put 1,000 of them, i.e. 98,000 pages into a single mini-"Esky" of polyutherane foam which is designed to carry only 6 cans of soft drinks. 

The Kodak Ektalite microfiche reader, to access all these, is hardly larger than this small box. 

I put so far out 3 on suitable locations in Sydney and work on “opening up” 2 more such locations. – J.Z. (Alas, these locations, too, were not as suitable as I thought them to be. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

Enclosures: PP 61-69.                                                    (Somewhat edited: 19.12.04.)

------------------------------------------------------------------------
JANOWSKY, OSCAR I.: People at Bay: The Jewish Problem in East Central Europe, N.Y., 1939.

JANOWSKY, OSCAR I.: The Jews and Minority Rights, 1898-1919, Columbia U.P., N.Y., 1933.

JASPER THE JESTER: 61, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. -- in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. -- 13, 37, 42, 45, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

JENKINS, CARL S.: HAT (Human Animal Territorial Syndrome ), pp 162-172 of The Journal of Human Relations, Second Quarter 1969, Central State Univ., Wilber-force, Ohio, - Univ. of NSW Libr. - A defence of the Territorial Imperative idea - independent of Ardrey. -- Among human beings, as I believe, this syndrome indicates something close to a mental defect, namely, the inability or unwillingness to think in other than territorial terms. Even among animals, from sparrows to some of the big apes, the territorial "imperative" is not general, as Robert Ardrey had to admit himself. Among animals it can be forgiven as an instinct but among rational human beings, as merely a wrongful and irrational idea, and its application, in spite of all the disasters it leads to, it has become inexcusable. -  The bibliography on panarchism seems long but it is listing only a very tiny fraction of all political writings. In other words, non-sufferers from this syndrome are rare and remaining fixed ideas on territorialism can be found even in the writings of those who sometimes came close to the panarchistic ideal. - J.Z., 16.1.99.

JENKINS, Sir H.: British Rule and Jurisdiction beyond the Seas, Oxford, 1902. - See: Personal Law, Capitulation, Consular Jurisdiction.

JENKS, Law and Politics in the Middle Ages (Lon​don. 1913), p. 14. Quoted by Liu, Exterritoriality, p. 28.

JERNIGAN, T. R.: China in Law and Commerce, New York, 1915.

JEWISH AUTONOMY WITHOUT TERRITORIAL SOVEREIGNTY, JEWISH COMMUNAL SELF-GOVERNMENT TRADITIONS: "... Jews... How long had they been a self-contained culture, independent of geography, living even in their own time-stream? - "Outward Bound", by Norman Spinrad, "Analog", 3/64, p. 59. - Alas, most modern Jews tend to focus on the numerous pogroms that Jews suffered under and to neglect the degrees of exterritorial self-government that they had managed to achieve for some periods in the past, in some countries. These historical precedents could and should still serve as models for our times, if freed from the then still remaining restraints, e.g. a head tax. Furthermore, Zionism has misdirected many to most of them in the direction of territorialism, although at least in religion, culture and in their trading network, they constituted already a cosmopolitan and largely exterritorial world-wide voluntary community. Territorial prosecutions led them to strive for a territorial model for themselves, rather than examining and trying to fully realise their exterritorial possibilities, which would have been right and useful for all other volunteer communities as well. - The history of the Jewish "territorialists" may still have to be written. (This misleading name was adopted by those Jews who strove for exterritorial autonomy WITHIN the Czarist empire.) - J.Z., 11.12.03.

JEWISH AUTONOMY: The old Jewish name for it was "shtetel", which probably stands for the German word "Staedtl", meaning a small town. Were Jewish communities more autonomous in small towns, where it might have been quite uneconomical to incarcerate them in a ghetto, or in larger towns, where they had these areas set aside for them, forming a small town within the larger one? The only detailed study of Jewish autonomy that I have so far seen, possess and partly read (others, that looked somewhat interesting, I have not yet read ) is: S.D. Goitein, A Mediterranean Society, vol. II: The Community. The Jewish communities of the Arab world as portrayed in the documents of the Cairo geniza. University of California Press, 1971, indexed, 683pp. Please steer me in the direction of more such literature. - J.Z. 14.1.93. - Mostly this autonomy amounted only to somewhat extraterritorial enclaves rather than to an exterritorial and personal law status. In this it resembled the extraterritorial status of foreigners in China, achieved by the "unequal treaties". However, the latter also adopted "protegee citizens", i.e., volunteer from among the Chinese. (Naturally, it did not please the Chinese territorial nationalists that some Chinese preferred the courts and jurisdiction of foreigners to then still rather unjust and arbitrary courts of the Chinese Emperor. But ultimately this led to at least some reforms of Chinese Courts - until the territorial totalitarians took over.) Jews in their Ghettos, in spite of their local self-government, remained underprivileged rather than privileged people in the countries that put them, compulsorily, and at least for the nights, into territorial ghettos.-  J.Z., 11.12.2003.

JEWISH COMMUNITY AUTONOMY & PERSONAL LAW TRADITION IN HISTORY, COMPARED WITH THAT OF THE ARABS & OF THE CHRISTIANS IN THE NEAR EAST:  I have listed a number of titles on this subject in this compilation and will not repeat all of them here. - J.Z., 16.9.04.

JEWISH PEOPLE: "The Jews may be said to constitute a special sort of League of Nations of their own, resting not upon paper formulae but on the firmer foundation of a natural ability to understand and trust one another. We need go back little more than a century to find families of Jews, not only the great houses whose names are household words, but many thousands of unknown Jewish families spread all over the world, serving the manufacturers and traders of the world by reason of the credit or confidence which was and still is their special contribution to progress. - E. Benn, "Debt", 129/30. In a way most of them are  natural and voluntary cosmopolitans or citizens of the world or world federationists. And they force no one to join their federation or to use any of their services. Nor do they prosecute, in our times, anyone who secedes from their communities. The full history of the duration and extent of their exterritorial autonomy of their communities in many foreign countries may still have to be written. Only their prosecution by religious fanatics, racists and territorial nationalists has been well recorded. Their largely tolerant coexistence with Christians and Muslims around the Mediterranean ought to be closely studied and further developed for our times, for these and other people and groups in other countries. Unfortunately, most Jewish scholars have so far neglected this field of studies, too and most Jews have become territorialists, with the usual dire consequences for themselves and others. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

JEWISH PEOPLE: 46, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

JEWISH PLUS ARAB AUTONOMY IN ISRAEL & PALESTINE: Jewish and Arab autonomous communities of volunteers can both peacefully coexist in the same territory - but only upon the exterritorial model of voluntarism, not upon and exclusive, uniform and coercive territorial model with compulsory membership or subordination, however democratic, provided by any territorial State. What is needed is a revival and extension of the exterritorial autonomy achieved by Jews and Christians in the Arab empire, for centuries. All these and other communities and movements in this area would have to sacrifice their imperialistic and territorialist ambitions and become merely exterritorially autonomous groups of volunteers. In this form all their tribes and clans, all their parties & movements, faiths and ideologies could be peacefully and tolerantly continued as long as they find adherents. As such they could rapidly come to peacefully coexist in the same area. - -  "Judaism and Islam have coexisted more peacefully with each other than with Christianity or any other creed. In spite of their religious divergence, the productive harmony in which they lived for thousands (hundreds! - J.Z., 10.12.03.) of years, from the great era of Alexandria to the golden age of Spain, has yielded fertile innovations in mathematics, astronomy, science, medicine and commerce. - 'My friends the enemies' is the ambivalent sentiment which many Jews and Arabs feel towards each other. Is it really too utopian to hope that a renewed pattern of coexistence and commerce could help transcend their momentary hatred and defuse the powder keg of the Middle East as well?"- Sam Pisar, Of Blood & Hope, 283. - Personal law for all volunteer groups rather than any imperialistic law imposition by one group over all other groups in the same area. Just an extension of the tolerant features of their own traditions. That's all that they - and most other trouble-spots in the world - do need, to enable them to cope with most of their current, acute and large as well as with most minor problems. - J.Z. 15.1.93, 10.12.03.

JEWS OF LITHUANIA, 1916: They strove for exterritorial autonomy. See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, Panarchie – immer konkret beschreiben. See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, Panarchie – immer konkret beschreiben.

JOBS, ACTIONS, SERVICES: All jobs, services and actions are right for those who do want them and wrong for those who don't. So, to each his own. - J.Z. 24.12.91.

JOESTEN, JOACHIM: Article on consular jurisdiction in Tangier, Die Welt, 22.8.1953. - JZL. – See: Tangier and Protegee Citizenship, an article in German.

JOHN, Prince of Laird's Corner: Some declarations, photographs and press clippings of his secession, near Robertson, N.S.W., Australia, 87-105, in ON PANARCHY XI, in PP 832. - Since then deceased, with no one else pressing his claim. J.Z., 20.1.99.

JOHNSON, JILL: Lesbian Nation: The Feminist Solution, 1970, The Village Voice, N.Y., Simon & Schuster, 1973, 283pp, bibliography. - Some old, some new and many odd and confused lines of thought all jumbled together with little if any clarity on form and organization of this "Lesbian Nation" for which no territory is claimed. - J.Z.

JOHNSSON, RICHARD C.B.: To the Monopolists of All Parties, January 13, 2005: ( A review of LIU’s book on Extraterritoriality): - - I suppose most columnists and adherents of this forum are used to being called things like idealistic, naïve and even utopian. It happens more than often that these words are use in a very negative sense, I presume. The perhaps most fundamental reason for this kind of behavior is that Rockwell et al. oppose the idea of a government with a monopoly on the use of force. Abolishing this monopoly is, allegedly, at best utopian. Well, this might come as a surprise to many, but for most of mankind’s history, there were no such monopolies. And, I sincerely believe that the time is ripe for a return to way we all used to organize our governance. - - Territorial vs. Non-Territorial Governance - - The guiding principle behind the system of governance we have today, worldwide, we can refer to as ‘territoriality’ or ‘territorial governance’. This means that the territorially sovereign states of today claim absolute political authority within their respective fixed territories. Wherever you are in the world today, you basically have to yield to the laws of that particular territory, regardless of their contents or whether you approve of them or not. - - We could contrast the current system with a system of non-territorial governance. In such a system, the laws don’t follow the territory, but the person. Thus, in one and the same place, it would be possible for people to submit to various systems of laws. These different systems would then obviously compete for adherents. - - It seems that the guiding principles behind this historical system of non-territorial governance is so distinct from the present system of exclusive territorial governance that, in fact, the two systems cannot be regarded as anything else but opposites, mutually exclusive, or principally totally different in nature. - - This non-territorial governance might seem idealistic, naïve and even utopian to you, but before you call me names as well, you really should learn more about it, or you might come across as historically ignorant. Indeed, as I have explained elsewhere, there was a time when the kind of territorially sovereign governments were unknown. As one historical reporter tells us, ‘it often happens that five men, each under a different law, would be found walking or sitting together.’ We can even see the remnants of this system in the consular jurisdictions, embassies and how ships entering foreign harbors still carry and submit to the chosen flag. - - Non-Territorial Tolerance in Ancient Times - - There are records of this system of non-territorial governance available from ancient Greece, Sparta, Egypt and Rome. For example, the ‘perioeci’ enjoyed Spartan protection as well as the right to manage their own communities. In Greece, special magistrates, ‘xenodikai’, were instituted for trying cases in which non-citizens were involved. In the Roman republic as well as in the early empire, there was a similar magistrate, praetor peregrinus. The ‘peregrine’, were not true foreigners; they were free inhabitants and subjects of Rome but neither citizens nor Latins. Thus, there were people that had the right to manage their own communities and live by their own laws within the same territory. - - The examples are abundant. One important ingredient of Muslim laws (Sharia), originating in the Quran
, is the so-called ‘dhimmi’ system or later, in the Ottoman Empire, the ‘millet’ system
. There is also evidence of Muslim non-territorial rights in ninth century China. - - In Rome, the system of non-territorial governance was abandoned as the citizenship was extended to all people within Roman territories. However, after the fall of Rome, the system flourished. It was at this time that Bishop Agobard (779-840) filed a report to us about those five men sitting peacefully together at one spot while living under different laws. Romans, Lombards, Goths, Franks, Burgundians, Alemanns etc. all lived by their own laws for centuries, regardless of where they happened to be geographically. People could and did change their allegiance to laws. This is often referred to as the Personality of Laws. - - This system was also present in the great Mediterranean trading cities, like Florence, Venice and Genoa, often referred to as the cradle of our modern wealth creation. - - Barbarian Tolerance - - Edward Gibbon, in his tome The Decline And Fall Of The Roman Empire (ch. 38), wrote the following in reference to the ‘Laws of the Barbarian’ of the fifth and sixth centuries: - - “[T]he laws of the barbarians were adapted to their wants and desires, their occupations and their capacity; and they all contributed to preserve the peace, and promote the improvements, of the society for whose use they were originally established. The Merovingians, instead of imposing a uniform rule of conduct on their various subjects, permitted each people, and each family, of their empire freely to enjoy their domestic institutions; nor were the Romans excluded from the common benefits of this legal toleration.” - - In a footnote to this section, Gibbon argued with Bishop Agobard: - “The Ripuarian law declares and defines this indulgence in favour of the plaintiff […]; and the same toleration is understood or expressed in all the codes except that of the Visigoths of Spain. [Agobard] foolishly proposes to introduce an uniformity of law as well as of faith” (emphasis added). - - Indeed, it seems just as foolish to propose uniformity of law as uniformity of faith. For how come tolerance is good in one sphere of life, and not in others? Why indeed stop at religious tolerance? Just as religious tolerance rejects uniformity of faith, the medieval kind of non-territorial governance rejected the uniformity of laws (and thus also uniformity of faith). After all, it remains to be explained how tolerance can be good only one sphere of life, and not in others. Non-territorial governance does not stop at religious tolerance but extends it to all spheres of life. This is something the so-called barbarians did realize, and in this way few today are as tolerant as those barbarians. - - Conflict Solving - - One intuitive concern in relation to non-territorial systems of laws would be how cases of conflict between members of different laws are to be treated. It turns out that conflicts historically were treated according to the principle of actor sequitur forum rei [i.e. plaintiff follows forum of the case, that is, the law of the defender or accused, not that of the accuser]. This principle has assumed a different meaning under the territorial governance of today than under non-territorial. Today, the territory in which the conflict arises, and its exclusive laws, determines the competent court for the case. This means that the plaintiff must bring suit against the defendant in the state of his domicile, habitual residence, or principal place of business. Thus, in line with territorialism, this has become a territorial principle. However, under non-territorial governance, and most likely according to the original meaning, the accuser follows the defendant into his court, i.e. the defendant is judged according to the laws he adheres to. - - This seems to be both a natural and tolerant solution to conflicts. Simply imagine the opposite and this becomes evident – it would imply that other people are demanded to follow the way of living that you prefer, a demand not very tolerant and contradicting the personality of laws. However, for really serious crimes, like murder, “the law of the slain, not that of the slayer” would most likely indicate the competent forum. Exactly what crimes are to be regarded as serious enough to nullify the principle actor sequitur forum rei could be agreed upon or stipulated in advance else be open to arbitration. And this is the way it was, and it is also a reason for why those old laws are so concrete when it comes to crimes and punishment. - - Why Did Such Rights Exist? - - There are numerous good reasons for why territorially absolute sovereign governments were unknown or uncommon. It has happened that non-territorial rights were extended unilaterally in order to attract foreign trade. Religion was important both for establishing such rights and maintaining them. However, such worldwide non-territorial rights did not originate in late European Imperialism or because of poor foreign judicial systems, as is often believed. These were later ingredients, imposed by already territorially sovereign governments in a very imperialist manner indeed. There might be other reasons. - - Now, when one thinks of it, the origins of non-territorial governance perhaps aren’t that strange at all. For most of our common history, people have lived as nomads in small hunter and gather societies or in territorially dispersed communities of low average population density where strict borders were not claimed or upheld. In such societies they developed their own set of moral standards and laws (but perhaps mostly not yet written but memorized legislation). It became only natural that the laws followed the persons, not the territory. When encountering people from other such non-territorial communities, it would seem only natural to expect that those others lived by different moral standards and laws. To avoid conflict, it would be best not to try to impose one’s own moral standards and laws on those others. To avoid that others try this, it only seems natural to abstain from it oneself. In case conflict arises, the best way to avoid further conflict would be to let the defendant be judged by his laws. Hence, the common question on a stranger’s origins related to his law and customs, not only to his place of birth & ethnicity. Non-territorial governance thus presents itself as the tolerant and peaceful solution. - - There are abundant written traces of non-territorial systems of governance in Africa, Europe, and Asia. Most likely, the system is as old as mankind and thus has existed everywhere. - - The Rise of Territorial Intolerance - - But when, how and why did these territorially sovereign states arise? It seems that the year 1648 is important in this regard. This was the year of the Peace of Westphalia that ended the Thirty Years War. In these treatises the idea of exclusive territorial sovereignty basically replaced the theory of the personality of laws as the fundamental principle of international intercourse. However the race for colonial possessions and similar territorialism had already started. Thus, territorialism didn’t follow from the peace treaties but instead the idea of territorialism seems to have been an important reason for the Thirty Years’ War to begin with. - - How was non-territorial governance technically replaced by territorial sovereign states? There were 6 major ways: (1) by passing under the sovereignty of States which do not recognize or grant the right of exemption from local jurisdiction; (2) by passing under the temporary jurisdiction of such a State; (3) by breaking off from a State in which the extraterritorial system exists; (4) by becoming a protectorate of a State which does not concede rights of extraterritoriality; (5) by unilateral cancellation; and (6) by diplomatic negotiation leading to a mutual agreement on the abolition or preliminaries to it. - - The technical details of each and every case in which extraterritoriality was abolished are very interesting, but what’s really interesting are the reasons put forward why territorial sovereignty was to be preferred. This makes the last two categories of special interest, since they involve statements defending the changes. For example, we have the treaty between Turkey and Soviet Government in Russia in 1921, ending the non-territorial rights in Turkey: - “The Government of the R.S.F.S.R. considers the Capitulatory régime [i.e. the non-territorial rights] to be incompatible with the free national development and with the sovereignty of any country; and it regards all the rights and acts relating in any way to this régime as annulled and abrogated” (Liu 1925, p. 185, citing the Soviet/Turkey treaty).
 - - It seems non-territorial governance indeed is incompatible with ‘free national development’ and territorial state sovereignty. We all know the results of ‘free national development’ in Leninist Russia and Turkey of that time. Another example involved Persia and the Soviet government: - “[T]he R.S.F.S.R formally affirms once again that it definitely renounces the tyrannical policy carried out by the colonizing governments of Russia which has been overthrown by the will of the workers and peasants of Russia. // Inspired by this principle and desiring that the Persian people should be happy and independent and should be able to dispose freely of its patrimony, The Russian Republic declares the whole body of treatises and conventions concluded with Persia by the Tsarist Government, which crushed the rights of the Persian people, to be null and void” (Liu 1925, p. 198, citing the Soviet/Persia treaty). - - The quote makes sense only if one replaces ‘the people’ by ‘the people in power’, i.e. those running the territorially sovereign state. Power of the state seems to have been the words of the day. Is there really much difference today? Often the non-territorial rights were said to give rise to ‘governments in the Government’ (or ‘States within States’ as is a more common expression), whereas the truth is that various governments peacefully coexist in the same territory. Extraterritorially this is even true for the present territorial local and State governments within a federal Government and its territory. That’s a problem for a Government seeking to be a territorially sovereign monopolist. It dislikes the competition and obviously tries to abolish it, perhaps by picturing itself as some kind of mother-government with numerous wild children running around wildly – not very convincing, nor very true. - - Territorialism, Major Warfare and Mass-Murder - - Territorially sovereign monopolist governments have two terrible habits. First of all, they tend to create disputes with other territorial monopolists. Now, the creation of disputes is far from only a territorialist notion. However, what makes disputes between territorial sovereigns so dreadful is that it becomes very easy to make people believe that the people living on the other side of the border are really different from people on this side of the border. The monopoly on the legal right to use force makes it easy to suppress any nonconformists, dissidents and opponents – and provide the false impression of unity. This ends any discrimination between the really bad guys and ordinary people. This allows for total war involving whole populations. It provides motives, targets, finance, conscripts, and ‘culprits’ according to the principle of ‘collective responsibility’. All those taxed, conscripted or otherwise victimized by a government are all supposed to be its supporters. - - Thus, territorial claims are a major source of war, especially large-scale war. Just think of the fighting at WWI Verdun, with 700,000 casualties, mostly conscripts, in a territory of not even ten square miles. Just think of the indiscriminate killings of hundreds of thousands of civilian innocents in Hiroshima, Nagasaki or Dresden, or those elsewhere that simply are referred to as ‘collateral damage’. ‘All Germans are bad and must be bombed, all Japanese are bad and must be bombed’ – who are the true barbarians when such acts are committed? - - Secondly, territorially sovereign monopolist governments have also the terrible habit of waging war on its own population, or parts of it. The monopoly on the legal right to use force makes it easy to persecute people without meeting any major resistance. Genocide committed by territorially sovereign states like in Soviet Russia, National-Socialist Germany, China, Cambodia, etc., could reach terrible proportions, with 170 millions killed in the 20th century alone, mainly because those governments could carry on their misdeeds without meeting any serious resistance. - - Modern major warfare and mass-murder is essentially a consequence of territorially sovereign governments. We should, however, not be led into believing that non-territorial governance would eliminate all abuses – everything can be abused – and it is a fact that earlier non-territorial governance was transformed into territorial authoritarianism. And also non-territorial governance can be established in both a tolerant and an intolerant way, as history clearly shows. Abuses were abundant also under non-territorial governance. Nevertheless, by eliminating any claims to territorial sovereignty, or curbing any early seeds to such claims, the major warfare and mass-murder of territorialism is far less likely to occur again. - - Qua lege vivis? - - Thus, to the monopolists of all parties, there is a new message: It is time to reject the monopolist government indoctrination and learn about our past! The idealistic, naïve and intolerant territorialist utopians have had their say. They have had their warfare, their mass-murders, and their monopoly on force for too long. It is time to once again consider non-territorial tolerance. - - Maybe one day it will once again be perfectly natural “that five men, each under a different law, would be found walking or sitting together.” Maybe one day we will once again have a system of governance where each and every one has the full political freedom of choosing and having the desired government, or the free society he prefers for himself, with as much economic freedom as desired. Maybe one day we will once again be possible for everyone to have as much, as little government of his or her dreams, or perhaps none. Maybe one day it will once again be perfectly natural, on the encounter of a stranger, to ask: Qua lege vivis? According to what law are you living? - - Please also be sure to read the author’s full review,  ‘Non-Territorial Governance – Mankind’s Forgotten Legacy,’ of Shih Shun Liu’s historical account of non-territorial governance, ‘Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline.’ - -FOOTNOTES ( Numbers automatically changed, not by me! – J.Z. ): 
 From Quran, Sura cix: “Say: O ye unbelievers! // I worship not what ye worship, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship; // And I am not a worshipper of what ye have worshipped, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship. // To you your religion; and to me my religion.” - - 
 Such tolerant rights existed even, although perhaps to a very limited extent, in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. He was not exactly tolerant towards dissenters who resisted his rule. - - 
 The full reference is: Shih Shun Liu (1925), Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, New York. Columbia University Press, 1925, 235 p. - - 
 An up-to-date version of this reads: “Territorial sovereign states occupy current political space. Territorial sovereignty is not a timeless characteristic of the state system but is unique to the modern state system. Although territorial sovereign states emerged in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it is now unimaginable to find a piece of territory over which at least one political entity does not claim absolute territorial jurisdiction” (Turan Kayaoglu 2002). - - 
 It has also been called exterritoriality. - - 
 For the record, Maitland (1898) cites Agobard in the following way: “In a famous, if exaggerated sentence, Bishop Agobard of Lyons has said that often five men would be walking or sitting together and each of them would own a different law”. He refers to “Agobardi Opera, Migne, Patrol, vol. 104, col. 116: ‘Nam plerumque contmgit ut simul eant aut sedeant quinque homines et nullus eorum communem legem cum altero habeat’. “ - - 
 Some of those considering personal or private law today seem to be unaware of this principle. For example, Benson (1990) believes that arbitration would be the likely solution, “likened to formal or informal extradition treaties among political entities” (p. 32). This even seems to be the exact opposite of the principle at hand. Also Friedman (1973) seems to be unaware of this principle. He means that there are three ways in which a conflict between laws could be handled, none being the principle at hand: “The most obvious and least likely is direct violence – a mini-war between my agency, attempting to arrest the burglar, and his agency attempting to defend him from arrest. A somewhat more plausible scenario is negotiation. Since warfare is expensive, agencies might include in the contracts they offer their customers a provision under which they are not obliged to defend customers against legitimate punishments for their actual crimes. When a conflict occurs, it would then be up to the two agencies to determine whether the accused customer of one will or will not be deemed guilty and turned over to the other. // A still more attractive and more likely solution is advance contracting between the agencies. Under this scenario, any two agencies that faced a significant probability of such clashes would agree on an arbitration agency to settle them-a private court. Implicit or explicit in their agreement would be the legal rules under which such disputes were to be settled.” - - 
 Furthermore, according to Maitland (1898), the so-called Lex Salica was “a wonderful ‘system of personal laws’” and “let us remember that, by virtue of the Norman Conquest, the Lex Salica is one of the ancestors of English law.” - - 
 From Quran Sura cix: “Say: O ye unbelievers! // I worship not what ye worship, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship; // And I am not a worshipper of what ye have worshipped, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship.” - - To you your religion; and to me my religion. - - 
 Liu also notes that [i]n some of the treaties, a right of appeal was allowed to the local courts in cases where natives proceeded against Christians in their consular courts” (p. 60). - - 
 Similar concession were later granted to “Great Britain, the Netherlands, Austria-Hungary, Sweden, Italy, Denmark, Prussia and later Germany, Russia, Spain, Persia, Belgium, Portugal, Greece, the United States, Brazil, and Mexico. The extraterritorial rights conferred by these treaties were formally abolished in 1923” (p. 67-9). - - 
 According to R.J. Rummel, “Lenin's rapacious agricultural policies 1918-1923 created a famine that killed by starvation and associated diseases about 7,300,000 people. Half of these victims comprise democide, the other half are the unintentional victims of failed policies.” R.J. Rummel also writes that “From 1900 to 1923, Turkish dictators murdered about 2,100,000 Armenians.” See http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/welcome.html for both quotes and his references. This is “free national development”, early 20th century Soviet and Turkish style. - - 
 This is also noted by Raustiala (2004): “Assumptions about territory permeate legal systems. American law is no exception. Territoriality is a defining attribute of the Westphalian state, the model upon which the framers of the US Constitution based their aspirations for a new nation.” - - 
 Kayaoglu (2002) tells us that “[e]xtraterritoriality is a form of jurisdiction where home states continue to claim jurisdiction over the activities of their citizens are immune from local, host country’s jurisdiction.” In this modern version of extraterritoriality, a territorial state extends its reach beyond its own borders with the consent of the host state, but not necessarily with the consent of the individual. Today there is an even more scrupulous interpretation along the same line of thought; extraterritoriality is today often assumed to refer to the right of a territorial government to impose its law also outside of its territory, in the territory of another territorial government, given that the home state law is stricter than the host country’s. This could be related to for example accounting laws, trafficking and brokering of military equipment, child pornography and trafficking, etc. This, of course, is not what extraterritoriality originally was. - - 
 Indeed, there is further evidence of the spirit of Westphalia; foreign intervention is prohibited by the Treaty of Westphalia. Article LXIV of the treaty reads (emphasis added): “And to prevent for the future any Differences arising in the Politick State, all and every one of the Electors, Princes and States of the Roman Empire, are so establish'd and confirm'd in their antient Rights, Prerogatives, Libertys, Privileges, free exercise of Territorial Right, as well Ecclesiastick, as Politick Lordships, Regales, by virtue of this present Transaction: that they never can or ought to be molested therein by any whomsoever upon any manner of pretence.” Thus, the idea that foreign intervention is supposedly going to be avoided by World Government is implicitly present also in the old treaty. - - 
 This latter does not necessarily imply that an individual holds his and only his laws, but rather that the individual is allowed to secede from the current system of laws to adopt others. Having one’s own laws wouldn’t be very practical, I suppose. - - 
 Fortunately, there are people considering non-territorial governance alternatives. For example, it should be mentioned that Long (1993) has considered an approach in many ways similar to the one Liu describes, but without making any reference to the historical personal law system. In fact, there are some aspects that seem to make it a territorial system and there is no mention of the principle of actor sequitur forum rei. This could be because the modern interpretation of this is so out of line with its’ literal meaning, as noted above. Moreover, the incorporation of Muslim personal law into for example UK domestic law (although rejected on ground of) has been suggested. In Scandinavia, people of Lappish origin now have their own parliament across the borders of Norway Sweden and Finland. I’m sure you could find more examples. 

_________________________________________________________________________________

JOHNSON, RICHARD C.B., Ph. D., Non-Territorial Governance – Mankind’s Forgotten Legacy by Richard C.B. Johnsson, Ph.D. - - A Review of Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, by Shih Shun Liu, Ph.D., New York. Columbia University Press, 1925, 235 p. - - In this book, Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, Shih Shun Liu describes a system of governance that we’ve had almost everywhere on earth and thus forms an important part of mankind’s legacy. Yet almost nobody seems to know about it today, no less discuss it. In reference to this system, someone once wrote, “all this is so simple and correct that I am convinced that no one will want to know anything about this.” I’m sure some would be happy to keep it a secret, but hopefully this review will change that. Maybe more people will leave this ignorance about our past behind them and maybe people once more will seriously discuss and consider extraterritoriality. But what is extraterritoriality? - - It turns out that the guiding principles behind this historical system of governance is so distinct from the present exclusive system of governance that, in fact, the two systems cannot be regarded as anything else but mutually exclusive opposites. - - Liu opens the book by describing the system we have today, worldwide: “It is a recognized principle of modern international law that every independent and sovereign State possesses absolute and exclusive jurisdiction over all persons and things within its own territorial limits” (p. 17) - - The guiding principle behind this system we can refer to as territoriality or territorial governance
. This means that the territorially sovereign states of today claim absolute political authority within a fixed territory. Wherever you are in the world today, you basically have to yield to the laws of that particular territory, regardless of their contents. - - The significance of Liu’s book lies in that the origins and the guiding principles behind extraterritoriality, or non-territorial governance, are described
. It is a scholarly book, rich with references in from sources in numerous languages. I’m not sure whether all of the details are entirely correct or has been overruled by more recent evidence, but that matters little. Liu still has managed to bring forward a good account of the earlier existence of non-territorial governance and its guiding principles. That is sufficient to make it a remarkable book. Since it’s one of those hard to find books, this review is brought to you. - - Non-Territorial Tolerance in Ancient Times - - On the origins of non-territorial governance, Liu writes: - - “The principle of territorial sovereignty […] was unknown in the ancient world. In fact, during a large part of what we usually term modern history, no such conception was ever entertained. In the earlier stages of human development, race or nationality rather than territory formed the basis of a community of law. An identity of religious worship seems to have been during this period a necessary condition of a common system of legal rights and obligations. The barbarian was outside the pale of religion, and therefore incapable of amenability to the same jurisdiction to which the natives were subjected. For this reason, we find that in the ancient world foreigners were either placed under a special jurisdiction or completely exempted from the local jurisdiction. In these arrangements for the safeguarding of foreign interests we find the earliest traces of extraterritoriality” (p .23) - - Liu provides records of this kind of extraterritoriality from ancient Egypt and Greece. In Greece, special magistrates, xenodikai, were instituted for trying cases in which foreigners were involved. - - In the Roman republic as well as in the empire, there was a magistrate, praetor peregrinus.  The peregrines, peregrine, were not true foreigners; they were free inhabitants and subjects of Rome but neither citizens nor Latins. The magistrate’s competence extended to disputes between peregrines and between them and Roman citizens (below I will discuss the guiding principle for ruling cases between people of different law systems). “With the extension of Roman citizenship to all provinces of the Empire […], however, the office of praetor peregrinus disappeared from the judicial system of Rome”, Liu informs us (p. 26). - - However, the tradition of extraterritorial benefits lived on in treaties with people outside the empire. For example, “the Armenians were granted the benefit of the same laws on certain subjects as those by which the Romans were ruled; but questions of marriage, succession to property, and personal status generally, were left to be settled either by the Armenians themselves or by a magistrate named by the emperor to administer Armenian law” (p. 27). - - Examples like these are particularly significant since they seems to display recognition of and tolerance towards other people’s way of living. People were allowed to follow the laws they adhered to and were judged by them. This kind of tolerance seems largely to be missing in the purely territorial governance of today. - - Medieval Theory of the Personality of Laws - - The system of non-territorial governance did not fall with Rome; instead it flourished. I quote Liu at length: - - In the absence of any vies of territorial sovereignty, there developed in medieval Europe a complete system of personal jurisdiction, which has left in its wake many interesting survivals extending to modern times, and which undoubtedly exercised an immense influence upon the development of extraterritoriality. In the days which followed the downfall of the Roman Empire, as in the days of ancient Greece and Rome, but in a much more marked degree, racial consanguinity was treated as the sole basis of amenability to law. Thus, in the same country – and even in the same city at times – the Lombards lived under Lombard law, and the Romans under Roman law. This differentiation of laws extended even to the various branches of the Germanic invaders; the Goths, the Franks, the Burgundians, each submitted to their own laws while resident in the same country. Indeed, the system was so general that in one of the tracts of the Bishop Agobard, it is said: ‘It often happens that five men, each under a different law, would be found walking or sitting together.’ - - “As an example of the prevalence in medieval Europe of the theory of the personality of laws, we may cite the retention of Roman law in the old provinces of Rome. Savigny shows that in the Burgundian laws and in the Constitution of Chlotar, the validity of Roman law in cases involving Romans was fully recognized. - - “In the same way, the principle of the personality of laws was applied and carried out by the invaders themselves in their relation with one another. The laws of the Visigoths contain the remarkable provision that ‘when foreign merchants have disputes with one another, none of our judges shall take cognizance, but they shall be decided by officers of their nation and according to their laws.’ Theodoric the Great (493-525), the first of the Ostrogothic rulers, instituted special judges or courts (comtes) to decide litigations between Goths and, with the assistance of a Roman jurisconsult, to decide cases between Goths and Romans. In the first half of the eight century, the Lombards in France were tried according to Lombard law and at least partly by judges that were Alamanns, the latter having once been Lombards and lived under Lombard law. The oldest part of Lex Ribuaria (tit.31) is found to contain a passage which ensures to the Frank, Burgundian, Alamann or any other, the benefit of his own law. In the Capitularies of Charlemange and of Louis I, recognition was given to the applicability of Roman and other foreign laws to cases involving the respective foreign subjects.“ (p. 27-29)
 - - The extent to which systems of non-territorial governance was in operation is truly remarkable. However, in the passage, Liu makes a rather strong claim as he stated that “racial consanguinity was treated as the sole basis of amenability to law”. Perhaps he was influenced by the Zeit Geist of the 1920’s; today a more fashionable term would be ethnicity. Anyhow, this reasoning breaks down if one contemplates the apparent contradiction between the claim and his own evidence that the Alamanns seceded from Lombard law. If they were of the same ethnicity, they should live under the same law. But who then seceded, how could they later live under separate laws? It seems, ethnicity was one basis for how people decided what law to live under, perhaps even the dominant, but evidently not the sole basis. - - This fact is what gives Liu the right to call it a system of personality of laws. The law followed the person and not the territory. Today we almost exclusively have the opposite. In those days, people could secede from one law and even start a new, the way it seems the Alamanns did, and basically keep on living in the same place. I wonder how many are aware of this historical aspect of international law? I surely wasn’t. - - Actor Sequitur Forum Rei - - One intuitive concern in relation to non-territorial law would be how cases of conflict between members of different laws are to be treated. Today, the territory where the conflict arose most often is the determinant of court competence. But “[a] system of personal laws implies rules by which a ‘conflict of laws’ may be appeased”, as Maitland (1898) notes. Liu informs us: - “It is noteworthy that under a régime of personal jurisdiction, the law applied was that of the defendant, except in cases of serious crime, in which the law of the injured party or plaintiff prevailed. A connection might be established between this rule and the principle actor sequitur forum rei, one of the basic formulae of modern [i.e. 1920’s] extraterritorial jurisdiction, under which the plaintiff follows the defendant into his court.” (p. 29, emphasis in original) - - The principle of actor sequitur forum rei, i.e. that the plaintiff follows the defendant into his court, seems to be both the natural and tolerant solution to conflicts. Imagine the opposite and this becomes evident. It isn’t plausible to demand that others should keep themselves informed of the details and changes in the law under which you live and they don’t. This also would imply that other people are demanded to follow the way of living that you prefer, a demand not very tolerant.
  - - Maitland (1898) provides some concrete examples of old rules for conflict resolution under personal law: - “We may see, for example, that the law of the slain, not that of the slayer, fixes the amount of the wergild [i.e. fine], and that the law of the grantor prescribes the ceremonies with which land must be conveyed. We see that legitimate children take their father's, bastards their mother's law. We see also that the churches, except some which are of royal foundation, are deemed to live Roman law, and in Italy, though not in Frankland, the rule that the individual cleric lives Roman law seems to have been gradually adopted.” - - The personality of laws and the principle that plaintiff follows the defendant into his court was clearly discernible in the early maritime does of Europe. “It is said that one of the cardinal principles of the celebrated Hanseatic League was the absolute independence of its members of all foreign jurisdiction wherever they resided and traded” (Liu 1925, p. 29). This system involved for example places like Lübeck, Visby and Novgorod (in what now is Germany, Sweden and Russia, respectively). Similar systems were found in Amalfi, Naples, Ancona in what now is Italy and for Florentine’s (in Italy) in London. The same system operated for the Genoese (in Italy) at Nimes (in France) and by a reciprocal agreement between Spain and the Ottoman Empire and Morocco. - - In relation to this, Liu makes the important observation that some of these facts are sufficient to “throw overboard the theory that extraterritoriality was in any way intended to derogate from the sovereignty of the State granting it, inasmuch as the notion of territorial sovereignty was as yet unknown when extraterritoriality took its root” (p. 32). - - Liu also provide relatively late accounts of at least partial extraterritoriality, among them the case when king Henry IV arranged for English merchants to be judged by their own laws in the Hanseatic cities, the Netherlands, in Norway, Sweden and Denmark, while Richard III later did the same for Englishmen in Italy. “The letters-patent granted by Francis II, King of France, in 1559, to the Swedish subjects trading within his territory recognized the right of the latter to be judged by their own magistrates in all differences among them, although mixed in cases of any sort they were placed under the jurisdiction of the local authorities” (p. 38). - - “What is most remarkable:, perhaps,” Liu continues, “is the treaty of […] 1631, between Louis XIII, Emperor of France and Molei Elqualid, Emperor of Morocco, which contains terms of absolute reciprocity, so far as extraterritorial jurisdiction was concerned, […] a treaty of perfect equality and reciprocity between a Christian and a Mohammedan Power” (p. 39). This, Liu states “ought to go far to prove that the institution of extraterritoriality was not contrived, at the beginning at any rate, and for a long time in the modern period, to meet the special situation of a defective legal system in non-Christian Powers” (p. 39-40). In the 18th and 19th century, similar agreements involved Great Britain and Morocco, the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, France and Russia, France and the United States, Sardinia and Morocco, England and Portugal, as well as further examples involving Russian, Norway and Denmark. 
 - - “These late survivals of extraterritoriality in Europe”, Liu tells us, “are to be explained partly by the as yet deficient judicial systems of some of the European Powers and partly by the abiding influence of the theory of the personality of laws” (p.44-5). He finds the deficiency of judicial some systems “significant, because in the decline of extraterritoriality, the improvement of the native judicial system has always been an important factor. […] In other instances, however, the persistence of extraterritoriality could not be ascribed to judicial deficiency [but] must have been due, if anything, to the existence of deep-seated custom having its basis in the time-honored theory of the personality of laws” (p. 45). - - It should perhaps be noted that the modern interpretation of the actor sequitur forum rei principle is out of line with its’ literal meaning. Today, the actor sequitur forum rei principle is said to mean that the plaintiff must bring suit against the defendant in the State of his domicile, habitual residence, or principal place of business. Thus, following the rise of territorialism, it has turned into a territorial principle. - - Not of European Imperialist Origins - - We have already seen that countries, also non-Christian countries, were involved in the system of non-territorial governance. Liu describes some other early accounts of this system both in the Levant and in the Far East. Extraterritoriality has often been assumed to be a product of European imperialism, but although empires indeed have imposed extraterritoriality on foreign states, no doubt, this isn’t the full story. We have already seen how Liu informed us that imperialism couldn’t be the origin of extraterritoriality, “inasmuch as the notion of territorial sovereignty was as yet unknown when extraterritoriality took its root” (p. 32), and imperialism being based on the later idea of territorialism. - - Indeed, Liu provides several early examples of extraterritoriality outside of Europe. He mentions two seventh century documents giving privileges to Christians in Syria and in relation to these Liu makes the following important remark: - “It is a remarkable fact that all these Capitulations [i.e. the extraterritorial privileges] are unilateral or one-sided, dispensing favors without exacting any consideration. The explanation is again to be sought in the exuberant zeal for commercial development or nowhere. The object of the Capitulations was to regulate the conditions under which Europeans were to do business in the Levant; the interests of the Mussulman, whether at sea or abroad in a Christian country, were ignored in the scramble for the benefit of European commerce at home. Thus, the element of reciprocity was conspicuously absent, but its absence, though conspicuous, ought not to betray any derogation from sovereignty on the part of the proud Saracens. The fact is that during the period under examination, the notion of exclusive sovereignty was still unborn, and it is highly improbable that much attention could have been paid to it by the negotiators on either side” (p. 56-57). - - Thus, the Muslims invited foreign merchants to come and trade with them by giving them the privileges of living by their own laws, i.e. unilateral extraterritoriality voluntarily granted for mutual benefit. This should hopefully end all misguided discussions about the extraterritoriality being originally a European imperialist imposition on non-Europeans. - - But even more clear evidence is available; there was an important religious aspect of extraterritoriality as well. Liu, cites a passage in the Quran
 and cites another scholar explaining the meaning of that passage in the following way: - “The Mussulman law was not made for the foereigner, since he is a non-Mussulman; it is necessary that he remain subject to his own law. The Mussulman law can neither protect him nor judge him nor punish him, since it protects, judges and punishes only Mussulmans; it is necessary that he be protected, judged and punished by his own law.” (p. 57-58, footnote 3) - - This system is referred to as the ‘dhimmi system’, and is utterly clear evidence that extraterritoriality wasn’t imposed by imperialists. - - Liu also mentions ninth century extraterritorial privileges to the Frankish merchants in Jerusalem (“Frankish” more or less meant European; see Maalouf 1983), how “a Mussulman was charged by the Emperor of China with the power to decide the disputes which arose among the men of the Mohammedan religion in the ninth century” (p. 48-50). In the tenth century, an extraterritorial treaty was “entered into between the Byzantine Emperor and the Varangians or Russians”, Liu tells us, and “[t]he reciprocal nature of this treaty inevitably point to the degree of tolerance with which the exemption was regarded on both sides and shows that there was a time when even in the relations of one Christian Power with another the practice of extraterritoriality was by no means such an anomaly” (p. 50-51). - - As the Christian Crusaders conquered ports in the Levant, merchants from Italy were given extraterritorial privileges “in the Byzantine Empire, Syria, and Cyprus [and] the rights conceded were in strict accord with the principle of actor sequitur forum rei” (p. 53-4). Liu also mentions that Amlfi, Pisa, Venice and Florence had extraterritorial privileges in Egypt and in the Barbary States in favor of the Italian and Spanish states, also under the actor sequitur forum rei principle (p. 58-9).
 - - -In addition to such early instances of uni-lateral or bi-lateral extraterritorial privileges, Liu describes the many later treaties in the Levant and Africa (post AD 1453). This turns out to be a strong confirmation of the stand Liu takes in regard to the origins of the extraterritorial privileges outside Europe. He tells us that when privileges were granted to France by the Ottoman Empire in 1535, “Turkey was at the zenith of its power” and France would have been in no position to impose any claims (p. 62). Indeed, when France obtained its first privileges seven years earlier, the king of France even was “in captivity in Madrid and was in no position to ride roughshod over the Turks” (p. 62). Moreover, “immediately after the conquest of Constantinople, Sultan Mohammed II granted to the Armenians, Greeks and Jews their special jurisdiction” (p. 62-3). Liu states that the “influence of religious differences […] can, of course, hardly be denied. But what these differences did was not to furnish the Franks with ground for demanding special concessions, but rather to give the sultans an additional impetus to make their concessions” (p.63).
 - - As a manifestation of the origins of the extraterritoriality, Liu quotes some other legal scholars that even go so far as to dismiss “all other explanation” for the Ottoman concessions (p. 64-5). A scholar named Renault said: - “I repeat that there has existed no period in the history of Constantinople in which foreigners have not enjoyed the advantages, and been subject to the disabilities, of extraterritoriality. The existing system of Capitulations is a survival rather than, as it is generally represented, a new invention specially adapted to Turkey. Still less is it a system, as it is often said to be, of magnanimous concessions made by far-sighted sultans of Turkey in order to encourage foreigners to trade with and reside in the empire. The Capitulations were neither badges of inferiority imposed on foreigners, as they have been described, nor proofs of exceptional wisdom peculiar to the sultans. As a fact, foreigners have never held so important a position in the capital under Ottoman rule as under that of the Christian emperors, and especially at the close of the twelfth century” (p.65). - - It is a fact indeed that the dhimmi system was a Muslim tradition, and seems to have been a tradition in Constantinople itself as well. Following the conquest of Constantinople, the so-called ‘millet system’ emerged. It was a way of handling all the various religious minorities that actually resided in there. Levy (1994, chapter 3, pp. 42-70) makes an interesting note in relation to this: - “Until recently it was generally believed that, following the conquest of Constantinople in 1453, Mehmed the Conqueror molded the Ottoman millet system into its definitive form. According to this traditional version, Mehmed established separate, parallel, and autonomous organizations for his Orthodox, Armenian, and Jewish subjects. // These were supposedly similar, statewide structures with well-defined hierarchies, controlled from Istanbul by their respective ecclesiastical leaders, the Greek and Armenian Patriarchs and the Jewish Chief Rabbi. Recently, however, this portrayal of the millet system has been shown to be greatly oversimplified and incorrect. The Ottomans, it appears, did not develop rigidly uniform structures for their minorities. Rather, their pragmatism and laissez-faire attitudes allowed for the emergence of flexible arrangements, resulting in the development of diverse structures of self-government. These arrangements took into account the needs and interests of the state, as well as the particular circumstances of each of the minority communities.” - - It seems to be a forgotten tradition, this tradition of diverse structures of self-government and of tolerance and laissez-faire attitudes towards minorities. - - Liu also mentions extraterritoriality in “Algiers, Morocco, Tripoli, Tunis, Persia, Muscat, Zanzibar, Senna (in Arabia), Egypt, Congo, Ethiopia, and Madagascar”, all in adherence to the principle actor sequitur forum rei (p.69-74). - - But Liu also describes extraterritoriality in the Far East and it turns out that the picture looks different than in the Levant and Africa – “the assertion of territorial jurisdiction was quite general in the more important countries of Asia prior to the introduction of extraterritoriality in the nineteenth century” (p. 77). They simply “were not in the habit of granting to foreigners extraterritorial privileges” (p. 83). Liu mentions some religious reasons for this: - - “As is well known, Confucianism and Buddhism, the dominant systems of philosophy and religion in the Far East, make no discriminating distinctions between the native and alien. They teach tolerance and indulgence to all alike. For this reason, the peculiar situation to which the Mohammedan religion gave rise in regard to the unbeliever did not exist in Eastern Asia.” (p. 76) - - Thus, the tolerance might to some extent already have been present because of religious reasons. As Liu notes, the extraterritorial privileges that later were introduced don’t appear to have come from any of the various reasons we have considered so far (i.e. religion, inviting trade etc). China probably was at least as civilized a country as any Western country at that time, although different. This made Liu seek the answers to the rise in extraterritoriality to the opinion in the West that the legal systems were “deficient”. He refers to a British Nobleman that said “[t]he Chinese laws […] are not only unjust, but absolutely intolerable” (p. 85, emphasis in Liu). - - Liu tells us that extraterritorial rights have been enjoyed by foreign Powers in China, Japan, Corea, Siam, Borneo, Tonga and Samoa” (p. 91), mixed cases being handled by the principle actor sequitur forum rei. When it comes to the Far East, Liu seems to be of the opinion that “had it not been for the insistence of the foreign merchant – an insistence often amounting to open violence – it is difficult to speculate how soon the East would have waked up to the need of contact with the Occident” (p.76-7). - - Thus, the reason extraterritoriality became so wide-spread during the nineteenth century probably was, after all, due to some kind of imperialism on behalf of the newly emerged territorially sovereign states of Europe. This appears to be an offense and a contradiction made by some territorially sovereign states also today, i.e. that of territorially sovereign states forcing other territorially sovereign states to adopt their laws and hence non-territoriality. Anyhow, it is hard to tell if territorialism always has been the ruling idea in this region of the world, but I doubt it. - - The Rise of Territorial Sovereignty and Territorial Intolerance - - From what we have seen so far, it’s more than tempting to draw the very important conclusion that the origins of non-territorial governance and extraterritoriality – with its dominant features being the principles of personality of laws and of actor sequitur forum rei – is at odds with the territorial governance as we know it today. In fact, the two systems cannot be regarded as anything else but mutually exclusive opposites. The versions of extraterritoriality usually connected to the term and most often discussed today rather seem to have come from imperialist notions on behalf of the emerging or already territorially sovereign states. - - But when, how and why did these territorially sovereign states arise? Liu informs us: - “During the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, an era of dynastic and colonial rivalry set in. The discovery of America initiated among the more powerful maritime Powers of Europe the struggle for colonial possessions. The ascendancy of these Powers aided their assertion of an exclusive territorial sovereignty, until 1648 the treaties making up the Peace of Westphalia accepted the latter as a fundamental principle of international intercourse. This development of territorial sovereignty was distinctly fatal to the existence of the system of consular jurisdiction [i.e. the extraterritorial courts], and facilitated considerably its decadence in Europe, because it was founded on the opposite theory of the personality of laws” (p. 37) - - Thus, it seems like the Peace of Westphalia in 1648 was a decisive year, as the idea of exclusive territorial sovereignty replaced the theory of the personality of laws as the fundamental principle of international intercourse. However, as Liu indicates, the race for colonial possessions and territorialism had already started. Ii didn’t follow from the peace treaties but instead the idea of territoriality seems to have been an important reason for the Thirty Years’ War to begin with. - - How was non-territorial governance replaced by territorial sovereign states? Liu tells us: - - “The methods by means of which the abolition of extraterritoriality has been accomplished or attempted are varied. Broadly speaking, they may be classified under the following six categories: — (1) by passing under the sovereignty of States which do not recognize or grant the right of exemption from local jurisdiction; (2) by passing under the temporary jurisdiction of such a State; (3) by breaking off from a State in which the extraterritorial system exists; (4) by becoming a protectorate of a State which does not concede rights of extraterritoriality; (5) by unilateral cancellation; and (6) by diplomatic negotiation leading to a mutual agreement on the abolition or preliminaries to it” (p. 103). - - The technical details of each and every case in which extraterritoriality was abolished are very interesting, but what’s really interesting are the reasons put forward why territorial sovereignty was to be preferred. This makes the last two categories of special interest, since they involve statements defending the changes. - - The diplomatic negotiations Liu discusses deals with situations where it turns out that one or more territorial sovereign states have one-sided extraterritorial rights in another state, and the latter wanting these extraterritorial rights to end. A sentence that captures much of the spirit of such negotiations is the following, were Liu summarizes a Turkish attempt to end the foreign extraterritorial rights: - “…the Capitulations were disadvantageous alike to the foreigner and to the Ottoman Government; that they created ‘a multiplicity of governments in the Government;’ and that they were an insuperable obstacle to all reform” (p. 183) - - Here we first see a claim that the extraterritorial rights were disadvantageous to the foreigner, a dubious claim the Turkish delegates contradicts in other statements: - “[i]ndeed, it was no rare thing to see judgments given against foreigners remain unexecuted” [and with the result that] “in order to withhold deliberately from justice offenders who had infringed the public order and security of the country” (p. 187-8) - - If anything, there seems to have been a great disadvantage to the Turkish citizen, to the plaintiff of such cases. - - Secondly, the sentence of the previous quote seems to be correct insofar as it recognized the disadvantages of the extraterritorial rights on the Government seeking territorial sovereignty. It is of course not an argument at all, but a fact. - - Thirdly, the extraterritorial capitulations are described as “governments in the Government”, whereas the truth rather is that the governments and the Government are in the same territory. That’s the problem for the Government seeking to be a territorially sovereign monopolist. It dislikes the competition and obviously tries to abolish it by picturing itself as some kind of mother-government with numerous wild children running around wildly – not very convincing, nor very true. - - Fourthly, the extraterritoriality supposedly was “an insuperable obstacle to all reform”. But what was to be reformed? We receive an indication in the following summary of the Turkish argument: - “the Turkish delegation maintained with no less insistence that existing Turkish legislation amply met the requirements of modern life; that one could without any apprehension leave to the Grand National Assembly the duty of applying to this legislation such modifications as might seem necessary from time to time; that the Turkish judicature, which had been recruited for over forty years from among the graduates of the faculty of law [in Constantinople], was fully qualified for its task, and that foreigners no less than Turkish nationals would find in the legislative and judicial system of Turkey all the guarantees required for the safety of their persons and their interests” (p. 189-90, Liu citing Parliamentary Papers, p. 481). - - It can hardly be legal reform of the Turkish laws, since that could be accomplished anyway, and in fact, it had already to a large extent been reformed. And it can hardly be the rights of foreigners that were the main concern, a point we just recognized above. Instead, it seems that the reforms are those of the territorial sovereign Government, whatever “might seem necessary from time to time”. - - Lets hope they had better reasons than such for abolishing extraterritoriality. The whole argument of the Turkish delegates, insofar it can be called an argument at all, oozes of the lust for sheer Power. In what seems to be more than a mild ignorance of its past, the delegates finally wanted to make Constantinople a place where territorial sovereignty was the rule. - - Indeed, at the Conference of Lausanne in 1922-3 it was recognized “that according to present-day ideas of law the capitulatory régime is regarded as liable to diminish the sovereign powers of an independent state; an it is intelligible” (p. 185, Liu quoting one of the delegates). Power of the state seems to have been the words of the day. - - Liu cites another very interesting case; the treaty between Turkey and Soviet Government in Russia in 1921, ending the extraterritorial rights in Turkey: - “The Government of the R.S.F:S.R. considers the Capitulatory régime to be incompatible with the free national development and with the sovereignty of any country; and it regards all the rights and acts relating in any way to this régime as annulled and abrogated” (p. 185). - It seems non-territorial governance indeed is incompatible with “free national development” and territorial state sovereignty. We all know the results of “free national development” in Leninist Russia.
 - - Nevertheless, one might grant the Turkish Government the acknowledgement that there was a fair amount of hypocrisy involved on the part of the Powers that held extraterritorial rights in Turkey. After all, these were territorial sovereign states themselves, not willing to grant the same rights to others. What were to be expected from Turkey if Turks weren’t allowed similar rights abroad? One things that also is striking, is that the extraterritorial rights somehow seems to have belonged to the territorial states and not its subjects. In a way, this kind of territoriality seems to be a way for the territorial monopolist to reach into other territorial monopolies in order to impose its will on its subjects. This modern version of extraterritoriality clearly differs from the historical origin. - - It wasn’t only in relation to Turkey that this kind of “reasoning” took place. Liu also mentions Persia and once again the Soviet government excelled: - “[T]he R.S.F.S.R formally affirms once again that it definitely renounces the tyrannical policy carried out by the colonizing governments of Russia which has been overthrown by the will of the workers and peasants of Russia. // Inspired by this principle and desiring that the Persian people should be happy and independent and should be able to dispose freely of its patrimony, The Russian Republic declares the whole body of treatises and conventions concluded with Persia by the Tsarist Government, which crushed the rights of the Persian people, to be null and void” (p. 198) - - Liu doesn’t mention this, but it seems that there is a possibility that that it was some kind of reciprocal system that was abolished. After all, the same treaty declared “that Russian subjects in Persia and Persian subjects in Russia shall […] be placed upon the same footing as the inhabitants of the towns in which they reside; they shall be subject to the laws of their country of residence, and shall submit their complaints to the local courts” (p. 198). If this is so, it is evident that the former quote makes sense only if one replaces “the people” by “the people in power”. - - Similar reasons were propounded in Japan and Siam. According to Liu (p. 215), “Siam gave the following as reasons for requesting its abolition: (1) that it invaded the sovereignty of Siam, a free nation; (2) that it made the administration of impartial justice difficult, if not impossible; (3) that it put obstacles in the way of the maintenance of order, being a continual affront to Siam’s dignity and a fruitful source of irritation; (4) that it was expensive – involving, as it did, the maintenance of European judges and advisers; and (5) that it tended to discourage the completion of the Siamese codes of laws then in progress […].” - - In China, Liu tells us, there were serious objections to the system of extraterritoriality: - - “(a) In the first place, it is a derogation of China’s sovereign rights, and is regarded be the Chinese people as a national humiliation. - - (b) There is a multiplicity of courts in one and the same locality, and the interrelation of such courts has given rise to a legal situation perplexing both to the trained lawyer and to the layman. - - (c) Disadvantages arise from the uncertainty of the law. The general rule is that the law to be applied in a given case is the law of the defendant’s nationality, and so, in a commercial transaction between, say, X and Y of different nationalities, the rights and liabilities of the parties vary according as to whether X sued Y first, or Y sued X first. - - (d) When causes of action, civil or criminal, arise in which foreigners are defendants, it is necessary for adjudication that they should be carried to the nearest Consular Court, which might be many miles away; and so it often happens that it is practically impossible to obtain the attendance of the necessary witnesses, or to produce other necessary evidence. - - (e) Finally, it is a further disadvantage to the Chinese that foreigners in China, under cover of extraterritoriality, claim immunity from local taxes and excises which the Chinese themselves are required to pay” (p. 223-4). - - The wish to have full power over a certain territory is evident in both the Siamese and Chinese objections. However, one must still recognize the call made by Chinese Prime Minister Chin in 1919 where he “made it quite clear […] that all future treaties between China and the new or old nations would be based absolutely on equality, reciprocity, fairness and justice” (p. 227). After all, as noted above in the Turkish case, the others were territorial sovereign states themselves, not willing to grant the same rights to China. Such hypocrisy is indeed objectionable. - - In relation to the rise of territorialism, it is interesting to note that also the framing of the constitution of the United States of America, as well as the constituting states, also where based on the idea of exclusive territorial sovereignty
. Despite all the pledges to individual sovereignty, the people went from British territorial rule, to being ruled by territorial states in a federation. The states could secede, but not groups and individuals within the states. Under non-territorial governance, secession is possible down to the level of the individual, exactly in the way it seems to have been historically. Thus, the US constitution is basically based on the same idea as that of Soviet Russia, i.e. that of territorial governance. - - Qua lege vivis? - - The idea of exclusive territorial sovereignty was firmly established in The Westphalian Peace, although certainly not a new idea, as noted above. These Peace treaties have received their fair share of criticism. It is interesting to note that criticism also comes from major potentates of today. For example, here’s former Secretary General of NATO, Javier Solana: - “It is my general contention that humanity and democracy - two principles essentially irrelevant to the original Westphalian order - can serve as guideposts in crafting a new international order, better adapted to the security realities, and challenges, of today's Europe. The Westphalian Peace, signed here in Münster, was the first all-European peace after the first all-European war. It has shaped our thinking about the structure of the international system, and thus about war and peace, perhaps more than any other single event in the last 350 years. Yet the Westphalian system had its limits. For one, the principle of sovereignty it relied on also produced the basis for rivalry, not community of states; exclusion, not integration. Further, the idea of a strong, sovereign state was later draped with nationalistic fervour that degenerated into a destructive political force. The stability of this system could only be maintained by constantly shifting alliances, cordial and not-so-cordial ententes, and secret agreements. In the end, it was a system that could not guarantee peace. Nor did it prevent war, as the history of the last three centuries has so tragically demonstrated.” (Solana 1998) - - He was absolutely right about the importance of The Westphalian Peace in the way it seems to have come to shape our way of thinking. Territorial sovereignty has indeed produced a basis for rivalry, not community; exclusion, not integration; it has produced strong monopoly governments, often nationalistic, intertwined in various secret alliances; it has produced not peace but the most horrific large-scale wars this planet has ever seen. - - But although Solana seems to be basically right about this, unfortunately he also seems to be stuck in the mindset of The Westphalian Peace himself 
. He still thinks in terms of territorial sovereignty and his vision seems to be a set of all-encompassing treaties between territorially sovereign states that would ensure that these states don’t fight each other, “the ideal of a global institution including all nations”, as he put it. After all, if we had a world Government, encompassing all known inhabitable territories in the universe, whom would this government fight? “What sets this process apart from the Westphalian system”, writes Solana, “is the willingness of states to cede elements of national sovereignty for the common good of a united Europe. It thus aims directly at eliminating those root causes of conflict that Westphalia could not overcome.” For sure, it couldn’t fight other governments, but is it really “the root cause”? - - There is one conspicuous omission from this kind of reasoning; the fact that all territorially sovereign states still can fight the people living in its own territory. It is most remarkable that no mention comes of the fact that it is these Westphalian territorial monopolies on the use of force that has enabled some of the real horrific large-scale mass-murdering this planet has seen, besides those large-scale wars. I’m talking about the death camps in places like Nazi-Germany, Soviet Russia, China, etc. A world Government is no remedy for this – au contraire – the possibilities to escape or the likelihood of foreign intervention is as close to zero as we could get. - - Thus, the mindset of The Westphalian Peace is still present and shaping the future. Here we have one of the most powerful persons walking this planet, one that is wise enough to realize the inherent problems of the past ideas, yet ending up recommending more of that sort. It seems to me it would be far wiser to recommend the opposite of those past ideas, to recommend non-territorial governance instead of new versions of territorial governance. 
 - - That would imply a system not of the colonial kind, where territorial sovereigns impose their laws on another state, nor of the modern kind, where territorial sovereigns impose their laws on people also outside of their territory. Rather, it would be a system where each and every one has the political freedom of choosing and having the governments they want. Then people will have and will be judged by the laws they find theoretically, practically and morally right, wherever they happen to be. This would hold for ethnic, religious or whatever kind of minority, all the way down to the smallest minority, the individual 
. This would of course also save anyone within the majority (i.e. religious, ethnic, etc.) the chance to opt out from any laws of the majority that one does not approve of. - - Now, when one thinks of it, the origins of extraterritoriality or non-territorial governance perhaps isn’t that strange at all. For most of our common history, people have lived as nomads in small hunter and gather societies or in territorially dispersed communities of low average population density. In such they developed their own set of moral standards and laws (but perhaps not yet written legislation). In this way it became natural that the laws followed the persons, not the territory. When encountering people from other such non-territorial communities, it would seem only natural to expect that those others lived by different moral standards and laws. To avoid conflict, it would be best not to try to impose one’s own moral standards and laws on those others. To avoid that others try this, it only seems natural to abstain from it oneself. In case conflict arises, the best way to avoid further conflict would be to let the defendant be judged by his/her laws. Non-territorial governance thus presents itself as the tolerant and peaceful solution. Thus, although Liu may be presenting the early as well as later traces of extraterritoriality, he was referring to the documented traces. More likely, the system is as old as mankind itself. - - As I stated at the beginning, almost everywhere we’ve had it, yet almost nobody knows about it. Hopefully, this review will bring more people out of the current territorial intolerance to learn more about this part of mankind’s forgotten legacy 
. With a little bit more of non-territorial tolerance, maybe the current territorial intolerance will fade away. That would at the same time signify the return of non-territorial governance. - - Maybe, it will once again be perfectly natural “that five men, each under a different law, would be found walking or sitting together.” Maybe one day it will once again be perfectly natural, on the encounter of a stranger, to ask: Qua lege vivis? According to what law are you living? - - Suggested readings: Bakunin, M (1871), “What is Authority?”. Available on-line at http://www.panarchy.org/bakunin/authority.1871.html. - - De Puydt, PE (1860), ”Panarchy”. Available on-line at http://www.panarchy.org/depuydt/1860.eng.html. - - Liu, SS (1925), Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, New York. Columbia University Press, 1925, 235 p. - - Nettlau, M (1909), “Panarchy. A Forgotten Idea of 1860”. Available on-line at http://www.panarchy.org/nettlau/1909.eng.html. - - Solneman, K. H. Z. (19??), The Manifesto of Peace and Freedom: The Alternative to the Communist Manifesto, Translated from the German by Doris Pfaff and John Zube. Edited by Edward Mornin. First  published by the Mackay-Gesellschaft, Freiburg/Br., West Ger­many in 1977.  ISBN 3-921388-12-0. This book won the First Alternative Peace Prize at the Alternative Book Fair in Frankfurt/M., West Germany, in 1977. Available on-line at http://www.butterbach.net/epinfo/The_Manifesto.htm. - - References - - Friedman, D (1973), The Machinery of Freedom: A Guide to Radical Capitalism, Harper & Row (1973). - - Liu, SS (1925), Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, New York. Columbia University Press, 1925, 235 p. - - Maitland, FW (1998), “A Prologue to a History of English Law”, Law Quarterly Review, vol. XIV, pp. 13-33. Also prefixed to the second edition of the History of English Law, Cambridge, University Press; Boston, Little, Brown & Co, 1899. Also published as chapter 1 of Selected Essays in Anglo-American Legal History, vol I, compiled and edited by a committee of the Association of American Law Schools, in three volumes, Boston, Little, Brown & Co, 1907. Available on-line at http://www.constitution.org/cmt/fmw/fmw.htm. - - Maalouf, A (1983), The Crusades Through Arab Eyes, first published in French in 1983, translated and published in English in 1984. - - Levy, A (1994), The Jews of the Ottoman Empire, Darwin Press, Princeton, 1994. - - Long, RT (1993), “Virtual Cantons: A New Path to Freedom?”, Formulations (Autumn issue), Free Nation Foundation. Available on-line at http://libertariannation.org/a/f11l1.html. - - Kayaoglu, T (2002), Raustiala, K. (2004), “The Evolution of Territoriality: International Relations & American Law”, draft for Miles Kahler & Barbara Walter, eds, Globalization, Territoriality, and Conflict, October 2004. Benson (1990) Treaty of Westphalia. Solana (1998) - - - --------------------------------------------------------------FOOTNOTES: (I) From Quran, Sura cix: “Say: O ye unbelievers! // I worship not what ye worship, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship; // And I am not a worshipper of what ye have worshipped, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship. // To you your religion; and to me my religion.” - - (II) Such tolerant rights existed even, although perhaps to a very limited extent, in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. He was not exactly tolerant towards dissenters who resisted his rule. - - (III) The full reference is: Shih Shun Liu (1925), Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, New York. Columbia University Press, 1925, 235 p.- - (IV) An up-to-date version of this reads: “Territorial sovereign states occupy current political space. Territorial sovereignty is not a timeless characteristic of the state system but is unique to the modern state system. Although territorial sovereign states emerged in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it is now unimaginable to find a piece of territory over which at least one political entity does not claim absolute territorial jurisdiction” (Turan Kayaoglu 2002). - - (V) It has also been called exterritoriality. - - (VI) For the record, Maitland (1898) cites Agobard in the following way: “In a famous, if exaggerated sentence, Bishop Agobard of Lyons has said that often five men would be walking or sitting together and each of them would own a different law”. He refers to “Agobardi Opera, Migne, Patrol, vol. 104, col. 116: ‘Nam plerumque contmgit ut simul eant aut sedeant quinque homines et nullus eorum communem legem cum altero habeat’. “ - - (VII) Some of those considering personal or private law today seem to be unaware of this principle. For example, Benson (1990) believes that arbitration would be the likely solution, “likened to formal or informal extradition treaties among political entities” (p. 32). This even seems to be the exact opposite of the principle at hand. Also Friedman (1973) seems to be unaware of this principle. He means that there are three ways in which a conflict between laws could be handled, none being the principle at hand: “The most obvious and least likely is direct violence – a mini-war between my agency, attempting to arrest the burglar, and his agency attempting to defend him from arrest. A somewhat more plausible scenario is negotiation. Since warfare is expensive, agencies might include in the contracts they offer their customers a provision under which they are not obliged to defend customers against legitimate punishments for their actual crimes. When a conflict occurs, it would then be up to the two agencies to determine whether the accused customer of one will or will not be deemed guilty and turned over to the other. // A still more attractive and more likely solution is advance contracting between the agencies. Under this scenario, any two agencies that faced a significant probability of such clashes would agree on an arbitration agency to settle them-a private court. Implicit or explicit in their agreement would be the legal rules under which such disputes were to be settled.” - - (VIII) Furthermore, according to Maitland (1898), the so-called Lex Salica was “a wonderful ‘system of personal laws’” and “let us remember that, by virtue of the Norman Conquest, the Lex Salica is one of the ancestors of English law.” - - (IX) From Quran Sura cix: “Say: O ye unbelievers! // I worship not what ye worship, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship; // And I am not a worshipper of what ye have worshipped, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship.” - - To you your religion; and to me my religion. - - (X) Liu also notes that [i]n some of the treaties, a right of appeal was allowed to the local courts in cases where natives proceeded against Christians in their consular courts” (p. 60). - - (XI) Similar concession were later granted to “Great Britain, the Netherlands, Austria-Hungary, Sweden, Italy, Denmark, Prussia and later Germany, Russia, Spain, Persia, Belgium, Portugal, Greece, the United States, Brazil, and Mexico. The extraterritorial rights conferred by these treaties were formally abolished in 1923” (p. 67-9). - - (XII) According to R.J. Rummel, “Lenin's rapacious agricultural policies 1918-1923 created a famine that killed by starvation and associated diseases about 7,300,000 people. Half of these victims comprise democide, the other half are the unintentional victims of failed policies.” R.J. Rummel also writes that “From 1900 to 1923, Turkish dictators murdered about 2,100,000 Armenians.” See http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/welcome.html for both quotes and his references. This is “free national development”, early 20th century Soviet and Turkish style. - - (XIII) is also noted by Raustiala (2004): “Assumptions about territory permeate legal systems. American law is no exception. Territoriality is a defining attribute of the Westphalian state, the model upon which the framers of the US Constitution based their aspirations for a new nation.” - - (XIV) Kayaoglu (2002) tells us that “[e]xtraterritoriality is a form of jurisdiction where home states continue to claim jurisdiction over the activities of their citizens are immune from local, host country’s jurisdiction.” In this modern version of extraterritoriality, a territorial state extends its reach beyond its own borders with the consent of the host state, but not necessarily with the consent of the individual. Today there is an even more scrupulous interpretation along the same line of thought; extraterritoriality is today often assumed to refer to the right of a territorial government to impose its law also outside of its territory, in the territory of another territorial government, given that the home state law is stricter than the host country’s. This could be related to for example accounting laws, trafficking and brokering of military equipment, child pornography and trafficking, etc. This, of course, is not what extraterritoriality originally was. - - (XV) Indeed, there is further evidence of the spirit of Westphalia; foreign intervention is prohibited by the Treaty of Westphalia. Article LXIV of the treaty reads (emphasis added): “And to prevent for the future any Differences arising in the Politick State, all and every one of the Electors, Princes and States of the Roman Empire, are so establish'd and confirm'd in their antient Rights, Prerogatives, Libertys, Privileges, free exercise of Territorial Right, as well Ecclesiastick, as Politick Lordships, Regales, by virtue of this present Transaction: that they never can or ought to be molested therein by any whomsoever upon any manner of pretence.” Thus, the idea that foreign intervention is supposedly going to be avoided by World Government is implicitly present also in the old treaty. - - (XVI) This latter does not necessarily imply that an individual holds his and only his laws, but rather that the individual is allowed to secede from the current system of laws to adopt others. Having one’s own laws wouldn’t be very practical, I suppose. - - (VXII) Fortunately, there are people considering non-territorial governance alternatives. For example, it should be mentioned that Long (1993) has considered an approach in many ways similar to the one Liu describes, but without making any reference to the historical personal law system. In fact, there are some aspects that seem to make it a territorial system and there is no mention of the principle of actor sequitur forum rei. This could be because the modern interpretation of this is so out of line with its’ literal meaning, as noted above. Moreover, the incorporation of Muslim personal law into for example UK domestic law (although rejected on ground of) has been suggested. In Scandinavia, people of Lappish origin now have their own parliament across the borders of Norway Sweden and Finland. I’m sure you could find more examples. 

JOHNSTON, JOSEPH F., Jr.: The Limits of Government, Regnery Gateway, Inc., 360 West Superior Street, Chicago, Illinois 60610-0890, 1984, ISBN 0-89526-653-9. Not an explicitly panarchist book but an excellent libertarian one that contains quite a few remarks that come close to panarchism: Page 158.) “Contractarianism or Government-by-Agreement”. - Page 236: “Each individual consumer and each individual seller makes his own decision, and the aggregate of all such decisions is translated by the market into an overall allocation of resources that satisfies consumer demands in the most efficient manner. … If monopolies exist, therefore, the philosophy of individualism decrees that they should be broken up and competition restored.” – Alas, he does not demand the abolition of territorial monopoly services for States, communities and societies, although his arguments apply to them, too. – Page 277: “A basic axiom of civil society, we have assumed, is that individuals should be permitted to pursue their own goals.” – Page 309: “… to prevent the tyranny which had always occurred when one faction attempted to use the power of the state to force its own views – in matters of religion, for example – over another faction.” – That is still the aim of all parties in their struggles to obtain “victory” in an election. – Page 326: “The principle of the ‘lowest feasible level’ would make government responsive to the people, as it was originally intended to be in the American constitutional structure. …” – That is the level of the individual. Let him secede! – Page 327: “… only when the consumer can choose between two or more competing products or services does the supplier have any incentive to provide better service at lower cost. But in the supply of services by government, there is usually no competition. … Where there is no competition, as in the case of the Postal Service monopoly of first-class mail delivery, the result is poor and costly service. The conclusion is inexorable: to have more efficient performance, it is imperative that there be competition in the provision of public services.” – Page 328: “Once the principle of competition in public services has been accepted, these services will then begin to be responsive to the consumer for the first time rather than directed by the public officials, who like all producers would rather manage a secure monopoly if they can get away with it.” – Page 331: The most that can be expected from a political system i8s that it should allow the free growth of countervailing moral tendencies within the society itself, and permit the utmost diversity in social arrangements to that the puritans as well as the epicures shall have their opportunity to succeed and to persuade. Politically, this requires a structure of the maximum possible decentralization of power, so that each group can follow its own path.” – I highly recommend this book although I do not agree with all of its statements. It is a worthy successor of Wilhelm von Humboldt’s pioneering work on the subject. 

JOKES RELATING TO PANARCHISM: (1) DECISION-MAKING TO BECOME INDIVIDUALIZED: Grim Humour "Wouldn't you hate to be the President of the U.S. and have all his worries?" - I asked my husband. "Honey," he said, "don't you know that I have to worry about what the President has to worry about plus what I have to worry about, too?" ‑ Jeanne Anschl. - - (2): Captain: Men! in five minutes we will attack. It will be a fight at close quarters, man against man. Private: Would you please point out my man to me? I believe I could come to an agreement with him. - - (3) A similar joke came from the German Russian front during WW II: A soldier was refused leave because of the desperate military situation. The only exception would be, his commanding officer told him, if he obtained an enemy machine gun. Then, as a reward, he would get his leave still. Half an hour later, this German soldier was back, with a Soviet machine gun. He got his leave certificate but then the officer took him aside and ask him: „How did you manage that? I didn’t hear any firing. I won’t give you away. Just tell me!“ The German soldier, trusting his officer, replied: „A Russian soldier needed a machine gun, too, for the same reason!“ – Maybe both of them even got a medal. I think they deserved it much more than other military heroes. - I desperately need not a machine gun – but more such jokes, relating to panarchistic decision-making. – (4) Andre Gide is supposed to have said, at the beginning of WW II: „I rest all my hopes upon deserters!“ – Alas, not enough military disobedience, insurrection and desertion took place. Nor did a unilateral peace declaration occur again, as in Russia to end WW I, nor were enough separate peace treaties concluded, by the soldiers and officers themselves and quite just war aims were avoided by both sides. – At least towards the totalitarian regimes he might have added: I rest my hopes upon traitors against them. -  J.Z., 11.1.05.
JONES, FRANCIS CLIFFORD:  Extraterritoriality in Japan and the Diplomatic Relations Resulting in its Abolition, 1853-1899, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1931, Elliots Books, reproduced by AMS P., 1970, $ 9.50. - ANU Menzies Library, Canberra. 

JONSSON,  HENRY S., 23: in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554. -- in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870.

JOSEPH, BERNARD: Nationality. Its Nature and Problems, London, George Allen & Unwin, 1929, with bibl. & index, 380pp, JZL. The panarchist solution and precedents do not seem to be mentioned at all in index and contents listing. - J.Z.

JOURNAL OF HUMAN RELATIONS: Second Quarter'  1969, Central State University, Wilberforce, Ohio. The editorial, probably written by Don Werkheiser, favours individual secession, e.g. on p. IV. (This journal was at this time explicitly libertarian.)

JUDGES: "I do not think that the victims should also be the judges." - Martin Buber, Encounter with Martin Buber, by Aubrey Hodes. - 1.) Why assume that there can be only one kind of victims and one kind of judges - or 2.) that there must be victims and judges at all? 3.) Victims should not have to rely on judges but should have the right to organize or join alternative police and protection forces to achieve more prevention and self-defence. 4.) They should even, as individuals, have the right to self-defence - although not to aggression, retaliation and to impose punishment and set indemnification arbitrarily. 5.) If they believe in the jury system, they should be free to subscribe to it and make it as autonomous from judges as they think fit. 6.) If they believe in arbitration, let them select the arbitration system and arbitrators in accordance with their preferred system. 7.) As members of a panarchy they would, in advance, predetermine the judicial system to be used by them - unless they offended against the rights of members of other judicial systems. 8.) Simply one system of justice for all people in a territory would not be just to all. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

JUDGES CONSERVATORS: LIU, ibid, p. 42 ff. Compare Consular Jurisdiction & Mercantile Law: The system of judges conservators enjoyed by the English in Portugal is a close approximation to the present-day regime of consular jurisdiction. According to Shillington and Chapman, the system goes as far back as the fifteenth century. 2 A specific provision for the office and functions of the judges conservators is contained in the treaty of July 10, 1654, Article VII of which lays down: - - Also, for judging all causes which shall relate to the people of this Republic [England], a judge conservator shall be deputed, from whom no appeal shall he granted, unless to a committee of senators where the disputes shall he determined within the space of four months, at most, after the appeals. 3 By the treaty of February 10, 1810, it was arranged to give the English merchants "the privilege of nominating and having special magistrates to act for them as Judges Con​servitor,” with jurisdiction over "all causes brought before them by British subjects." It must be pointed out, however, that the selection of these judges conservators, though they were chosen by the British subjects in the locality, had to be approved by the Prince Regent of Portugal. 4 The privi-

_____________________________________________________________________

1 State Papers, vol. xcviii, p. 979.

2 Shillington   and  Chapman.   Commercial  Relations  of  England  and Portugal (New York, 1907), p. 182.

3 Chalmers, A Collection of Treaties between Great Britain and Other Powers (London, 1790), vol. ii, p. 271.

4 Martens, Nouveau supplémens an recueil de traités (Gottingue, 1830-42), vol. ii, p. 158.
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lege of maintaining judges conservators was enjoyed by the English in Brazil until 1827, when a treaty between the Emperor of Brazil and the King of England abolished it. 1 In Portugal proper, it is interesting to note, the system of judge conservators was not formally abolished until 1842. 2

That the system of judges conservators existed in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in Spanish America is evidenced by a number of "assiento" treaties or contracts. The Portuguese, French and English agreements, dated respectively July 12, 1696, 3 August 27, 1701, 4 and March 26, 1713,5 all provide for these officers.6  They were to be chosen by the merchants concerned, with the approval of the King of Spain, and were "to have, cognizance, exclusive of all others, of all causes, affairs and suits, relating to the Assiento, with full authority and jurisdiction," but from their decisions an appeal lay to the supreme council of the Indies.7 The author has attempted in vain to ascertain the actual operation of the system, to which all the available material gives no clue.

_________________________________________________________________

1 Art. 6, Annuaire historique universel, 1827, p. 159.

2 Art. 17, Martens. Nouveau recueil général de traités (Gottingue, 1843-75), vol. iii, p. 338.

3 Art. 8, Castro, Colleçcão de tradados (Lisbon, 1856-58), vol. i, p. 53-

4 Art. 13, Dumont, op. cit., vol. viii, pt. i, p. 85.

5Art. 13, Jenkinson, A Collection of All the Treaties (London. 1785), vol. i, p. 382.

6 The treaty of peace signed at Utrecht on June 26, 1714, between Spain and the United Provinces contained a similar provision (art. 20). Dumout, op. cit., vol. viii, pt. i, p. 430.

7 Cf. Ortega, Questiones del derecho publico (Madrid. 1747), pp. 314 et seq. In this connection, a nineteenth century survival of consular jurisdiction in Europe may be mentioned. The treaty of May 2, 1880, between Italy and Ethiopia, provided for the reciprocal exercise of con​sular jurisdiction in regard to criminal matters. After setting forth the rights of the Italians in Ethiopia, the agreement goes on to say: 

"Similarly, the Ethiopians accused of a crime committed in Italian territory shall be tried by the Ethiopian authorities." Art. 12, State Papers, vol. lxxxi, p. 735.
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In the municipal legislation and orders of some European States, similar survivals were for a time equally evident. The Patent of John Chandler, as English consul to Spain, dated 1631, gave him the power "by way of interposition to compound . . . all contentions . . . that may arise amongst them [English merchants] and may be conveniently ordered without further proceeding to Lawe." 1

The instructions of Peter the Great to one Jewreinoff, Russian consul at Cadiz, dated 1723, mentioned specifically among his functions the decision of differences between the subjects of the Czar in Spain. 2 Likewise, the consular instructions issued by the King of Denmark and Norway, February 10, 1749, contained a provision ordering the con​sul to assume jurisdiction not only over the masters and crews of die Danish vessels, but also over the Danish mer​chants trading abroad. 3 According to the French edict of June, 1778, regulating the judicial and police functions of French, consuls abroad, the latter were empowered to take cognizance of all disputes between their compatriots, and all French merchants were prohibited from bringing their
fellow-citizens before any other tribunal.4  In his History of Genoa, M. Vincens confirms the actual enforcement of this edict by relating that, in 1797, the French consul was the magistrate of first instance in Genoa for all civil disputes
in which one of his nationals was defendant. 5 

These late survivals of extraterritoriality in Europe are to be explained partly by the as yet deficient judicial systems

_______________________________________________________________

1 Shillington and Chapman, op.cit., app. ii, p. 327.

2  Borel,  De Origine et des fonctions des  consuls   (St.  Petersburg,

1807), p. 90.

3 Moser,  Versuch   des   neuesten  europäischen Völkerrechts   (Frank​furt a. M., 1777-80), vol. vii, p. 833.

4 Arts. I, 2, Martens, Recueil de traités, vol. ii, pp. 632-633. 

5 Vincens, Hist, de la République de Gênes, vol. i, p. 86.
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of some of the European Powers and partly by the abiding influence of the theory of the personality of laws. An ex​ample of the former is the situation in Portugal. In this country, according to Shillington and Chapman, "the gen​eral desire of the English, in fact, was to escape from the ordinary Portuguese courts. The administration in Portu​gal seems to have been both corrupt and arbitrary, and strangers, ill-acquainted with the customs and language of the country, suffered considerably." 1 Consequently, the system of judges conservators was maintained in Portugal to protect, the English against the injustices of the native courts. That this statement is well-founded is shown by the treaty which abolished the system in Portugal. This instrument, dated 1842, gives as the reason for the abolition “the state of progress in which the system of legislation and administration of justice in Portugal was found.2  This is significant, because in the decline of extraterritoriality, the improvement of the native judicial system has always been an important factor. In the discussion to follow, we shall have repeated occasion to take note of this fact.

In other instances, however, the persistence of extraterri​toriality could not be ascribed to judicial deficiency. As we hare pointed out above,3 to France belonged the honor of being the continental European Power in which law and sovereignty received their earliest development. Yet France made a treaty with Morocco in 1631, in which reciprocal extraterritorial privileges were provided for. This must have been due, if anything, to the existence of deep-seated custom having its basis in the time-honored theory of the personality of laws.

______________________________________________________________________

1 Op. cit., p. 182.

2 Art. 17, Martens, N. R. C, vol. iii, p. 338.

3 Supra, p. 39.

JUNGHANN, OTTO: Die nationale Minderheit, 1931, Zentral-Verlag, Berlin, 76 S., mit Bibliographie, JZL. - S. 15: "... der Prozess endigte hier wie dort mit der Vergewaltigung der personalen Gemeinschaft durch den territorialen Staat,..." - Ulrich von Beckerath left two notes to this book, both dated 24.9.53: 1. "Die Sozialpolitik der naechsten Jahrhunderte wird in der Koordinierung des Rechtes der sozialen, oekonomischen und nationalen Minderheiten bestehen." 2. "Estland hatte s. Zt. das beste Minoritaetenrecht. Auf das Recht der NATIONALEN Minoritaeten ist eine gewaltige Denkarbeit verwendet worden. Die Ergebnisse lassen sich leicht auf ALLE Arten von Minoritaeten anwenden." - Der Staat, der die volle Minoritaetenautonomy im "eigenen" Territorium voll anerkennt und sie auch fuer alle anderen Territorialstaaten fordert koennte wirtschaftlich, politisch und auch militaerisch zum staerksten und sichersten Staat werden, obwohl er dann ebenfalls auf nur exterritoriale autonomy fuer seine freiwilligen Mitglieder reduziert sein wuerde. Mit einem solchen Programm koennte ein Kleinstaat unbesiegbar werden - und die Welt befreien. Welcher Staat, welche Gesellschaft, wird es zuerst annehmen umd alle rechtmaesigen Folgerungen daraus ziehen und sie anwenden? - PIOT, J.Z., 1.2.1999. (The National Minority, 1931, ... "... the process ended here as well as there with the rape of the personal law community through the territorial State, ..." - Ulrich von Beckerath left two notes to this book, both dated 24.9.53: 1. "The social policy of the next centuries will consist in the coordination of the rights of the social, economic and national minorities." - 2. "Estonia hat in at that time the best minority rights. Upon the right of NATIONAL minorities and enormous labour of thinking has been expended. The results can easily be applied to ALL kinds of minorities."  - The State, which fully recognizes the autonomy of minorities in its "own" territory and demands it also for all other territorial States, could become economically, politically and also militarily the strongest and most secure State, although it would then be reduced itself, likewise, to a mere exterritorially autonomous community for its voluntary members. With such a program even a mini-State could become invincible and could finally come to liberate the world. Which State or society will accept it first of all and draw all rightful conclusions from it and apply them? - PIOT, J.Z., 1.2.99.)

JUNTAS: Sometimes, as in South American revolutions, mere political debating clubs, called "juntas" found themselves in governing positions - because almost everybody turned away from the old authorities and listened rather to junta members, who either had really something better to say - or who were at least not yet known as failures. They were then largely listened to and their advice adhered to, while the threats and promises of governments were widely ignored, even by their own armed forces and civil servants.  – J.Z., to Richard Johnsson, 14.1.05, passing on one of the many freedom hints on ignoring governments and doing the right thing instead, collected and somewhat developed by Ulrich von Beckerath, 1882-1969. J.G. Fichte, in his 1793 book on the French Revolution, whose German edition I microfiched in my PEACE PLANS series, described this sudden and voluntary change of allegiance as a characteristic of revolutions. Suddenly and sometimes quite unexpectedly the alternative institutions find themselves in the position of being „the establishment“. Then they act either as intolerantly and full of prejudices and errors as the old government, or a bit less or more so, or they would, as they should, adopt a quite consistently tolerant program for all the rightful aspirations represented among them and the loyalists and the neutral parts of the general population. Then they would even allow the old government to continue – but only exterritorially, among and for its remaining followers – and among whatever volunteers they might manage to gain. With such a program further fighting would be minimized. – Alas, most revolutionaries never sufficiently recognized as principles and practices and so the old territorial systems reestablished themselves, sometimes even in worse forms. - J.Z., 17.1.05.

JURIES, FREE JURIES, ALSO AN ALTERNATIVE OPTION TO THE TERRITORIAL JUSTICE SYSTEM AS IT IS MISRUN NOW: 

THE JUROR'S CREED

I will not allow myself to be a juror unless I am certain that I can protect the rights of the innocent as well as proclaim the guilt of the criminal.

I will remember that when I take my oath I become a judge and the judge becomes a referee.

I will honor my obligation to be a judge and to judge both the law and the facts as is my right and duty.

I will not allow the referee, the prosecutor or the other jurors to talk me out of doing what I know to be right.

I will be always mindful that the accused is innocent until I vote otherwise.

I will claim my right to interrogate the witnesses to eliminate doubt because I will not vote against the accused if I have any doubt.

If I become aware that the Constitutional or other rights of the accused are not being honored, I will automatically vote in favor of the accused, unless I am completely satisfied that harm has 
truly been done to others by the accused.

I will vote in favor of any defendant who is prevented from presenting to me all of the evidence and 
testimony he relies on.

I will vote in favor of any defendant who is prevented from telling me why he believes I should find him not guilty.

I will vote in favor of any defendant who has not hurt others.

I will vote in favor of any defendant who has not been a clear threat to the lives, liberty, physical 
safety or  property of others.

I will cast only one (secret) vote.

I will not break the law by deliberating in secret.

May I never be an instrument of harm to anyone who does no harm.

Distributed as a Public Service by



CONSTITUTIONAL REVIVAL, 28 Fairfield Road, Enfield, Connecticut, 06082

JURIES, FREE JURIES AS PARALLEL OR ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS: 

WE LIVE IN DANGEROUS TIMES

by Lee A. Holley

From: THE SPIRIT OF THE LAW, vol. 1, No. 3, June 1989,

Published monthly by FACTS, the Foundation against Abusive, Corrupt and Tryannical Systems

The FACTS, 4209, 164th St., S.W., Lynnwood, WA 98037, pages 4 & 5.


“A nation can survive its fools, and even the ambitious. But it can not survive treason from within. An enemy at its gate is less formidable, for he is known and carries his banners openly. But the traitor moves among those within the gates freely, his sly whispers rustling through all the alleys, heard in the very halls of government itself. For the traitor appears no traitor, he speaks in the accents familiar to his victims, and he wears their face and their garments, and he appeals to the baseness that lies deep in the hearts of all men. He rots the soul of a nation; he works secretly and unknown in the night to undermine the pillars of a city, he infects the body politic so that it can no longer resist. A murderer is less to be feared." — Cicero


We are faced with treason from within - in our rotting schools, in our dishonest media, through the homosexual bureaucracy, and from the treachery of the public health liars about AIDS. The legal experts are subverting our sacred institutions, contrary to their oaths to protect the Constitution.


Nothing could be worse than to see the traitors in the Congress, who sold out freedom in Nicaragua, and used millions of public dollars to try and divert attention from their treason, to single out Colonel Ollie North, a true patriot, through the Iran-Contra Committee and the later million dollar set-up prosecution. The judge was openly hostile to North's defense, contrary to every tenant of due process of law. The jury was selected from a single ethnic group, Blacks, and admitted to be 90% contrary to the Ronald Reagan administration in voir dire, the questioning before trial.


Even with this stacked kangaroo court, this jury was forced to throw out 75% of the charges. They openly admitted they only convicted because the judge left them no alternative in his instructions. There was an alternative, and the failure to recognize this, represents a serious erosion of the rights, not only of Ollie North, but of each of us.


Juror Tara King summed it all up, in the abandonment of Ollie North at this trial: 


“They put him out in the cold and closed the door behind him." 


But unless we know the true treason - the abandonment of the United States Constitution and a free jury system, we miss the terrible lessons of how the pillars of our City are undermined, and the foundation of our freedoms are rotting, through our enemies within -- in the media, Congress, homosexual bureaucracy, and sly whispering thought controllers of this day.


In our system, the jury is defeated in the same manner that most of our rights have been eroded — through seductive and misleading words. That is always the tool of the traitor. Words are the key to diverting your attention from the reality. 


While the Sixth Amendment guarantees us a jury trial that is inviolate, and while the Fifth Amendment guarantees a jury that is untampered and free, the manipulators deal with that through words.


It is the same old "County Fair" shell game, where the gullible keep their eye on the shell while the manipulators hide the true meaning of what is happening. In our case, they give lip service to the words of fair and impartial judge and jury, and say "oh yes, you can have a jury" but then they find easily manipulated, know-nothing jurors (as in Ollie North's case), and they change all the rules so that you never get a free, untampered jury through a corrupt judge.


The oppressing system plays upon the ignorance and gullibility of the jury. They falsely tell the jury that the judge is the sole arbiter of the law while this has never been the role of the judge alone until very recent times.


They falsely tell the jury that the judge alone will determine what evidence will be considered, and the jurors may not speak out and ask questions as Ollie North's Foreman said they wanted to do while this has never been the role of the judge alone until very recent times.


They falsely allow the judge to determine who may be jurors and who may not be jurors, and they handpick them to slant them in favor of the government while this has never been the role of the judge alone until very recent times.


They wickedly control in the most oppressive manner what the lawyers can argue to the jury, and interfere with citizens having their cases handled by themselves contrary to the Constitution while this has never been the role of the judge alone until very recent times.


They interfere with the jurors ability to decide by denying them the right to take notes, and they keep constant control over them to instill the same fear that inmates experience while this has never been the role of the judge alone until very recent times.


They give you a jury but that jury is not a jury, except in name only. It has no heart it has no soul. It has no masculinity, since any male members of the jury have had more than their feathers clipped. That jury is not what they had in mind in Rome or in Athens, and it is not what we Americans had in mind when we were free people.


They gave Ollie North a jury, and that jury found him not-guilty except where the judge led them to believe they had no other choice. That is jury tampering. That is what goes on at all levels of our oppressive bureaucracy.


The Oregon Constitution, for example, expressly wrote in and emphasized the jury's right to determine the law as well as the facts. The Oregon fathers were simply expressing an awareness of the evil

encroachment by the voracious appetite of the lawyers and judges. 


But that right — OF THE JURORS' TO BE SOLE ARBITERS OF THE LAW — has always existed, and need not have been written in. It is part of the Constitutional protection for you in your state, if you learn to stand up.


Garvan F. Kuskey, D.D.S. [what lawyer would do this excellent type legal research?] wrote in Human Life International Reports, July, 1987, A Jury Saves the Newborn:


"Samuel Chase, a signer of the Declaration of Independence, was appointed to the first U.S. Supreme Court by George Washington. This is what he said in 1804:


"I well know that it is the right of the jury in criminal cases to give a general verdict of acquittal, which cannot be set aside on account of it being contrary to law, and hence results the power of the jury to decide the law as well as the facts in all criminal cases. This power I hold to be a sacred part of our legal privileges."


Chief Justice John Jay, presiding over a jury trial before the U.S. Supreme Court, instructed the jurors: 

" ... you have, nevertheless, a right ... to determine the law as well as the facts in controversy [and] both objects are lawfully within your power of decision.” - Georgia v. Brailsford, 3 Callas 1 (1794)"


In United States v. Dougherty, 473 F.2d 1972, Federal Appeals Judge Leaventhal wrote: 


"The pages of history shine on instances of the jury's exercise of its prerogative to disregard uncontradicted and instructions of the judge." (Complete quote? – J.Z.)


Judge Leaventhal further wrote, admonishing trial judges who do not permit defense lawyers to inform jurors of their common law rights: 


“It is unjust to withhold information on the jury power of ‘nullification’ , since conscientious jurors may come, ironically, to abide by their oath as jurors not to render verdicts offensive to their individual conscience."

[Yet, this is exactly what the jurors in Ollie North's trial were told they must do by the oppressive prosecution that included the judge.]


The government spent over 40 million dollars trying to convict Ollie North! That in itself is the most shocking danger. The media, which we all must remember is part of the entertainment industry, just like the rock 'n roll stars, the movie stars, the sports elite, who are not working to wake you up but to keep you asleep, reported only on the 3 convictions and very little on the 9 acquittals. Very little was said about the mockery of the jury.


After months, they were able to find in all of the District of Columbia, 12 men and women who had not heard of the Congressional hearings and Oliver North. Can you imagine what type of jurors we (were? – J.Z.) found? One man on the jury, 1 believe his name was Earl, was interviewed on the night of conviction and he stated that he thought it would be an injustice for North to go to jail; the next morning, when asked the same question, he hesitated, and stated that well he guesses he would have to go to jail since that is the law. This is called entertainment, and script writing in the name of news. It does reveal the weakness and suggestibility of that juror. It does reveal the weakness and hypnotism of all of us since no public out-roar was heard following this display of interference with the jury system.


The woman Chairman of the jury was interviewed, and the interview was reprinted in part in the LA Times. There she clearly revealed that the jury believed that Ollie North was a good man, he was doing his duty under orders, but under the Judge's instructions, they believed they had to convict him on the three charges and they had no choice. This is called jury Tampering by the judge, and it is a major problem in our system of justice. This type of jury tampering goes on in every trial and is the reason why all of our cases are simply decided without due process and why our fundamental rights, fought for in the struggle for the Magna Carta, are so eroded as to require major surgery.


A jury trial by impartial and untampered persons has been an essential to justice in the minds of men since the earliest of days. That system of trial is reported in Sumer about 8,000 B.C. It was represented by trial of the Sanhedrin in the Bible. Trial by peers was an essential of justice in Athens, Rome, Egypt and among the Germanic barbarians, all long before our history and the (it? – J.Z.) was fought for and won again, in our society through the Magna Charta.


In United States v. Moylan, 417 F.2d 1969, the appellate court's decision contained the following:


"We recognize, as appellants urge, the undisputed power of the jury to acquit, even if their verdict is contrary to evidence. This is a power that must exist as long as we adhere to the general verdicts in criminal cases, for the courts cannot search the minds of the jurors to find the basis upon which they judge. If the jury feels that the law under which the defendant is accused is unjust, or for any reason which appeals to the logic or passion, the jury has the power to acquit, and the courts must abide by the decision."


Chief Justice Carlan F. Stone, writing in 1941, said, 


“The law itself is on trial quite as much as the case to be decided.'


The failure to afford constitutionally protected jury trials, and the interference with the jury's traditional and intended natural role, is no light topic. It is the essence of our Republic, as recognized by the United States Supreme Court in West Virginia State Board of Education v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624 (1943):


"The very purpose of the Bill of Rights was to withdraw certain subjects from the vicissitudes of political controversy, to place them beyond the reach of majorities and officials and to establish them as legal principles to be applied by the courts. One's right to life, liberty and property, to free speech, a free press, freedom of worship and assembly and other fundamental rights may not be submitted to a vote. They depend on the outcome of no elections."


Yes, our nation can survive its fools and its ambitious in the media, in the courts, and among the Congress, but it cannot survive the subtle and vicious treason from within. The sly whispers of the liberals and the intellectuals, the sly seductions of the homosexuals and the leftists, are heard in the very halls of our government, itself. These traitors use clever words, one (? – J.Z.), peace, compassion, love in accents familiar and they appear to the baseness within each of us. That baseness tells us not to risk it all, to be lukewarm, to sit back and watch rather than get involved. Those words rot the soul of our nation and infect the people so that we can no longer resist evil. A murderer is less to be feared.“ –

P.S.: There are many aspects to panarchism that are all too often neglected in the discussion of panarchism: Conscientious objection to conscription, free juries, black marketeering, alternative schools, monetary experiments and attempts to evade taxes and custom duties are among them, even private libraries are. – J.Z., 10.1.05.

_________________________________________________________________________________

JURISDICTION & PANARCHISM: As many juridical systems as volunteer communities want for themselves! - J.Z., 16.9.04.

JUSTICE & PANARCHISM: Instant justice, e.g. on the Islamic model, would become available as a matter of individual choice. Competition between differen justice systems would not favour the most expensive and longest lasting justice systems.

JUSTICE & PARTIES: "Even those without party ties do take their stand. They stand for justice." - Stanislaw Jerzy Lec. (Auch Parteilose sind nicht parteilos. Sie sind fuer die Gerechtigkeit.) - Everybody ought to be a member of a genuine Justice "Party". Since all do not agree on this, let all be free to opt out and establish their own competitive justice system - among themselves. J.Z. 5.7.92. - The ideal local volunteer militias for the protection of individual rights, internationally federated, would form something like a militarily trained and organized and armed justice party. - J.Z. 15.1.93.

JUSTICE & TERRITORIALISM: Don't expect complete justice from territorialists. They are habituated to legally or coercively imposing their will upon dissenters and have "scientifically" rationalized this unjust action. - J.Z., 14.2.98, 26.6.01.

JUSTICE & TERRITORIALISM: No territorial political form CAN do justice to all the diverse individuals living in a territory - with all their diverse notions of justice. - J.Z., 15.1.90, 10.1.93.

JUSTICE ACCORDING TO PROUDHON & VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONISM WITHIN A PLURALISTIC SOCIETY, LAW, COURTS, GOVERNMENTS, INDIVIDUALS & AUTHORITY, POLITICAL CONSTITUTIONS & SOCIAL GROUP AUTONOMY: ( If you can sum up the following in 3 words or 3 sentences, by all means, do so! J.Z. 14.1.93.) - "Rejecting the Lockean notion that justice is possible only where there is a highly developed system of courts and legal agencies, Proudhon argued that 'Justice is not the work of the law; on the contrary, the law is only a declaration and application of justice in all (those) circumstances where men are liable to come in contact" with another. It followed for Proudhon, accordingly, that 'If the idea that we form of justice and right is ill-defined, if it is imperfect or even false, it is clear that all our legislative applications will be wrong,  our institutions vicious, our politics erroneous; and consequently there will be disorder and chaos.' - It was an effort to avoid just such hopeless confusion in thought that Proudhon insisted that his contemporaries abandon the vacuous entity they held as to justice and replace it with a firm idea. As Proudhon put it: 'I say that you need a clear, positive, and exact expression of your whole idea (of justice), - that is, an expression which states at once the principle, the means,  and the end; and I add that that expression is association.' (J.Z.: Justice, as chosen and developed by their voluntary members, differs for all exterritorially autonomous communities or panarchies. Agreement on some basic principles of justice in their international relations is the only understanding of justice they have to agree upon. It will be based largely on an advanced compilation of individual rights and liberties that are not to be interfered with, to the extent that they are claimed by the members of others communities.) - When  Proudhon wrote that 'Association is Justice', he put himself totally outside the bourgeois conception of authority and law laid upon modern society by Hobbes and Locke, neither of whom was capable of visualizing any legal reality outside the jurisdiction of the state. Unlike both Hobbes and Locke, who maintained that justice is impossible where there is no functioning legal establishment to give right credibility (J.Z.: Panarchism provides a minimal framework for optional, legal and juridical establishments of various degrees of formality and development, all chosen by volunteers for themselves. - 14.1.93.), Proudhon insisted that the proper basis of law is not the authority of a political constitution or even the will of a sovereign majority but the essential social norms that are developed over time by social groups. The norms created by any particular group may ultimately take the form of statutes or merely remain widely accepted rules of conduct upheld by virtue of public understanding, but in either case the one thing that is essential to law is that the norms that underlie it should express the fundamental will of the people organized within voluntary relationships they create in the course of living their lives. (J.Z.: To each panarchy its own norms and laws.) - In arguing that 'Justice is Association', Proudhon meant to establish the principle that 'justice always exists objectively in the nature of the relationship' that individuals voluntarily enter. From this it follows that his mutualist theory was pluralistic, justice and law being defined over and over again in the daily activity of society as it broke down (J.Z.: developed) into functioning associations of one kind or another, operating according to the social principle of reciprocity. And since individuals create justice by virtue of their own actions in these reciprocal relationships, according to Proudhon, it is beyond the jurisdiction of any (J.Z.: territorial) court of governmental agency to decree what justice is; only the individual, answering to the court of his own conscience or group norms, can find himself guilty of injustice, or, conversely, determine what is right social conduct. Proudhon, obviously, was a thoroughgoing pluralist in his thinking about law, as all anarchists basically must be." - W.O. Reichert, Natural Right in the Political Philosophy of P. J. Proudhon, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 138. 

JUSTICE, PANARCHIES & STATES: Territorial States are based on lies, impositions and injustice. Justice, consent and truths are the ties only of voluntaristic societies or panarchies. - J.Z., 5.7.86 & 24.6.01.

JUSTICE, PANARCHIES VS. TERRITORIAL STATES: Why is it inherently more just, peaceful and free and economical to live in an exterritorial and autonomous as well as voluntaryist society or under a statist government with compulsory membership, a territorial monopoly and exclusive and centralized sovereignty, a single and imposed constitution, uniform legislation and jurisdiction, a single policing and penal system for all?  J.Z. 4.12.90. - Posting a question properly amounts already to at least half answering it.- J.Z., 14.1.93.

JUSTICE, SELF-GOVERNMENT, LIBERTY, GOVERNMENTS, CONSTITUTIONS, LAWS, JURISDICTION, POLICE & PENAL SYSTEMS: If you want justice, rights and liberty - avoid territorial governments, constitutions, laws, jurisdiction, police and penal systems as much as possible and strive for free and full secession and exterritorial autonomy from them, together with like-minded people. - J.Z., 5.4.99, 23.6.01. 

JUSTICE, WAR, PEACE & PANARCHISM: "Establish justice as the only means of banishing the menace of war." ‑ Ramsay Muir, "Future of Democracy", 1939. – Without panarchism justice cannot be fully realized. – J.Z., 11.1.05.

JUSTICE: "Gerechtigkeit is das Ziel des Regierens, das Ziel der menschlichen Gesellschaft. Sie wurde und wird solange verfolgt, bis sie verwirklicht oder die Freiheit verloren ist." - Hamilton. (Justice is the aim of governing, the aim of human society. It was and will be pursued until it is either realized or liberty is lost.  - In my re-translation attempt. - J.Z.) - Territorial government does not lead to justice but away from it - in all too many ways and for all too many people and in all too many cases. Only free and competing societies, including competing constitution, law, police, court, prison and rehabilitation & indemnification systems, are likely to approach it fast. - J.Z. 5.7.92, 10.12.03.

JUSTICE: "Gerechtigkeit ist das Brot der Nation; sie hungert immer danach." - Chateaubraind. (Justice is the bread of the nation. It is always starved for it.) - Oh, if only that were the case! We are, almost all, undernourished by this bread or vitamin and remain largely and in most cases unaware of this. However, if justice were clearly proposed and or lived by its principles, by a minimum number of people, then, finally, more and more people, free to act as consumers and producers of it, would come to prefer it. - J.Z., 5.7.92, 10.12.03.  

JUSTICE: "Gerechtigkeit ist der einzige Grund der Macht und der Dauer des Staates sowie das einzige Band der menschlichen Gesellschaft." - Wieland. (Justice is the only foundation for the power and persistence of the State and the only tie of human society, too.) - Organized and armed injustice, rather, established and maintained most territorial States. For free societies only it was and is, to the extent that it is not still outlawed, the main bond. Only the justice or natural law or recognition of individual rights and liberties, between exterritorially autonomous societies of voluntees, freely competing with each other, has to be alike, no matter how much they may differ, voluntarily and internally, from this justice in their internal affairs, freely chosen by their own members. - 5. 7. 92, 15.1.93, 10.12.03.

JUSTICE: "Justice is often geographic." - E. Lers: "Impeachment", p. 21. - Governmental justice provision is often more geographic than just. J.Z. 13.1.93. - Geographically determined justice is better at determining geography than justice. - J.Z. 30.5.91. - Since there are even whole volumes filled with determining which territorial law is to be applied to particular individuals, born in other countries, who may have changed their residence and territorial nationality and citizenship several times or may have acquired several citizenships, territorial law does not even supply sufficient certainty and simplicity in this sphere. It would be much easier to hold individuals to the citizenship and its justice system that they voluntarily chose for themselves. - J.Z. 13.1.93, 16.9.04.

JUSTICE: "To exempt myself from rules which I rely on others to obey would be an act of injustice, for it would involve my claiming a greater freedom than I could rationally extend to others. Law is a social decision procedure and, having participated in and benefited from such a procedure, it is incoherent to claim a right to opt out when the going gets rough for me. ..." - Jeffrey G. Murphy, Kant, The Philosophy of Right, 136. - However, as members of different exterritorially autonomous  communities, one should expect others to obey their own laws while one obeys that of one's own volunteer community. And between these communities non-aggression and individual rights relationships ought to be and are likely to become the rule. J.Z. 26.7.92, 10.12.03.  

JUSTICE: "Wer die Gerechtigkeit nicht schafft, der probiere es mal mit der Vertraeglichkeit." - Ernst R. Hauschka. (Whoever cannot achieve justice should at least attempt tolerance. [Adaption? Reconciliation? Compatibility? Considerateness?]) I would rather recommend tolerance for all tolerant actions and exterritorial independence for all, instead. J.Z., 15.1.93.

KANDELAFTE, J.S.: L'avenir reserve au regime de capitulations en Turqui, Paris, E. Larose, 1911, 212pp. (Capitulations, consular jurisdiction.) (Ann Arbor)

KANT, IMMANUEL: 17, 47, 48, 59, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

KANTIAN CONSENT: "Now though Kant is prepared to allow a very wide range of governments to count as republican or representative, such governments must all be based ( in some rather special sense ) on consent. This is not the explicit consent found in some social contract theory, but is to be explicated in terms of Kant's basic model of rational decision. A government can be said to be one of consent if it could have been chosen by a group of rational beings as a fair way of resolving their conflicts..." - Murphie: Kant, p. 134. - This kind of consent is to be assumed e.g. in case of minors, mentally defectives or criminal people. Their guardians have to make rational decisions for them, even in cases when the people so controlled are loudly protesting. Criminals with victims have outlawed or renounced most of their rights themselves, by their own criminal actions. Infants and mentally defectives have not yet fully grown into them. And since in Kant's time any monarch was supposed to have many loyal subjects, Kant should have considered consent-based monarchical societies, too. But can we blame him for the incompleteness of his political views, seeing how rare advanced thinking in this sphere is even today? - J.Z., 9.1.93.

KATCH, ABRAHAM I.: Judaism in Islam, N.Y., 1954. "A commentary, with an introduction, on the three first chapters of the Koran based on Jewish sources." - Goitein.

KATZ, J.: The Semikhah Controversy between R. Jacob Berab and Ralbach, ZION, 16, 1951, 28-45, on self-government.

KATZ, J.: Towards a Rabbinate at the Close of the Middle Ages, in A. Melamed, ed., Benjamin de Vries Memorial Volume, Jerusalem, 1968, pp. 281-94, in Hebrew, on self-government.

KATZ, JACOB: Exclusiveness and Tolerance: Studies in Jewish-Gentile Relations in Medieval and Modern Times, N.Y., Schocken Books, 1961.

KATZ, JACOB: Religious Tolerance in the HALAKHA and Philosophy according to R. Menahem Hameiri, ZION 18, 1953, 15-30, in Hebrew.

KEARSE, J. WARREN: Revocation of Trust and Disavowal of Unauthorized and  Fraudulent Acts, form with introductory note, 121, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

KEEPING ALL OPTIONS OPEN: Governments often state that they want to keep their options open. What citizens rather need than such licence for politicians is -  to keep their own individual options open with regard to constitutions, laws, administrations, public services etc., offered by governments. This means, among other things, that compulsory membership in the politicians' "clubs" and budgets would have to be replaced by voluntary membership and taxes. - J.Z. 11.10.88, 3.4.89.

KEETON, GEORGE WILLIAMS: The Development of Extraterritoriality in China, London, Longmans, Green, 1928, 2 vols., ANU Menzies Library, Canberra. Reprinted in 1968. - Wanted by J.Z.

KELSEN, HANS: General Theory of Law and State, N.Y., Russell & Russell, 1961. Favours personal law to some extent. (Some photocopied pages in JZL.)

KEUN, YEN-TSINE: Le Regime des Capitulations jusqu'a la Conference de la Paix de 1919 et la Reforme Judiciaire en Chine, Paris, 1920.

KIANG YONG-TCHANG: De la Juridiction Consulaire en Chine,  Paris, 1922.

KIMBERLIN, RON: On N. Branden's response when pushed towards considering the competing government issue, a note by R. Kimberlin, in INDIVIDUALIST, 6/72, lp   196, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

KIRCHMANN, J.H. von: Die Grundbegriffe des Rechts und der Moral, 1869, Auszug durch Ulrich von Beckerath, ueber autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften, 7, in ON PANARCHY VII, in PP 671.

KLEIN, E. & PECHSTEIN, M.: Das Vertragsrecht internationaler Organisationen. Der Konventionsentwurf ueber Vertraege zwischen Staaten und Internationalen Organisationen oder zwischen Internationalen Organisationen im Vergleich zur Wiener Vertragsrechtskonvention von 1969. 107 S., Veroeffentlichungen des Instituts fuer Internationales Recht and der Universitaet Kiel, 92, DM 36. (3-428-05944-1) - Verlag Duncker & Humblot, 1086.

KNEELING OR UPRIGHTNESS? "I do not want to force anyone to his knees. Nor will I let anyone force  me to kneel." - Willy Brandt, ibid. - Nice but rather empty phrases, especially when the panarchistic conclusion is not drawn from it and when one imagines, like former Berlin mayor and later German federal president Brandt, that all ought to be subjected to one territorial rule. Admittedly, B. was, perhaps, a bit less authoritarian than others while on these jobs - but he had compulsory membership, territorial uniformity and the suppression of individual secessionism and minority autonomy in common with the worst totalitarian regimes, - as a supposed ideal. - J.Z., 8.4.89.
KNESE, FRITZ: On Panarchy, 14, 33-35, 69, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. -- 100/101, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. -- 43, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. --  In ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. -- 106-107, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879.

KNIGHTS, CHRISTIAN "ORDERS": Somewhat exterritorially autonomous. Instances: Templars & Maltese. - See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

KNOWLEDGE & EXPERIMENTS: "Wissen kann man wenig, aber versuchen kann man viel." - Grafitti. - (One can know only very little but one can try many things.) - Ignorance is best reduced by experiments. Tolerance for actions enlightens more than tolerance for opinions. - J.Z. 15.1.93.

KNOWLEDGE, OWN KNOWLEDGE & INDIVIDUAL LIVES: "One has to live one's knowledge." - T.H. White, The Book of Merlyn, 6. - Territorialists try to live other people's lives for them or allow them only to live their lives under the direction of others: the ruling territorialists. That assures the rule of ignorance and prejudice rather than of knowledge and experience, and it allows no one, not even the rulers, to live their own lives. For "every leash has two ends." - J.Z., 8.1.93, 16.9.04.

KOHR, LEOPOLD: Disunion Now: A Plea for a Society Based upon Small Autonomous Units, 1941, originally published in THE COMMONWEAL, Sep. 26, 1941, under the  pseudonym Hans Kohr. Republished in German in DIE ZEIT, Nr. 43, October 25, 1991, S. 19,  4pp: 183, in PP 1689-1693. - Did he come out clearly for exterritorially autonomous units or only for geographical decentralization? - J.Z., 1.9.04.

KOO, VI. KYUIN WELLINGTON, PH.D., The Status of Aliens in China, N. Y., Columbia University Press, 1912. Previously:  The Alien in China. Studies in History, Economics and Public Law,  edited by the Faculty of Political Science of Columbia University, vol. L, 1911, part 2., No. 126. 
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KOONTZ, ALAN P. & ZUBE, JOHN, EXTRACT FROM CORRESPONDENCE, ON PANARCHISM: 

John Zube, 7 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW, Australia 2577                                                          17/0ct./85


Alan P. Koontz, Route 2, Box 252-D, Berkeley Springs, West Virginia 25411    

Dear Alan,


thanks for your letter of Oct. 3rd., received yesterday. 

Thanks also for the $ 4 settlement. Enough has been said on this.

Under Stirner's "economics" I meant the thoughts on the subject dispersed through his major and minor writings. I have seen some of them referred to and criticized but no one seems to have put all of them together as yet, together with some critical comments. 

As with many other authors, one can also read their economics or anti-economics between their lines. I hold also hold that, politically, Stirner was more individualistic than Smith but economically the reverse seems to be true to me.

It is surprising that a man like Stirner wrote only as little or disappointing that not more of his writings have come upon us.

You may be right that Nietzsche was largely influenced by Stirner, was not truly original in his writings and largely adapted Stirner's ideas. But to be convinced of this, I would have to read a monograph demonstrating this, overwhelmingly.

How much and how little force should be used, how it should be organized and limited and on what occasions it should be used and how etc., I tried to describe in my book-length manuscript in PP 399-401, of which I may enclose an extract here, on microfiche.

Your questions do, among other things, amount to the question: When are revolutions justified? 

In this I largely agree with Leonard Read: Complete and forceful revolutions are not justified as long as still a large degree of freedom of expression and information, association and assembly exists. With their aid public opinion can be changed, at least within a few years, if only all alternative communication channels and means are fully utilized. Seeing the usual price, in blood, of an armed revolution, that agitation-effort-price appears to me to be a bargain.

When any regime is firmly implanted, i.e. relatively popular with the majority of the population, then we do have at most a case of rightful resistance by minorities against their oppression by the majority but not a case for revolution. (Please, do read de Puydt's article on panarchy.) 

In this case minorities must strive for liberty via secessionism. And they would often be well advised not to go for minority autonomy directly, for themselves only, but, rather, to speak up for majority and minority autonomy elsewhere and everywhere, for everyone - because there are a great number of potential allies around for such a generalized aim. 

Even the temporary, fluctuating and ruling majorities consist, upon close inspection, out of numerous minority groupings. 

Once, through proper agitation from other countries, minority autonomy and majority autonomy are realized, where they are most acutely and obviously suppressed, e.g. in Ireland, Lebanon, South Africa, the Soviet Union, Red China, Cambodia etc. etc., there would be a feedback effect upon our types of representative democracies. 

In short, our blueprints should start with cases where liberty is most obviously and extensively suppressed. 

Compared with totalitarian regimes, our governments, with all their faults, are still "angels". 

Moreover, in this way we would act rather as their allies than their enemies - never mind our long-term aims. 

Once the totalitarian and dictatorial threats are removed from the world scene, then the representative democratic systems would tend to become more classical-liberal to individualistic - especially once some radical examples of this latter type are in operation in formerly totalitarian countries.

When anarchists and libertarians constitute as tiny a minority as they are, in democratic countries, it is no more rightful for them to attempt a revolutionary overthrow of the institutions desired by the majority than it is for terrorists to attempt to realize and impose their preferred institutional pattern by means of terrorist acts. 

The major voluntaryist insight is that all coercive public relationships ought to be replaced by voluntary ones and only individual secessionism can achieve and maintain such a condition, and can do so quite peacefully and without wronging anyone.

The term "insurrection" should be used with some discrimination. When an individual purchases a computer or uses a micrographic agency to produce some libertarian writings, then this does not yet constitute an "insurrection" in the widely accepted meaning of this world. At most it amounts to some of the first steps of a non-violent resistance via enlightenment efforts. 

But as a panarchist one can very well speak of the institutionalization of revolutions by individuals, acting for themselves and establishing or joining quite different constitutions for themselves - spilling only a drop or ink rather than any blood in the process. When people do their own thing and can do so undisturbed, then and for them the revolution is complete. And the lives of others remain undisturbed. That is the main benefit of these "one-man-revolutions". 

Panarchism would introduce the freedom for the consumer to shop around - for every kind of service, even that of competing governments.

Denial of the State or ignoring it, can be very useful, but again, for lack of violent and initiated interaction with the old State institutions, it would not amount to an insurrection. 

Naturally, once a State thereupon used forceful suppressive measures, an insurrection might follow. Rather than risking this in a democracy, why not, instead, attempt to positively and ideologically "steer" insurrections that already exist in other countries, like e.g. that in Afghanistan, in the right direction? That would save much bloodshed, help to diminish despotism and set proper examples, without carrying the civil war here, like some of the Anti-Vietnam-War activists desired. 

Why should we let our opportunities be limited by national borders?

Alternative institutions of all kinds are self-help institutions, not forceful insurrections that want to destroy the old establishment. Rather than destroying it, they want to gradually diminish it by competition. 

Perhaps, they might achieve that the establishment would finally be deserted by all. But it would be sufficient if it were reduced to the voluntary actions of a minority group of true believers. Then the establishment would amount to no more than just another alternative institution.

Definitely, not all communist-anarchist "collectives" are based only on master and slave relationships. What you have in mind are coercive collectives. Admittedly, many of the communist anarchists are prepared to use force to get others to adopt their kind of sharing systems. But until they have done so successfully and subjugated dissenters, they are confined to voluntary actions among themselves. And I still think that they are prospects for completely voluntaristic approaches to their ideals. 

In spite of not agreeing with them, we should help them to achieve autonomy, too, as far as this is in our power, starting, again, with e.g. autonomy for such groups in the Soviet Union and Red China. . . . . . . .

KORAN, THE: Translation by George Sale, London, Frederick Warne, n.d., JZL. Page 137: "Fight against them who believe not in God, nor in the last day, and forbid not that which God and his apostle have forbidden, and profess not the true religion, of those unto whom the scriptures have been delivered, until they pay tribute by right of subjection, and they be reduced low." - Ibid, notes: "This I think the true meaning of the words 'an yadin', which literally signify by or out of hand, and are variously interpreted: some supposing they mean that the tribute is to be paid readily, or by their own hands and not by another; or that tribute is to be exacted of the rich only, or those who are able to pay it, and not of the poor; or else that it is to be taken as a favour that the Mohammedans are satisfied with so small an imposition, etc. - That the Jews and Christians are, according to this law, to be admitted to protection on payment of a tribute, there is no doubt: though the Mohammedan doctors differ as to those of other religions..." - I tried to read a modern English edition of the Koran, recently, about one third through, looking in vain for a passage on tolerance or limited warfare. Supposedly women and children as well as water sources are not to be killed or destroyed. If you know of any other passages in the Koran, preaching tolerance, please point them out to me. - J.Z., 29.1.99.

KORAN, A VERY INTOLERANT PASSAGE, APPARENTLY NEVER YET REPEALED OR COMPLETELY RENOUNCED: 

Pan Liu Extraterritoriality an extract page 335 

335]
                             IN THE LEVANT PRIOR TO 1453
                                                   55

............

III.  EXTRATERRITORIALITY   IN   THE   MOHAMMEDAN   STATES

PRIOR TO  1453

The Testament of Mohammed and the Capitulation of Omar furnish the customary basis of Mussulman practice with regard to jurisdiction over foreigners. The explana​tion for the position held by the Mussulman on this subject, as has been intimated above, has to be sought in his religious beliefs. According to the Koran, which is at once a gospel, a code and a constitution, all those who were not followers of the Mohammedan religion were to be treated as enemies and to be slaughtered without mercy.2 But the exigencies of commerce demanded and effected a mitigation of this rule. "The innate and invincible aversion of the Moham​medans," says Pradier-Fodére,3 "to do business outside their country; their inexperience in navigation, which forced them to recruit their crews only from among foreign sea​men; the need, which the political chiefs of Islamism felt, of utilizing their extended coast, their fine harbors, the rich products of their fertile soil, and of reaping the numerous advantages of maritime commerce, were early destined to inspire the Sultans with a favorable disposition towards the

1 ....

2 Koran, sura xlvii, verse 4, "When ye encounter the infidels, strike off their heads till ye have made a great slaughter among them, and of the rest make fast and fetters."

(Stressed by me, in red. Is that still, today in their “holy” book? Such a passage is certainly easy to remember for fanatics! It may, according to Gibbon, merely be the false interpretation of a secretary, which Mohammed later dismissed as quite unreliable. – The above is also the version in the translation by J.M. Rodwell, in the Everyman’s Library edition, 1978. But the footnote states: “The Meccans and other unbelievers in Muhammad’s time. The Hanefites suppose this law to apply only to the battle of Bedr. The Shiites take it as of universal obligation.”

The first note to this Sura XLVII, subheaded: “In the Name of God, the Compassionate, the Merciful” says:

“This Sura was revealed at a period after the victory at Bedr. When there was still some hesitation on the part of Muhammad’s followers to take decided steps for securing their position. See 37.”

In “The Meaning of the Glorius Koran, an explanatory translation by Mohammed Marmaduke Pickthall, A Mentor Book, New American Library, 15th edtion, no date, page 361, this passage is translated as follows: 

“Now when ye meet in battle those who disbelieve, then it is smiting of the necks until, when ye have routed them, then making fast of bonds; and afterward either grace or ransom till the war lay down its burden. That (is the ordinance). And if Allah willed He could have punished them (without you) but (thus it is ordained) that He may try some of you by means of others. And those who are slain in the way of Allay. He rendereth not their action vain.” – This religious “ethic” is as bad as that of Jews and Christians failing to generally renounce the preaching and practice of “collective responsibility” in their “Holy” scriptures.

How many more hundreds of millions will have to become slaughtered before the clerics finally manage to completely renounce wrongful doctrines and interpretations?? 

I think that there is a good case for Christians, Jews, other faiths and atheists etc. to demand both from Islamic officials and churches and sects a complete and public renunciation of this doctrine.  Just various interpretations, somewhat moderating this dogma for some, are, obviously, not good enough, at least not for those inclined towards “holy wars” and terrorism – and for their still all too numerous victims. - J.Z., 5.1.2005)

3 "La Question des Capitulations," Revue de droit international et de législation comparée (hereafter referred to as R. D. I.), vol. i, p. 119. Cf. Feraud-Giraud, De la Jurisdiction française daus les Echelles du Levant, vol. i, pp. 33-35.

______________________________________________________________________________________

KOSOVA & PARALLEL INSTITUTIONS: Margaret Thatcher in "Statecraft, Strategies for a Changing World", HarperCollinsPublishers (77-85 Fulham Palace Road, Hammersmith, London W6 8JB, www.fireandwater.com, ISBN 0 00 710752 8), 2002 , page 310: "While the war was raging in Bosnia, Greater Serbianism was proceeding to the same goal by other means in Kosovo. In April 1995 - shortly before the Serb defeats that led to the Dayton Accords - I had the opportunity to learn from the self-styled President of Kosova, Dr. Ibrahim Rugova, about the systematic intimidation of the ethnic Albanians there. Deprived of  employment, education and access to medical care by a policy of racial discrimination in favour of the Serb minority, the Albanians - who constitute 90 per cent of the population - had eschewed violence and instead set up a whole system of parallel institutions. They had even elected their own 'President". Dr. Rugova, a moderate, mild-mannered and highly civilised intellectual, had become the centre of this resistance movement...." Otherwise, so far, this book is mainly concerned with the "Statecraft" of territorialism.

KOTENEV, A. M., Shanghai: Its mixed Court and Council, Shanghai, North China Daily News & Herald, 1925.

KOTENEV, A. M.: Shanghai. Its Municipality and the Chinese, Shanghai, North China Daily News & Herald, 1927.

KOWALEWSLY, Prof.: Moderne Sitten und Altes Recht (Modern customs and old law), on the mountain tribes of Caucasia and their voluntary associations. They were compared, by Kropotkin in Mutual Aid, with the Cof or Sof of the Berbers or Kabyles.

KRAUSE, KARL CHRISTIAN FRIEDRICH, deceased 1832. German philosopher using his own terms, which are hard to understand for Germans but becoming clear in Spanish and French translations of his works. He was one of the early advocates of individual secessionism in at least one of his works. Hint by Beckerath. - I have not found such a text by him as yet.. - J.Z.,1.9.04.

KROPOTKIN PETER, Anarchism, 1905, an article for the 11th edition of the ENCYCLOPAEDIA        BRITANNICA, 10pp: 206, in PP 1689-1693.

KROPOTKIN PETER, Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal, n.d., "Piotr", revision of a speech given by Kropotkin in England, 19pp: 187, in PP 1689-1693.

KROPOTKIN, PETER, Mutual Aid: A Factor of Evolution, 1902, 362pp, indexed, with a foreword by Ashley Montagu, 13 pp, in PP 229.  A condensation of this book to 32 pages, by Miriam Allen deFord, is in PP 1140. --Peter: Mutual Aid, has some references to the Cof or Sof of the Berbers or Kabyles and their "naya" or protection system. Reproduced in plan 201 in PEACE PLANS No. 12. --  German edition: "Gegenseitige Hilfe", 1910, S. 34. See PEACE PLANS No. 621.

KROPOTKIN, PETER,  Paroles d'un revolte' also: La conquete du pain. Quoted by Eltzbacher, Paul, Der Anarchismus, Guttentag, Berlin 1900, p. 175, on the contractual free society of the future. Alas, his economics is quite communistic. Would he have subscribed to "capitalism for consenting adults!"?

KROPOTKIN, PETER, Anarchism.... "seeks the most complete development of individuality combined with the highest development of voluntary association in all its aspects, in all possible degrees, for all imaginable aims; ever changing, ever modified associations which carry in themselves the elements of their durability and constantly assume new forms which answer best to the multiple aspirations of all. A society to which pre-established forms, crystallised by law, are repugnant; ..." - "Anarchism: Its Philosophy and Ideal. Apparently, this limited panarchism would not permit panarchies for conservative statists. - Here he does not even subscribe to "personal law". - J.Z.

KROPOTKIN, PETER, Der Staat, S. 42f: "Durch die gesamte Geschichte unserer Kultur ziehen sich zwei Traditionen, zwei entgegengesetzte Stroemungen:  die roemische Tradition und die volkstuemliche, die kaiserliche Tradition und die eigenoessische, die autoritaere Tradition und die freiheitliche... Wir schliessen uns jener Stroemung an, welche im 12. Jahrhundert die Menschen antrieb, sich zu organisieren auf der Grundlage freier Vereinbarung der freien Initiative des Einzelnen, der freien Foederation der Interessen." - Quoted by ROLF CANTZEN, Freiheit unter saurem Regen, S. 35.

KROPOTKIN, PETER: According to: HEARNSHAW, F.J.C., Democracy at the Crossways, A Study in Politics & History with Special Reference to Great Britain, Macmillan & Co, London 1918,XV 511,bibl. 496-504, index 505-511, JZL. -  In this discussion of anarchism (263-287), he ascribes to Kropotkin the following panarchist general view: "11 ... after all, it does not involve a much greater departure from present-day ideas than religious toleration did from the ecclesiastical ideas of the Middle Ages. Religious toleration is  indeed, Anarchism in the ecclesiastical sphere; and in the sixteenth century it was regarded with as much horror, by Catholic and Calvinist alike, as is political Anarchism to-day by both Constitutional Democrat and Collective Socialist. Nevertheless it came; and everywhere now throughout the civilized world religion is a matter of free personal determination, and its Organization a matter of voluntary association. It is permissible to imagine, with Kropotkin, that the time may come when the individual may be as completely emancipated from political and economic compulsion as he is from religious persecution; when he will associate with his fellows or remain in isolation as he pleases; when his taxes will take the form of voluntary contributions to causes of which he approves; when his personality will have freedom to develop in all directions unchecked." - That is an interpretation of Kropotkin. Has Kropotkin uttered himself as clearly on this? - J.Z., 1.9.04.

KROPOTKIN'S ANARCHISM & PANARCHISM: "In the place of the coercive state, Kropotkin would set up the free association of free groups. He recognizes that men cannot live isolated and independent lives, and that they must cooperate in groups, but he insists that they should be free to choose their groups and be privileged to withdraw when they wish. Within the coercive state of today, he points out, there is an infinite variety of voluntary associations which have been formed for specific purposes - such as the Mir and Artels of Russia, trades-unions, cooperative societies, and the innumerable athletic, philanthropic and scientific bodies In an anarchist society such groups would not only continue but would multiply; communes of like-minded persons, including not merely territorial groups, would be formed by free agreement, the members promising to perform certain functions in return for the services afforded by the commune. No penalty need by applied for a violation of these promises other than an expulsion from the fellowship. The communes would in turn federate for various purposes with many other communes while retaining the right to withdraw. The political organization of society would thus be built from below on the principle of assent instead of imposed from above by compulsion. But Kropotkin's anarchism is something more than mere voluntarism. He proposes an economic organization which will recognize "the right to well-being" for everybody. A comfortable supply of food, clothing, and shelter should be assured to all because of the sheer fact of their need...." - W.A. Dunning : Political Theories, Recent Times, 205. - How come a professor of political science does thus recognize the voluntaristic and exterritorial autonomy and individual secessionist aspect of Kropotkin's teachings much more clearly than most people do who declare themselves to be anarchists and followers of Kropotkin? - J.Z. 3.1.93.

KUKOBAKA MIKHAIL: Kukobaka vs. the Soviet System, from SOCIAL INVENTIONS, No. 18, 1989/90, on Mikhail Kukobaka, who renounced his Soviet citizenship, lp, 196, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. - Under Lenin such renunciation was, supposedly, punished by death. How did the law in Russia develop on this subject, from the Czars to modern times? - J.Z., 1.9.04.

KUNKE, MAX: Die Kapitulationen der Tuerkei, deren Aufhebung und die neuen deutsch-tuerkischen Rechtsvertraege, Muenchen, Berlin, Leipzig, 1918.

KURDS, PANARCHISM, NATIONAL LIBERATION EFFORTS, TERRORISM & EXTREMISM:  According to a radio report I heard on 26.11.93, Kurdish nationalistic organizations are also banned as “extremist groups” in Germany.  That would mean that territorial nationalism,  if not already practised by an existing and officially recognized government, is officially classed as “extremism”. I do agree, but do extend my classification of “extremism” to all existing territorial governments, as being authoritarian and even totalitarian in their territorial claims and practices. It is right to condemn any revolutionary, terroristic and civil or national liberation war efforts as “extremist”, if they merely want to replace the present wrongful territorial and exclusive rule by another wrongful and exclusive rule, changing merely the ruling minority or majority. – Is exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities an “extremist” demand? It is, in a way, since one can hardly go rightfully beyond  such a radical liberty for all voluntary communities. But at the same time, such communities, would also be extremely tolerant, peaceful and progressive, as well as democratic and republican, by their very nature! –  And I thought that I was almost alone in condemning territorialist ambitions as authoritarian, totalitarian and extremist!  – It would be quite another matter, if the various Kurdish resistance groups agreed between themselves to demand only exterritorial autonomy, in all countries, for their own various Kurdish volunteer communities, as well as for all the other dissenting minorities in all countries,  not only those in which there is a strong Kurdish minority, amounting, in some localities, to a strong Kurdish majority.  – Such limited and tolerant aspirations would deserve international recognition,  perhaps as alternative governments in exile. Only authoritarians and totalitarians would have to be afraid of such opposition. -  Rightful and limited revolutions, even one-man revolutions, would be made easy by it. - J.Z., 26.11.93, 9.1.99.

KYSHE, JAMES WILLIAM NORTON: The history and the laws and courts of Hong Kong: from the earliest period to 1898, with a new foreword by Sir Ivo Rigby, Hong Kong, Vetch & Lee, 1971. (Sydney Univ.)

KYSOR, GEORGE: On Panarchy,  12, 13, 35, 60, 65, 67, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - 101, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - 23, in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554. - pages 12, 54, in ON PANARCHY VI, pages 12, 54in PP 585. - 18, in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. - TC 150, 79-80, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

LA DIMORA DELLA PACE: Considerazioni Sulle Capitolazioni Tra I Paesi Islamici E L’Europe, Venezia,  Cafoscarina, 1996. – Here only an abstract from the IN, 1p, in English, About the capitulations between Islamic countries and Europe: 94, in PP 1539.

LAFOSSE, HENRI: La juridiction consulaire de Rouen, 1556-1791, Defontaine, 1922, 306pp, bibl.

LAGEMAN, JOHN KORD: How Much Space Does a Man Need? READERS DIGEST, 9/67. It reviews the research of anthropologist Dr. Edward T. Hall on "proxemics" - the study of living in close quarters. Seems to me a rational approach towards the concept of a "territorial imperative", showing its close limits. - J.Z.

LAISSEZ FAIRE: "Under laissez faire peaceful coexistence of a multitude of sovereign nations is possible. Under government control of business it is impossible." - Mises, in Human Action. - Alas, Mises considered it only as applicable to economics, not to politics. Under laissez faire for politics, i.e. on an exterritorial and personal law basis for volunteer communities, a peaceful coexistence of a multitude of autonomous societies would be possible within nations and on a world-wide scale. Laissez faire, as de Puydt has demonstrated, requires individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy of volunteer communities to become complete. Then and thereby the peaceful coexistence option would become almost obvious, because it would be daily practised in front of everybody's eyes, by consenting adults, all peacefully doing their own thing - and too busy with that in order to even want to meddle with the affairs of others and largely disabled from doing so, in case they were still intent upon trying to meddle. - J.Z., 1.8.92, 9.1.93.

LAISSEZ FAIRE: Laissez faire rights and liberties among capitalists, individualists, libertarians, anarchists, free marketeers etc., but also „laissez faire“ for State socialists, „civil“ rights and liberties and „welfare“ States among their supporters. „To each his own!“ No system to be imposed upon any peaceful individuals or groups. All organizations and systems, constitutions, laws, jurisdictions and administrations to be voluntarily and individually chosen ones. No other general system is free, just, peaceful, enlightened, tolerant and progressive enough. Experimental freedom and freedom of action in all spheres for all people. Which automatically excludes any oppressive, aggressive and mass murderous actions and organizations and even preparations for them. Especially, any territorial monopolies that got beyond private or cooperative properties.  J.Z., 27.1.05.
LAISSEZ FAIRE & PANARCHISM: Laissez faire in religion, arts, science, technology and private lifestyles ought to be supplemented by laissez faire in politics, economics and social experimentation – but only for all volunteer communities and under their own personal laws and at their own risk and expense. Then no one has any right to do more than verbally criticize them if he disagrees with them and yet does not want to set a counter-example. Naturally, he would also be free to try to compete those out of existence that he does disagree with. – J.Z., 29.12.96, 9.1.99.

LAISSEZ FAIRE & POLITICAL POWER: "Libertarians believe that the substitution of a completely laissez faire economic system for the political system of government intervention would largely eliminate the problem of power in society." - David Osterfeld, "THE FREEMAN", Dec. 76: The Free Market and the "Tyranny of Wealth", first sentence. - It is not enough to introduce laissez faire only into economics nor satisfactory for all, if it is introduced even for the enemies of laissez faire in economics. Laissez faire must be introduced in political and social affairs, too, so much so, that even its enemies become free to organize among their own volunteers, internally, exerritorially and autonomously, political and social arrangements that are different from or even quite contrary to anarchist, libertarian and free market ideals. Then the problem of power would remain - but it would be confined to those powers which individuals granted certain people over themselves. - J.Z., 9.1.93.

LAISSEZ FAIRE & VOTING: Let the voting, on: "who is to dominate whom?" be replaced by individual declarations on who wants to secede and federate and let these people go ahead, at their own expense and risk, using internally any voting system that pleases them. - J.Z. 10/72, 2.4.89.

LAISSEZ FAIRE IN MONEY & GOVERNMENT: Laissez faire, especially in money and government. Let anyone issue, accept or refuse any kind of money and let anyone establish, join or secede from any government, even from any free society. To each his own, even regarding competing monies and governments. That is nothing but a basic liberty demanded by individual rights and liberties, by basic justice and by the preconditions for a lasting peace and prosperity. – J.Z., 8. 4. 96, 9.1.99.

LAISSEZ FAIRE, LAISSEZ PASSER: Laissez Faire ....  in the meaning of: Let people produce and let them exchange! is also, as de Puydt stressed, a fundamental principle of panarchism - but applied much more widely than it commonly is was, supposedly, applied in the 19th century.

LAND MONOPOLY, ANARCHISM & PANARCHISM: The special place that landed property has among other property, either as genuine and natural property or as a privilege and monopoly and the various zealously represented theories on "the ideal and only right" land tenure system, helped to muddle the situation for most anarchists, beyond their other opposition to "property" or "capitalism". If any State did represent, inseparably, a single and completely wrong land tenure system, then that State, naturally, ought to be abolished, in order to get rid of that land tenure system. So they thought. - The fact that many of the somewhat liberal States permitted extensive experimentation with landownership and land-use by various ideological groups, was often conveniently overlooked by the zealots. Even my father, although he is a panarchist and subscribes to the open cooperative system, had far failed to apply this possibility to the land problem. His favourite land reform scheme, according to him, is to be universally realized - with no chance for dissenters to realize their own among themselves. See his "Manifesto for Freedom and Peace". And so do most Georgists "think". Their "single tax" scheme is to be applied to all, believers and dissenters alike - as supposedly the only just one. (In spite of at least 2 practical Georgist experiments having been undertaken by volunteers and having demonstrated, in however limited form, the possibility of competing land tenure systems.) - Moreover, most land-reformers opposed to the private "land monopoly" have turned a blind eye to the most dangerous land monopoly, the large-scale collectivist one, the land tenure of nations and nation states, of "territories" - that now constitute nuclear targets.

LAND MONOPOLY: 22, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

LAND REFORM & EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM, by John Zube, in PP 5 & 506. - See: INTERNATIONAL LAND REFORM OR ABOLITION OF NATIONAL LAND TENURE: Plan 120, from PP 5, , page 12, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

LAND REFORM UNDER PANARCHISM: See especially PEACE PLANS No. 5. When no uniform land tenure system is territorially imposed, then diverse land reform systems can be tolerantly practised at the expense of their supporters. But the land so used must be rightfully acquired under present conditions.

LANDAUER, GUSTAV: "Gesellschaft ist eine Gesellschaft von Gesellschaften von Gesellschaften; ein Bund von Buenden von Buenden." - Zitiert aus ROLF CANTZEN, Freiheit unter saurem Regen, S. 31. - 

LANDAUER, GUSTAV: "Ich fuehrte zunaechst einen meiner Lieblingsgedanken aus, dass es neben den autoritaeren Zufallsgemeinschaften, die uns umgeben, noch eine andere, groessere gibt, die mit dem schoensten Wesen des Individuums zusammenfaellt...  Wenn wir diese Gemeinschaft mit der unendlichen 'Vergangenheit' in us herstellen, werden wir reif zum Bruch mit der Zufallsgemeinschaft der Gegenwart, werden wir die Liebe finden zu den Mitmenschen, die ja dieselbe Gemeinschaft in sich selber tragen, wie wir, und werden den Mut finden, um der Gemeinschaft willen und um der Vorbilder willen, uns zu neuen Lebensgemeinschaften zusammenzuschliessen. ..." An Hedwig Lachmann, 21.6. 1900, ueber seine kuerzliche Ansprache an die "Neue Gemeinschaft". - Quoted from "Hinter der Weltstadt", No. 5. - (First of all I explained my favourite idea that aside of the authoritarian and accidental communities which surround us, there is another and larger one, which coincides with the best features of the individual. ... When we constitute this community with the endless 'past' in us, then we become ripe for the breach with the accidental community of the present, then we will find the love to our fellow human beings, who carry in themselves the same community as we do and will find the courage, for the sake of that community and of its precedents, to associate in new communities for our lives.) Individual secessionism from States is contained in this, but not yet awareness of the multiplicity of competing voluntary communities that would arise from the remaining differences between people. The consciousness of a common origin of humans, of life, of the universes, is not sufficient to establish "universal brotherhood" between all. - Nor is 'cosmic consciouisness'.  Descriptions of alternatives can be uttered in too general terms to be useful. We need more genuine blueprints for liberty. -  J.Z., 16.9.04. 

LANDAUER, REVOLUTION: S. 43: "... Gesamtheit von Selbstaendigkeiten, die sich gegenseitig durchdrangen, die sich durcheinander schichteten, ohne dass daraus eine Pyramide oder irgendwelche Gesamtgewalt geworden waren. Die Form des Mittelalters war nicht der Staat, sondern die Gesellschaft, die Gesellschaft von Gesellschaften." - Zitiert in ROLF CANTZEN, Freiheit unter saurem Regen, S. 33/34. - Kann man so einfach von den verbleibenden Privilegien, Monopolen und anderen Gewaltsamkeiten absehen, die das natuerliche Wachstum und die Verallgemeinerung dieser beschraenkten Freiheiten verhinderten? - J.Z. (... The whole of the independencies, which mutually penetrated each other and sorted themselves out in this mixture, without thereby establishing any pyramid or any all-over power. The form of the Middle Ages was not the State but the society, the society of societies." - Cited in ROLF CANTZEN, Freiheit unter saurem Regen, S. 33/34. - Can one as simply ignore the remaining privileges, monopolies and other compulsions which prevent the natural growth and the generalization of the limited liberties? - J.Z.)

LANDRIGHTS & TERRITORIALISM: If there is such a thing as rightful Aboriginal land rights and if the thesis of Robert Ardrey of the African Genesis of man is correct, then e.g. the Australian Aborigines, as well as e.g. “white” people everywhere, not just Negroes, should be able to claim “land rights” in Africa as well. Why should such claims be recognized only backwards for, let us say, 200 years, and not for 2,000 or even 20,000 years? If we have all the same ancestors, going back long enough, then why should any branch of our family have any exclusive claim to any continent or country? If all of us have been victims of conquests and land robberies, repeatedly, over thousands of years, then how could we possibly return to a “just” state of land ownership? -- What mainly threatens our survival now is not private and cooperative land ownership or land rights claims but national territorial and collectivistic land “ownership” or land monopoly, which has turned whole countries and all their people, into targets for ABC mass murder devices, as long as territorial statism prevails. – J.Z., 28.9.93, 14.1.99.

LANDSHUT, SIEGFRIED: Jewish Communities in the Muslim Countries of the Middle East, London, 1950. "A valuable survey despite some inaccuracies." - Goitein.

LAOTSE: TAO TE KING, Das Buch vom Sinn und Leben, uebersetzt und mit einem Kommentar von Richard Wilhelm, Eugen Diederichs Verlag, erweiterte Neuausgabe, 1978, 1984. Erste Ausgabe: 1910. - Ulrich von Beckerath empfahl diese Ausgabe sehr. Ich erhielt nur diese Neuausgabe und sie erst in 1984. In dieser Version sind viele panarchistische Gedanken zu finden. Wann starb Richard Wilhelm? Vom Umschlage, hinten: "Des Himmels TAO ist foerdern, ohne zu schaden. Des Berufenen TAO ist wirken ohne zu streiten." - Ueber Panarchien koennte man Dasselbe sagen. Ebenso der Kommentar, von Richard Wilhelm, S. 141: "So nimmt das Tao in der Welt der Erscheinungen eine Doppelstellung ein. Es entlaest die Samen der Ideen ins Dasein, wo sie sich zu Dingen, die im Raum und in der Zeit ausgebreitet sind, entfalten." - Ibid, 157: "Durch dieses Nichtstreiten gewinnt das Leben immer neue Kraft, weil es keine Kraft durch den Kampf mit fremden, stoerenden Dingen verbraucht." - Eine panarchistische Besprechung dieser Uebersetzung und des Kommentars wuerde wenigstens einige Seiten brauchen. - J.Z., 31.1.99. - In the meantime I microfiche several versions of Lao Tse. Altogether probably many dozens of different translations exist. I collected about 2 dozen. - J.Z., 1.9.04.

LASKI, HAROLD: A Grammar of Politics, 1925. - According to Carl J. Friedrich (p. 51 of The New Belief in the Common Man, Vermont Printing Co., 1945),  the early H.L. was a pluralist, one favouring individual sovereignty - while later on he adopted State Socialism.

LASKI, HAROLD: “… Harold Laski. When a pluralist, he was most radical in his rejection of monistic sovereignty. (5) But later he adopted the most comprehensive state concept, namely, that implied in all-inclusive state socialism.  LASKI’S PLURALISM (chapter heading – J.Z.) Laski, it will be recalled, actually made the individual ‘sovereign’. The individual conscience is the only valid source of law. When the claims of various associations conflict, the individual conscience is the final arbiter of where the allegiance lies. In expounding such views, Laski offered a striking juristic application of the American folklore of anarchic democracy; his was a commentary upon Austin in Terms of Thoreau, so to speak. Indeed, Laski’s insistence upon the individual conscience as the court of last appeal in matters of political allegiance and obedience is a mere elaboration of the views so eloquently stated in Thoreau’s essay on Civil disobedience.” – Carl J. Friedrich, The New Belief in the Common Man, page 51.

LATHAM, EARL: The Group Basis of Politics, Notes for a Theory, in: Elan, Heinz, Eldersveld,Samuel J; and Janovic, Morris, edts.: Political Behaviour : A Reader in Theory & Research, N.Y., The Free Press, 1956, p. 235: "Private government is not only a legitimate but a much neglected subject of inquiry by political science." - The above was quoted by Evan, William M., ed., in "Law & Sociology, exploratory essays", The Free Press of Glencoe, 1962, p. 165.

LATTER, Mr.: The Government of Foreigners in China, Law Quarterly Review, vol. XIX, 19-3, p. 316.

LAW & EVOLUTION: But human nature does not change with the speed of Acts of Parliament, and, as in the wider field of nature, society is composed of individuals in various stages of evolution. - S. Hutchinson Harris, The Doctrine of Personal Right, 387. - Some enlightened individuals and minorities, at least, tend to change and advance faster than territorial laws usually do. And they should be free to practise their advances among themselves. And whether any groups advanced, learned nothing from their mistakes or even regressed, they should never be granted any legislative powers over others than themselves. Men are not to be set up as beasts of prey or as sacrificial victims for others. J. Z., 6.1.93.

LAW & JUSTICE: Offer any kind of law to  the ones who want it for themselves - and any kind of justice for all those more concerned with justice than with law and wanting to realize what they consider to be the most just system among themselves. - J.Z., 18.1.86.                                             

LAW & LIBERTY: "...to a way of looking at society, which makes the replacement of law by liberty a condition of reaching the higher stages of social development." - John Morley, On Compromise, 250. - Replace uniform and territorial law, imposed also upon dissenters, by personal and individually chosen laws, via individual secessionism and associationism and the basis of exterritorial autonomy. -  J.Z., 6.1.93.

LAW & NATURAL RIGHTS UNDER TERRITORIALISM AS OPPOSED TO EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY CLAIMED BY VOLUNTEERS FOR THEMSELVES: "... all a man's natural rights stand upon one and the same basis, viz., that they are the gift of God, or Nature, to him as an individual, for his own uses (J.Z.: or non-use), and for his own happiness. If any one of these natural rights may be arbitrarily (J.Z.: e.g. by majority vote or "professional" jurisdiction) taken from him by other men (J.Z.: when he himself has not offended against those of others ), all of them may be taken from him on the same reason. No one of these rights is any more sacred or inviolable in its nature, than are all the others. ... The violation of any one of these rights, by lawmakers, is equivalent to the assertion of a right to violate all of them." - Lysander Spooner, A Letter to Grover Cleveland, p. 30. - - If, e.g., under certain and restrictive circumstances, I can save the life of an innocent person by ignoring e.g. his right of freedom of expression and information or that of someone else, I DO intend to do so and would fill righteous and good about it. There are, after all, some primary rights and some secondary and further derived rights. By temporarily ignoring some secondary rights we can, sometimes, protect some primary rights. - J.Z., 15.1.93.  (I am grateful to two persons who, on two separate occasions, kept me forcefully out of the way of some vehicles I had not noticed and feel proud of once having forcefully stopped a really blind person, who would otherwise have been run over. He was frightened, but only for a moment, thinking that he was being mugged. Neither of these three rescuers received any complaints. - J.Z., 10.12.03.) 

LAW OF NATIONS (?): 1930, a private draft by some professor, like the code of INTERNOSCIA, JEROME. Hint by Suzan Witt or Robert Swann? See: International Law. 

LAW OF TERRITORIAL STATES: "Im Inneren der Staaten selbst, wo die Menschen zur Gleichheit unter dem Gesetz vereinigt zu sein scheinen, ist es grossen Teils noch immer Gewalt und List, was unter dem ehrwuerdigen Namen des Gesetzes herrscht; hier wird der Krieg um so schaendlicher gefuehrt, weil er sich nicht als Krieg ankuendigt, und dem Befehdeten sogar den Vorsatz raubt, sich gegen ungerechte Gewalt zu verteidigen." - Fichte, Die Bestimmung des Menschen, 3. Buch, Glaube, S. 131. (Within States, where human beings seem to be united under equality before the law, we have to a large extent still coercion and deception that rule under the honourable name of the law. Here war is all the more scandalously conducted because it is not announced as a war and deprives the victims even of the excuse of defence against unjust force.)

LAW REPEAL & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: “I Hereby Repeal All Laws Pertaining to Me.” – Dangerous Buttons, No. 519.

LAW, GOVERNMENT, FREE CHOICE, CONSENT, INDIVIDUALISM: Law, and government, voluntarily chosen by individuals, merely to be agreeable to them, at least for the time being, or to be absolutely and for all and all times and all relations in full accordance with natural law and individual and human rights? The misunderstandings that do occur here are due, I believe, largely to the notion that the existence of rights and of the right to claim them, is supposed to oblige the individual to always fully claim and practise them. While it might be rational and ethical to strive in that direction, it can never be an absolute obligation for any individual. Your right to speak does not oblige you to speak all the time, your right to travel does not oblige you to travel all the time. Thus we should beware of the absolutist fallacy even when in favour of natural law and individual rights. However, these rights are "absolute" to the extent that if and when and to the extent that, later, -  an individual wants to speak and to travel freely, at his own risk and expense, then he should be at liberty to do so. No contract or withdrawal from a contract clause or contract penalty should become prohibitively long or large. And when primary rights are involved, then individuals should remain free to claim them fully and instantly, even when formerly they had renounced them or contracted them away. Then they would not have to give notice, either.  Listen to and ponder Spooner on this, in The Unconstitutionality of Slavery, p. 14, as quoted in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, p. 125: "If, then, law really be nothing other than the rule, principle, obligation or requirement of natural justice, it follows that government can have no powers except such as individuals may rightfully delegate to it: that no law, inconsistent with men's natural rights, can arise out of any contract or compact of government: that constitutional law, under any form of government, consists only of those principles of the written constitution, that are consistent with natural law, and man's natural rights; and that any other principles, that may be expressed by the letter of any constitution, are void and not law, and all judicial tribunals are bound to declare them so." - I do agree with this but only with regard to the present territorial, monopolistic and compulsory constitutions. But individuals and volunteer groups are to become free, too, to make contracts among themselves and binding only them, for the time being and as long as this pleases them, which are inconsistent with natural law and individual rights and liberties that are fully recognized, claimed and realized. And they do have the right to do so as long as they can stand or wish these restrictions upon their rights and liberties. When and if they do finally no longer want them, or when and if some individuals among them no longer do so, then they should be free to unilaterally reject them for themselves by individual or minority group secessions, especially when it comes to the infringement of primary rights and liberties. As long as the individualized delegation of individual rights and liberties, wholly or partly, was voluntary and continues to remain voluntary (by the maintenance of the right to individually secede), the contracted relationship is rightful for the contractor, even when objectively to his disadvantage. Subjectively he thinks it to be in his favour. What he considers to be rightful for him, to delegate of his rights and liberties or not to use them himself, is rightful for him, for the time being, until he decides otherwise. Then he can fully claim them and no one can permanently hold him to his former renunciation. Just because a loving child has said, at 5, to his loving father: "Yes, daddy!", does not oblige it to always say, even 20 years later and upon all fatherly advice, instructions and commands: "Yes, daddy!". Give people their maximum chance to grow up - even from primitive beginnings. - J.Z. 1.7.92, 15.1.93.

LAW, MORALITY, LEGAL REALISM & PERSONAL LAW: "Resourceful western legal scholars have now introduced the term 'legal realism'. By legal realism, they want to push aside any moral evaluation of affairs. They say, 'Recognize realities; if such and such laws have been established in such and such countries by violence, these laws still must be recognized and respected. .... but morality is always higher than law. This view must never be abandoned...' - Solzhenitsyn, Words of Warning to the World, p. 26. - Panarchism provides free choice among legal systems and ethical systems and free societies. Under it, I feel certain, most lawyers and lawmakers would either price and act themselves out of circulation or out of willing victims, unless they went way down with their "service" offers and "prices". And ethical and moral systems that do satisfy volunteers will gain more and more adherents, in spite of and because of their differences. Agreement has only to be achieved upon some basically rightful international relations between these volunteer groups. And for this purpose improved individual rights codes and international arbitration courts, supported by volunteer militias for the protection of claimed individual rights, will, probably, suffice. - J.Z. 15.1.93, 10.12.03.  - I do greatly down that the future free people in what was formerly the USA will still need one to two million lawyers.  The laws of free societies of volunteers will tend to be fewer, more simple and more just. - J.Z., 16.9.04. 

LAW, PERSONAL LAW, DESPOTISM, DISSENTERS, TERRITORIALISM & PANARCHISM: Territorial law is a criminal imposition upon all non-criminal (non-aggressive) dissenters. - J.Z., 5.1.97 & 26.6.01.

LAW, PERSONAL VS. TERRITORIAL LAW: The law should not be something one needs to submit to or to fight but, rather, something one is free to ignore or opt out from - to do or contract one's own thing, regarding one's own affairs. - J.Z. 19.1.88. What would then remain would be merely natural law relationships between these secessionists and exterritorially autonomous associationists. - J.Z., 3.4.89.

LAW, SELF-GOVERNMENT, JUSTICE: We are self-governing in daily life and we use justice to regulate our private intercourse. But it is no longer operative in law. - Wolf De Voon, De Facto Anarchy.  - True for territorial laws. - J.Z., 16.9.04.

LAW, TERRITORIAL VS. PERSONAL LAW  OR SELF-CHOSEN LAWS VS. TERRITORIALLY IMPOSED LAWS:   There exists a vast literature on morality or ethics. But it seems those writings, which make this distinction, are still all too rare. - J.Z., 1.9.04. - Please point out to me any such titles that are not yet listed here. - J.Z., 16.9.04.

LAW, TERRITORIALISM & AGGRESSION: One law for all people in a territory means legalized aggression by some people in that territory upon others. - J.Z., n.d. & 24.6.01.

LAW: TURN IT FROM COMMANDS INTO CONTRACTS OR FREELY & INDIVIDUALLY CHOSEN LAWS OR LEGAL SYSTEMS: "Law as a command set by a person or persons politically sovereign to a person or persons politically subject." - Austin's famous lectures on Jurisprudence, according to David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, page 52. - This applies only to territorial law, not to exterritorial or personal law. - J.Z. 29.2.88. - The latter becomes, in practice, an individually chosen law, when practised within volunteer communities. Within such communities formally compulsory membership fees or taxes do also, through the voluntary membership, become voluntary taxation. - J.Z. 2.4.89.

LAW: "... the lawbook is not a menu card, from which one picks and chooses whatever one likes best." - Hans Habe, Leben fuer den Journalismus, Bd. 4, S. 52. - Indeed, it is not, but why could it not be thus limited and why should it not be reduced to a mere offer and acceptance option? Personal law instead of imperial law, of whatever scale, and be it only that of a local government. Why should peaceful, productive, rational and adult people be forced to abide by the rules of others, even if these are the majority of neighbours? (*) We already pick our own rules and services and contracts and relationships in all other spheres of life. Why not in this one? By what right is anyone else's preferred law imposed upon us, when we have not given our consent to it? Why are we prevented from seceding from it? This remains one of the largely unexamined or insufficiently discussed questions of politics. - J.Z. 6.1.93. - -  (*) There may be a quite rightful role for neighbours and interested other people to help determine, in an open cooperative way, that fraction of the world's surface which one may rightfully claim as one's exclusive property for living and working. In this way land monopoly claims could be rightfully and peacefully limited. P. Buchez, Theodor Hertzka and Ulrich von Beckerath have developed this concept of "open cooperatives", applicable to other natural resources as well and assuring to each the returns from his own labour and own capital invested in land. - J.Z., 9.12.03.)

LAW: "...law should be a contract the people make among each other." - Poul Anderson, Conflict, 122, story : The Pugilist. - Provided only "the people" are properly defined as a number of volunteers. - J.Z., 2.4.89.

LAW: Law is often not a social decision procedure but a very anti-social or asocial monopoly of a few. Why should we be bound to such "contracts", or, rather, impositions, when they do no longer satisfy us, while we can dissolve all other contracts? And why would it be odd to claim this choice as a right? It is an aspect of many other rights relating to contracts, property, trade, pursuit of happiness, free pricing, free enterprise, consumer sovereignty etc. - J.Z., 7.1.93. 

LAWRENCE, W. B.: Commentaire sur les Elements du Droit International et sur l'Histoire des Progres du Droit des Gens de Henry Wheaton, 4 vols., Leipzig, 1868 - 80.

LAWS & DESIRES: "If men recognize no law superior to their desires, then they must fight when their desires collide." - R. H. Tawney. - Why, when they could still practise their desires among consenting adults and under personal law systems which they have voluntarily chosen for themselves? Only uniform territorial laws for all cannot satisfy all aspirations. - J.Z., 12.7.92, 7.1.93.

LAWS & JUSTICE, LAWLESSNESS & VIOLENCE, JURISPRUDENCE & AGREEMENTS, COMMANDS & CHOICES: "The assertion that all laws enacted by formal legislative bodies are illegitimate, as Proudhon and other anarchists would have it, not only sounds harsh to the ear of the average person but appears to be irresponsible as well, so habituated are people to looking toward the state for the outline of justice. But as contemporary world events again and again have demonstrated in recent years, the ersatz system of justice maintained by modern states are rapidly falling apart and lawlessness and violence are becoming widespread as a consequence. If anarchists are correct in their assessment of the situation, there is no remedy for this short of a total revision of our attitude towards jurisprudence. So long as we follow the Hobbesian dictum that law primarily originates with the commands of sovereign states, this lawlessness must persist. When enough people finally recognize that the only proper basis of law is the free agreements arrived at by social groups acting in the spirit of voluntarism, federalism, and reciprocity, the foundations will have been laid for a genuine social order in which justice will be possible. If Proudhon's writings suddenly have become convincing to more and more people, it is because his philosophy of law offers a meaningful solution to the social problem we face with the breakdown of law and order. - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 148. - - The batch of rightful ideas on the subject, as well as that of the wrongful ones, contain both so many and varied ones, all related, if not identical, that they become hard to comprehend as a whole. Thus the consistency of the rightful but still unpopular ideas is not clearly seen, while the batch of the wrongful but also mutually supportative and popular ideas remains hard to refute. If might help if we could sufficiently sort them out, alphabetically, and with sufficient cross references. But here and no I can offer no more than some somewhat sorted and headed references. - J.Z., 15.1.93.

LAWS & PANARCHISM, PERSONAL LAW: Let all people have the laws they enjoy - for themselves. - J.Z., 10.3.99.

LAWS & REPUBLICANISM: "Thus in Holland, Switzerland, and Genoa, new laws are not frequently enacted, but the old ones are observed with unremitting severity. In such republics therefore the people are slaves to laws of their own making, little less than in unmixed monarchies where they are slaves to the will of one subject to frailties like themselves." - Oliver Goldsmith: The Citizen of the World, 139. - Ancient laws are not laws one has enacted  oneself. And even when laws were recently enacted, supposedly by one's "representatives", in reality a few made them, supposedly "for" all others but in reality for the convenience of the few. And laws can enslave not only when they are few and ancient and largely unchangeable but also when they are abundant, constitute an avalanche, and are ever changing, largely unknown and unenforced and sometimes even out of print. From the host of existing and nominally still valid legislation the rulers can then choose, at any time, some old or custom-made ones against those whom they want to prosecute. No one can be sure to what legalized injustice one will be subjected to in a day or in a month. And these laws, too, are obviously not of one's own making. Even if one could get hold of all of them and had a library large enough to hold all of them, one would not even have time to read all of them, not even once. These messes can no longer be reformed. Individual must become free to opt out from under them. - J.Z., 12.1.93. - Laws of individual choice or making are not like laws of centralistic & collective "choice" or making and imposition. - J.Z. 7.4.91, 6.9.04.

LAWS & VOLUNTARISM: "The Law, in every case, shall  always be declared and administered by the group affected, or of which the individual affected is a member." - J. Toulmin Smith, Local Self-Government and Centralization, 20.

LAWS, PERSONAL LAWS, TERRITORIAL LAWS & PANARCHISM: Laws are to become a matter or individual and exterritorially free choice rather than one of territorially uniform compulsion upon all living in a territory. The personal laws of panarchies can be adapted to the idiosyncrasies of their voluntary members, their spleens, faiths and convictions, reduced to a minimum or even abolished among those with sufficient self-control. – J.Z., 8.6.97, 10.1.99. 

LAWS, SHEER BULK: 38, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - Laws have become so numerous that no one has the time even to read all of them, far less to study them enough to be able to avoid, with the best of will, offending against them. And these texts are not cheap, either. Few could afford a comprehensive law library, unless it is offered, very cheaply, e.g. on CD-ROMs. - Even bureaucrats, politicians and judges act often in ignorance of the existing laws. - Nor do they take even constitutional guarantees very serious. - J.Z., 1.9.04.

LAWS: "...for the maxim there is, - 'what pleases the prince has the force of law;' whereas this is, - that the kingdom shall be governed by no other laws than 'those which the folk and people have made and chosen.'"  - Sir Roger Twysden, Certaine Considerations upon the Government of England, pp. 83/4, quoted in J. Toulmin Smith, Local Self-government, 15.  - I would add: And the folk and the people shall consist only of volunteers. - J.Z., 30.6.92.

LAWS: As long as laws perpetuate and allow errors and prejudices and permit insufficient arguments and ideas to prevail, reasonable and factual ideas and arguments have little chance against them. Progress does need not only freedom of expression and information but also exemptions, by individual choice, from presently territorially enforced laws for all, especially for dissenters who are prepared to experiment with alternatives at their own risk and expense. - J.Z., 2.10.88. - If governments ever came to realize the importance of experimentation, then they might attempt, in their usual ignorant and clumsy fashion, to subsidize and regulate experiments - thereby destroying most of their creative and progressive potential and their self-education potential. The experimenters must fully feel the consequences of their own mistakes - and ust be free to fully benefit from their correct actions. - J.Z., 3.4.89.

LAWYERS & PANARCHISM: The more panarchies exist, the less lawyers will be needed. Only one kind of lawyers will be needed more than before: Those familiar with international laws that are based upon individual rights and liberties, for the remaining and relatively few conflicts between members of different panarchies. - J.Z., 16.9.04.

LAZARUS, J.: Die Haeupter der Vertriebenen, Jahrbuch fuer Geschichte und Literatur, 10, 1890, 1-170.

LAZERSON, M. M.: The Jewish Minorities in the Baltic Countries, JEWISH SOCIAL STUDIES, 3, 1941, 273-84.

LE FEVRE'S AUTARCHY: 42, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

LE GRAND E. DAY: "A New Dimension of Freedom", a "Multigovernment" book, 1977, 49 pages, in ON PANARCHY No. 12, in PP 833. A 1 page contribution from Aug/Oct. 1989 "Anarchy" is in PP 1051. Notes on panarchism, from TC 123-155, with comments by J.Z., are in ON PANARCHY No. 16, in PP 901. For a short while he also put out a newsletter: "Panarchy Dialectics" which is not in my possession. I would like to obtain the full set. - He was still alive in 1990. Is he still? - J.Z., 1.9.04.

LEADERSHIP UNDER PANARCHISM VS. LEADERSHIP UNDER TERRITORIALISM: The best would tend to get to the top while now the worst tend to get to the top and stay there for all too long. Under panarchism all forms of leadership would be self-inflicted for the subjects and individuals and minorities could get rid of it, for their own affairs, very fast, simply by opting out. Leadership struggles over compulsory members and compulsorily extracted revenues would rapidly end. Instead there would only be leadership struggles to make the own offers more attractive than those of others - for voluntary members. - J.Z., n.d. - Future leaders would have to compete, rightfully, non-violently and efficiently like good and free businesmen, to stay in business, retaining employees and customers. - J.Z., 16.9.04. 

LEADERSHIP: "I take it that the noble and the worthy don't exactly inspire you to any great feelings of awe and reverence. - Ah, and who else would they be but those who make it their affair to mind the rest of the world's business when the rest of the world is quite able to look after itself? It's people whose own business isn't worth minding who mind other people's business, ... A man has work enough in one lifetime trying to improve himself without thinking that he's fit to be out improving the world." - James P. Hogan, "Code of the Life Maker", 103. - Let the charlatans be in charge of the charlatans. To each his own, in all self-concerned actions.- J.Z., 13.1.93. 

LEADERSHIP: Each to follow his own favourite leader - until he discovers self-leadership. - J.Z., 13.9.91. (My listing of Slogans for Liberty that deal with "leadership" is rather long - but will not be included here, although many of the entries would also be relevant. - J.Z., 6.9.04.)

LEADERSHIP: "We still. accept as leaders politicians who have nothing to offer except a constant activation of our prejudices." -  O. A. Oeser. The fallacy lies here in the „we“. There are always dissenters and different leaders. Let them be free to act, voluntarily, exterritorially, in their own affairs – and the popular prejudices would begin to shrink – since then their supporters would have to pay for them out of their own pockets and with their own liberties. – J.Z., 11.1.04.  

LEADERSHIP: "Our leaders' task is to grapple with the morality of international actions and not merely to play a mechanical game of chess." - Alastair Davidson. „Realpolitik“ or territorial politics is quite immoral politics – which we can afford no longer in an Age of mass extermination devices. – J.Z., 11.1.05. 

LEADERSHIP: "People want peace so much that governments had. better get out of their way and let them have it." - - Dwight D. Eisenhower

LEADERSHIP: "Fancy a few men sitting down in a room ... and deciding whether there's going to be another war or not." - Lawrence Meynel

LEADERSHIP & PANARCHISM: Popular leaders are still, largely, mis-leaders. Pick your own – if you must have one – but let him become a leader only over your own life. Otherwise, pick yourself as the best possible leader for your  own life.  Phase out popular power over your own life. – J.Z., 29.12.04.

LEADERSHIP & PANARCHISM: Great men & Great women leaders – but only for those, who believe that they are.

LEAVE ALONE: Leave your brother, your equals, your inferiors, your superiors, your neighbours and your enemies alone. You do not have to love them but you do owe them that degree of justice. - J.Z. 18.4.92, 13.1.93. 11.12.03.

LEAVE ME ALONE, LET ME BE, LEAVE THEM ALONE, AS LONG AS THEY LEAVE YOU ALONE: I don't care what you do with your own life. Go to hell with you own life. Leave me alone. - From a pop song heard on 5 Oct. 92. Alas, such wide-spread sentiments tend to be applied only to private lives - although they could and should be applied to our public lives and associations as well. - J.Z., 4.1.93.

LEBANON: Neue Zuercher Zeitung, 17.10.58, Ueberschrift: Die neue Regierung in Libanon. Ein Absatz daraus: “Ihre eigentliche Feuerprobe aber steht der neuen Regierung noch bevor; sie muss innert moeglichst kurzer Zeit den verschiedenen revolutionaeren und gegenrevolutionaeren Organisationen, die sich waehrend der Krise im Land breit gemacht haben, wesentliche Attribute der Souveraenitaet, wie Polizeigewalt, Steuerhoheit und Gerichtsbarkeit, wieder entreissen, diese in ihrer Hand vereinigen und im Namen Libanons statt im Namen einer Partei zur gerechten Anwendung bringen.” - - Prof. Rittershausen bemerkte dazu, in einem Gruss an v. Bth: “Zerfall des Staates in seine prae-etatistischen Elemente! Interessant.” - Leider beanspruchten die meisten dieser Parteien oder Bewegungen auch ein territoriales Monopol und so bekaempften sie nicht nur die Zentralregierung sondern auch einander. - - Josephus berichtete, dass waehrend der Belagerung von Jerusalem durch die Roemer innerhalb Jerusalems drei Parteien einander blutig bekaempften. Auch heute gibt es noch keine freiwillige Einheit in dieser “heiligen” Stadt. - - Aber, wen, wo und welche Moeglichkeiten gab es oder gibt es, sie in dieser Hinsicht aufzuklaeren? - - Ich sprach darueber einmal mit einem jungen Lebanesen. Der war aber ganz dogmatisch und intolerant, genauso wie ein totalitaerer Nazi oder Soviet. - - Viele setzen, anscheinend, lieber ihr Leben ein, fuer eine falsche Idee, als etwas kritisch nachzudenken ueber andere, gerechte und friedensfoerdernde Moeglichkeiten. - J.Z., 9.12.04.

LEFEVRE, ROBERT & OPITZ, EDMUND A.: Must We Depend Upon Political Protection? Pine Tree Press, Colorado, 1962. Opitz took the "Yes" position and LeFevre the "No" position in this debate. 

LEFEVRE, ROBERT: Birth of a Man, 4pp from his book (fiched by LMP): "This Bread Is Mine, 1960, pages 367-384, here copied from THE VOLUNTARYIST, No. 90, Feb. 98: 335, in PP 1689-1693.

LEFEVRE, ROBERT: This Bread Is Mine, American Liberty Press, 1960, 389pp, favours secession at least on pp 249ff & 369ff. Fiched in PP 157-160.

LEFEVRE'S AUTARCHY: 42, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

LEFEVRE'S PANARCHISM: "He realized that some people want to be controlled by government. He never suggested that they be denied the fulfillment of that need. He never suggested overthrowing the politics that fed that need. He did advocate withdrawing from it completely. 'Let the State exist for those who want it, but let it not harm me or any other who does not want it.' " - Watner, LeFevre, VII. - Watner never clearly decided whether the State and government that would allow individual dissenters to withdraw from it, to do their own things among themselves, in all spheres, would still be a State and government or whether it, like the groups formed by the dissenters, would then be merely a volunteer community or protective association. In this passage he assumes the State to continue. In another passage he still equates it with an unlimited government and asserts that all governments are unlimited goverments. Naturally, he could simply assert that a State with voluntary membership and without territorial powers would no longer be a State. But it would remain otherwise unchanged for those who remained voluntarily in it. And in condemning all "limited" governments as essentially still being unlimited, he has denied the effectiveness of limiting them to voluntary membership and exterritorial autonomy only, which he here defends as rightful. His periodical The Voluntaryist, has to my knowledge never seriously tried to settle this question. In recent years it got sidetracked into taking an absolutist non-violent position.- J.Z. 4.1.93.

LEFEVRE, ROBERT, FREEDOM, LIBERTARIANISM, COMPULSION & PANARCHISM: "The libertarian favors a condition of freedom for all, yet he realizes that freedom, because of its nature, can never be imposed by force. - Robert LeFevre, “LeFevre's Journal”, Spring 1974. - Consequently, opponents of anarchism must be left at liberty, to continue and enjoy as much as they can the kind of statism they do like, as long as they do. Anarchists must not threaten them with the abolition of their kind of beloved state and government but, rather help to guarantee it to them, as long as it remains their own free choice. Towards them anarchists can rightly advocate only the one-man revolutions that are exemplified by individual secessionism that is based on individual sovereignty or self-ownership - as soon as people are enlightened enough to want to claim this basic right. - And even then they might only be partly enlightened and will only choose new and lesser ties but still restrictions upon their own liberties. They should be free to do so. Anarchists should not threaten their choice with destruction but, at most, try to convert them, by words or by their own cooperative and competing examples of living in complete freedom. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

LEGITIMACY, CITIZENS, VOLUNTARISM, SANCTION, BOYCOTT, SECESSION: "The citizen grants legitimacy to any institution - or withholds it." - Willis Harman. (Ferguson, ibid, 246.)
LEINWAND, GERALD, Editor: Minorities All. The story of the countless men and women who believed in the American Dream and labored to make it their reality:  Pocket Books, N.Y., 1971, indexed, 192pp, JZL. - It suffers under the wrong premise that "the" American Dream has already given the fullest rightful and practicable autonomy to every minority there and does not seem to explore the exterritorialist and voluntaristic alternative at all. Free speech, some remaining economic opportunities and "the" vote on territorial politics are just not enough, especially for members of minority groups. - J.Z., 1.2.1999.

LENCHINA, ALICE: A Secessionist Prophet, plan 90, page 7, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

LENIN: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, Panarchie – immer konkret beschreiben.

LEON, SY & HUNTER, DIANE: None of the Above, Fabian Publishing Co., Santa Ana, Cal, 1976, 248pp, has some exterritorialist references on pages 112, 170, 197, 211/2, 225.

LET GO, DE-CONTROL, PERMIT SECESSION, LET THEM OPT OUT, DECENTRALIZE EXTERRITORIALLY, FREE ENTERPRISE FOR THE BUSINESS OF GOVERNMENT & SOCIETY: Let dissenting individuals and groups go, withdraw, secede. Let them act among their like-minded volunteers quite autonomously, exterritorially, under personal laws, independent of the principles, beliefs and preferred systems of supposed experts, of majorities and other minorities, independent of present territorial political leaders, bureaucracies, constitutions, legislation and jurisdiction. Full experimental freedom in the political, economic and social sphere, too, not only in science, technology, religion and the arts etc. - J.Z., 25.8.98, 26.6.01.

LET THEM, LET THEM BE, LEAVE THEM ALONE! "Maybe they're right, some of them. But they can't all be right." - Poul Anderson, Dialogue with Darkness, p. 71. - So, let them do their own thing, all of them, each by himself and to himself, by like-minded people and to like-minded people and let none of them do it to others. - J.Z., 14.8.85. - Alas, even in SF novels this possibility has only rarely been fully developed. I proposed once to Poul Anderson that he should do so in one of his numerous novels. Alas, he revealed himself in his reply as merely a limited government advocate. - J.Z., 9.12.03.

LETTERS ON PANARCHISM: 51, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

LEVITATS, I.: The Jewish Community in Russia, 1772-1844, N.Y., 1943.

LEX RIBUARIA: The oldest part of the Lex Ribuaria (tit. 31) is found to contain a passage which ensures to the Frank, Burgundian, Alamann or any other, the benefit of his own law. 3   -  LIU, Extraterritoriality, page 29. 3 Jenks, op. cit., p. 16.  

LIBERALISM, CLASSICAL & PANARCHISM: The best description of the connection may be still P. E. de Puydt’s article “ panarchy”. See it in several languages on www.panarchy.org 

LIBERALISM, CLASSICAL & MODERN, ALSO ANY FORM OF SOCIALISM, ALL ONLY FOR VOLUNTEERS: Classical liberalism for its adherents. Modern liberalism for its supporters. At the same time and in the same country: Any form of socialism, communism, anarchism, monarchism, etc. – but all only for their supporters and at their risk and expense. – J.Z., 25.1.04.

LIBERALS, IMPARTIALITY, OBJECTIVITY, PARALYSIS, IMMOBILITY: "Liberals, in common with many conservatives, lay claim to the precious quality of impartiality, of cold objectivity, and to a sense of mystical impartial justice which enables them to view both sides of an issue. Since there are always at least two sides to every question and all justice on one side involves a certain degree of injustice to the other side (??? J.Z.), liberals are hesitant to act. Their opinions are studded with 'but on the other hand'. Caught on the horns of this dilemma they are paralysed into immobility. They become utterly incapable of action. They discuss and discuss and end in disgust." - Saul D. Alinsky, quoted by Brian Martin, Changing the Cogs, 29.  - I would rather call this the territorialist's dilemma, resulting from the ignorance of or non-appreciation of the exterritorial autonomy options for volunteers, that could and should be introduced for all dissenters in the political, economic and social spheres, too, as part of a general freedom to act and experiment. - J.Z., 12.1.93. - At least the modern liberals have been all too active with their numerous statist schemes and laws, which often distinguished them not at all from state socialists. In some instances the state socialists have been even more or earlier for the reintroduction of forms of laissez faire than the modern liberals were. - J.Z., 16.9.04.

LIBERATION: "Let us hang no one, and set everybody free." -  F. Bastiat, Economic Sophisms, 241.

LIBERATION & OPPRESSION: From liberator to oppressor is merely a step - if you are also a territorialist. (After watching a TV show on Bask suppression of Spaniards after the Basks obtained their autonomy. Africa offers many instances demonstrating that rule by black dictators instead of white ones does not amount to liberation.) - J.Z. 3.1.93.

LIBERATION FOR ALL - TO THE EXTENT THAT THEY WANT TO BE LIBERATED - INSTEAD OF "VICTORIES":

LIBERATION FROM DOMINATION: "Contemporary national liberation movements are themselves social movements. They will not come to an end before every group is liberated from the domination of other group ..." - Qathafi, The Green Book, 75. Criminals with victims ought always to be dominated to achieve indemnification, deterrence, prevention, rehabilitation and punishment. J.Z. 12.1.93.

LIBERATION OPTIONS FOR ALL, SELF-MANAGEMENT & SELF-GOVERNMENT OPTIONS FOR ALL: The libertarian options are to be opened up for libertarian individuals and groups, anywhere and everywhere, while, at the same time, in the same country and the world, all other ism options are to be opened up for THEIR true believers, in full exterritorial autonomy and tolerance, as was already achieved for churches, philosophies, arts, crafts, sports, entertainments, fashions etc. - J.Z., 23.4.89.

LIBERATION: "I believe that it is desirable and necessary to free men and nations from tutelage and dependence, and then to assist them. But I do not believe that we have the right to coerce them into happiness as we conceive it." - Willy Brandt. - 1.) As if the totalitarians were right and a uniform "people" would exist. 2.) Even if there are only a handful of freedom lovers in a whole nation, these few have the right to be free, as free as they want to be and have the right to ask for our assistance and we have the right to give it to them. 3.) Only when people want to be freed and only for those who want to be freed - is there any case for a liberation effort. 4.) There is a great difference between coercing whole other nations in the direction of liberty and providing individuals with the chance for individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy from authoritarian regimes. 5.) The latter could start e.g. with recognizing exterritorial types of governments in exile - for all their present and future voluntary members. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

LIBERATION: The faster all-over liberation of all would or could proceed the better. However, reliance on educating all or inducing them to participate in a general revolution for the complete liberation of all, may actually be the slowest method or no-way of getting there at all. The fastest way consists in letting each advance, stagnate or regress at the own speed, in accordance with his own preferences, at his own risk and cost, thus multiplying natural and free learning experiences. - J.Z., 6.12.91, 11.12.03.

LIBERTARIAN ELECTION VICTORY, PANARCHISM, ELECTIONS & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: Precondition for a rapid victory of libertarianism and its protection requires the redefinition of the world “victory” as meaning: Any kind of libertarianism for any kind of libertarian according to their own individual choice and this under conditions in which any other kind of ism is also realize by and only at the expense and risk of those, who do like it for themselves and as long as they can, individually, stand it. If e.g. the LP ever won in all local governments, States and the USA federal and presidential elections then it should allow all its opponents to secede. And to gain the limited and above indicated election victory it should advocate individual and secessionism not only for its own members but for the members of all other movements as well. – J.Z., 22.24.04, 4.11.04. 23.11.04.

LIBERTARIAN PARTY & INDIVIDUAL & GROUP SECESSIONS: U.S.A.: Its platform of 1990, recognizes individual secession as a right. - - If the Libertarian Party came out quite clearly and primarily in favor of individual secessionism, then I, as an individualist anarchist, would have no other quite as fundamental objection against it. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

LIBERTARIANISM, ANARCHISM & PANARCHISM: "If it were not for the fact that libertarianism freely concedes the right of men voluntarily to form communities or governments on the same ethical basis, libertarianism could be called anarchy." - Stan Lehr and Louis Rossetto Jr., The New York Times Magazine, Jan. 10, 1971. - I see no difference between consistent libertarianism and consistent anarchism. Their common basis is voluntarism, self-ownership, natural rights and liberties, individual sovereignty, free choice. Here nothing but consumer sovereignty towards so-called "government services" is involved. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

LIBERTARIANISM & PANARCHISM: Libertarianism, interpreted merely as advocacy of "limited" or mini-governments, is in opposition to panarchism. It has still an essentially totalitarian feature, namely its territorialism. But there are many other strands of libertarainism, e.g. anarcho-capitalism or free market anarchism. Have all of its versions been listed and compared with each other? - J.Z., 17.9.04

LIBERTARIANISM EMBRACES DISSENT & TOLERANCE: Libertarianism embraces dissent and tolerance. - Jim Downard in TC, No.? p. 33. - Alas, not always for the exterritorial options, too. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

LIBERTARIANISM OBSTRUCTS ITS CHANCES BY ADHERING TO TERRITORIALISM: Exclusively libertarian programmes for all people are self-limiting. They limit the application of libertarianism to the unlikely case , if and when it might ever occur, where sufficient people are won over to libertarianism to introduce it for all in the conventional political, i.e., territorial way. Panarchistic and voluntaristic programmes, on the other hand, are self-expanding and inclusive and could embrace almost everybody's ideals, with only those of incurable totalitarians, fanatics and other criminals excluded. By applying their libertarian programmes only to libertarians, however few or many these may be, and leaving or teaching all others to live under the regimes of their own free and individual choices, as long as they want to or can stand them, they do have the potential for achieving an almost universal consensus on the basic requirements for a free society, even if, in their internal affairs, most people would, for a long time to come, prefer less free arrangements. One may not be able to persuade a Catholic to become a Protestant or a Protestant to become a Catholic but one can, mostly, win over both to religious freedom. The same attraction lies, inherently and for the most diverse movements, in the panarchistic offer of full exterritorial autonomy for all who desire it. - J.Z., 15.2.89, 3.4.89.

LIBERTARIANISM: "Theoretically, at least a full-blown libertarian society would tolerate, even encourage peaceful dissent. It would thrive on such disagreements and exchange of ideas. ..." - Jim Downard in a TC issue, page 34. - Not only tolerance for the exchange of ideas but also for diverse and exterritorially autonomous actions is required - and voluntary free exchange of the products and services of these free actions. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

LIBERTARIANISM: "Who ever refuses to obey the General Will, shall be compelled to do so by the whole body; and this means only that he will be COMPELLED TO BE FREE." - Jean-Jacques Rousseau. - A limited libertarian and territorial government is and will be far from "everyone's" ideal and should, therefore, not be imposed, not even if a large majority vote could be attained for it. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

LIBERTOCRACY: The large website of GREG FLANAGAN, introduction  with links to his other pages, 2p: 359, 360 in PP 1689-1693. - An index to Libertocracy can be found on sheets 739-744 - but this PEACE PLANS compilation of his pages is neither as complete nor follows the order of the website. - J.Z. www.libertocracy.com/entry.htm  Flanagan advances his libertarian utopia only as one option for panarchists, those who would agree with him. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

LIBERTY & ITS LIMITED UNDERSTANDING BY THE PUBLIC, MATURITY, ENLIGHTENMENT, FREE EXPERIMENTATION, FREE CHOICE AMONG EXPERIMENTS & COMMUNITIES: "If none were to have liberty but those who understand what it is, there would not be many free men in the world." - Lord Halifax. - 1.) As if understanding could in this sphere already be equated with realization of liberty and full freedom of action. 2.) If all do not understand and do not want all liberties, there is no reason to impose them upon them or to expose them to this "risk". Let it be a matter of individual choice. Let each for himself enjoy as much liberty as he can already comprehend and therefore is likely to choose for himself. The appetite for more will usually come with the eating. - J.Z., 12.11.82. 3.) Let individuals be free to pick and choose liberties, for themselves, as they may now, in the Western countries, pick and choose among consumer products and services. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

LIBERTY & PERSUASION: "Those who cling to the tenets of liberty limit the action of the majority, as of the minority strictly to persuasion. Those who dislike liberty, insist that earnestness of conviction justifies either a majority or a minority in using not persuasion only, but force. - John Morley, On Compromise, 214. - The actions of the majority, as of the minorities, towards dissenters in the same territories, should be limited to persuasion, unless the liberty to act in accordance with their beliefs, among themselves, is forcefully denied to them by people who are not members of their volunteer groups. Then rightful and forceful resistance and liberation efforts are justified and would be facilitated through the program of exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups. Internally, and towards consenting victims, both might apply more than persuasion to uphold their systems among themselves, as long as their members remain free to secede from them. And both, majorities and minority groups, once they have obtained freedom of action and experimentation for their self-responsible actions, should try to persuade outsiders mainly only by their examples and demonstrations and by sufficiently recording and publishing their experiences, which under developed retrieval facilities and freedom of information would then be at the disposal of everybody upon demand and payment of the costs involved. But the continuing missionary attempts to persuade outsiders to adopt the lifestyles and social, political and economic system which one prefers for oneself, should be largely given up as a waste of time and energy. Only when one is forced to live only under territorial systems does one have no better way than persuasion to attempt to change the opinions and actions of the ruling majority or minority. - J. Z. 12.6.92, 7.1.93.

MAXIMOV, G.P.: "...decentralization, dispersal & final elimination of authority and its replacement by autonomous and independent organizational units." - quoted by Paul Avrich in The Anarchists of the Russian Revolution, p. 103. - Unfortunately, most anarchists envision such autonomous organizational units only for anarchists, not for the various archists, too. Consequently, they become enemies of voluntary and tolerant archists, rather than comrades in arms. One could argue that such archists do not as yet exist and that would be largely true. However, it would be much easier to come to an agreement with archists on that basis than to fully convert them to choose anarchism, too within the suggested framework of exterritorial autonomy. To convert all people to one form of anarchism is like attempting to convert all of them to the faith of one church of sects. Religious liberty was and is much easier to attain and has a structure similar to that suggested by panarchism. J. Z. 6.1.93.

LIBERTY, MAXIMUM & EZRA POUND: "It is quite possible that we have already attained the maximum liberty compatible with civilization." - Ezra Pound, Freedom de Facto. - How could that be determined, as long as individuals and groups are not free to secede from the present territorially established "civilizations" in order to experimentally and exterritorially and voluntarily and at their own risk and expense establish something among themselves which they consider to be better than the establishment? That would be like asserting, regarding science and technology, before they fully established the scientific and experimental method, that no higher state of science and technology could be attained or should be expected. And why should one expect a contradiction between liberty and civilization, when it obviously exists only between licence or arbitrariness and civilization? It is no wonder that with such muddled thinking E.P. could have subscribed for a while to fascist notions. - J.Z. 8.1.93. - Moreover, he made that remark in a century full of State-organized mass murders! - J.Z., 9.12.03.

LIBERTY: "The importance of our being free to do a particular thing has nothing to do with one question of whether we, or the majority, are ever likely to make use of that particular possibility." - F. A. Hayek, The Constitution of Liberty. I demand panarchistic liberty for everyone - except aggressors - regardless of whether and how far they will make use of this option and in what direction. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

LICENSING & TOLERANCE: All compulsory licensing is intolerant.

LICENSING, POWER OF ATTORNEY: Individuals should be free to grant licences or to refuse them, to political candidates for rule over or representation for them. Rulers, politicians and bureaucrats should not be given any authority to grant or refuse licences to individuals - except within the framework of so inclined exterritorial and autonomous volunteer communities and for their own members only. - J.Z. 8.9.87, 1.4.89. 

LIFE STYLE PREFERENCES: Freedom for them should be extended to the utmost, to cover all the basic choices, even in the political, economic and social sphere. One does not get physically crowded, threatened or harmed by them. Such threats are merely imaginary. And public actions by others, among themselves, which one strongly disapproves for oneself, do serve as deterrent examples. - J.Z. 8.5.91, 13.1.93.

LIFE, BELIEFS, ACTIONS, EXAMPLES: "But they began to realize the truth of Thoreau's injunction: Live your beliefs, and you can turn the world around." - M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, p. 227. - If free enough to do so. The first aim must be to achieve that liberty in all spheres, not just in some private ones, where it does widely exist, already now. - J.Z., 3.7.89.

LIFE, DEATH & TOLERANCE: Tolerant actions promote life, intolerant actions promote death.

LIFE: - "World Library", volume "The Balkans", chapter: Obstacles to Harmony, p. 138, brings details on the Millet system, that offered a degree of autonomy.

LIMITED GOVERNMENT & PANARCHISM: Without individual and groups secessionism, voluntary membership and exterritorial autonomy for dissenters no limited government is limited enough! -  Limited Governments only for Limited Government advocates! - J.Z., 1.8.04. - Limited Government so limited that it is confined to volunteers and exterritorial autonomy only, would be acceptabel to panarchists. In other words, they ought to be established within a panarchist framework. That would make their establishment and maintenance much easier. Their preferences could then no longer be voted out of existence by the numerous opponenets to limited governments. Territorial limited governments lack the individual or minority group secessionist or withdrawal option. They still constitute "governments", although highly (not highly enough) limited and decentralized ones. They are neither sufficiently limited nor radically enough decentralized. They ought to be limited to their adherents. - J.Z., n.d. & 17.9.04. 

LIMITED GOVERNMENT: "In a free society the State does not administer the affairs of men. It administers justice among men who conduct their own affairs." - Walter Lippman, An Enquiry into the Principles of a Good Society. - Even if it did, ideally, must it have a monopoly for that? - J.Z., 10.11.82. - Can we presume that all people have the same notions on the kind, means and aims of justice that ought to be applied among them, among like-minded people? One kind of justice imposed upon all kind of people can amount to a high degree of injustice for at least some of them. For instance, neither the polygamist nor the monogamist, neither the abortionist nor the anti-abortionist, the death penalty advocate and the opponent of the death penalty, should have the right to impose their ideas upon all dissenters. Let all dissenters practise their kind of justice system among themselves - as long as they do not interfere with the rights and liberties of members of other kinds of communities, with other notions on and practices of justice. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

LIMITED GOVERNMENT: 59, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

LIMITED GOVERNMENTS: Limited Governments should primarily limit themselves, i.e. their offered or promised or hoped for services, to the advocates of limited governments. - J.Z., 6.7.91, 13.1.93.

LIMITED GOVERNMENT & PANARCHISM: "Limited" government, territorially realized, is just another form of totalitarian government. It is a totalitarian imposition of a single governmental system, however "limited" it may be otherwise. - J.Z., 15.9.04.

LIMITS OF TOLERANCE: "Nobody is wholly tolerant. The more you believe in tolerance, the less you can tolerate the intolerant." - R.Q. in Readers' Digest, 7/66.

LINCOLN, ABRAHAM, ON INDIVIDUAL CONSENT: "No man; is good enough to govern another man without the other's consent." 

LINDENFIELD, FRANK: Voluntarism and politics, p. 344-350, esp. 348 of ANARCHY, No. 69, Nov. 66, Freedom Press. Page 348: "Voluntarism implies a diversity of social forms. Different groups of people would be free to choose between alternative forms of social organization and ways of life. The voluntarist does not want all men living the way he would like to live, with everybody forced into the same strait-jacket of utopia. The voluntarist wants to live as he likes with his friends, and let others live as they like, with their friends. Voluntarism means the freedom to choose a life of creativity and pleasure, or one of ignominy, wretchedness, and boredom." - He does not say at whose expense and does not know how to achieve full employment and would most likely ideologically oppose the only ways of achieving it, via full laissez faire capitalism, including full monetary freedom. But at least he favours some form of cooperative production. - J.Z., 26.1.99. 

LINDSAAR, PEETER: article in News Digest International, Australia, June 1969, describes on p. 62 the Estonian cultural autonomy, 1918-1940: "Under the Estonian Constitution every citizen had the right to choose the national group to which he or she wished to belong." - He brings some details. It was the most advanced minority legislation in the world. Now they are only offered "autonomy" of the Soviet-style. - Since I jotted this down, at least some of this minority autonomy tradition has been revived. I do hope that it was also done in favour of the Russians etc., now living there. - J.Z., 16.1.97. - "Estonian Cultural Autonomy", 1918 - 1940, 2pp, 207, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

LIPMANN, K.: Die Konsularisdiktion Im Orient, Leipzig, 1898. – Quoted by LIU, ibid, page 36.

LIPPARD: 90, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879.

LITERATURE LIST: See Bibliography. - My bibliography has been integrated in this compilation. - J.Z., 1.9.04.

LITIGATION & ADMINISTRATATIVE PRACTICE COURSE HANDBOOK SERIES: Vol. 248, Extraterritorial Discovery in International Litigation, 578p, 1984, $ 35, P.L.I.

LIU, SHIH-SHUN: Exterritoriality, its Rise and Decline, Columbia University, 1925, 237 pages, 24x, in PP 383. A primer on the subject, full of facts and thoughts. Best title of its type that I know. One day it will be considered a classic. Minority autonomy ought to be everyone's concern. - Excellent historical survey on the extent and importance of this concept, ruling until about 300 years ago, when territorial nationalism became the new religion. - J.Z. I do intend to digitize this text - once I find the photocopy set again, which I used to microfiche this book.. - J.Z., 18.8.04. -- 11, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. (Or SHIH-SHUN LIU. See there.) reprinted by AMS Pr., $ 20. - A suggestion for a summary of LIU’s Book. - Certainly, other, better and shorter ones should be supplied. - Exterritorial or personal law organizations, full minority autonomy, their voluntary communities or experimental, utopian or intentional community group efforts, even in the spheres of political, economic and social systems (that are presently largely, constitutionally, legally and juridically monopolized by territorial governments, with compulsory membership and subordination), have had a very long, diverse, wide-spread and tolerant history, one that has lasted much longer than that of completely territorialist States (which are a relatively recent invention and practice). - Exterritorialism, with its personal laws, voluntary membership and individualistic options for almost all, once fully understood and applied, which was never as yet the case, has the potential to achieve and preserve peace, maximize tolerance for tolerant actions, spread freedom, peace, security, progress and the production and retention of wealth and enlightenment. - - Thus its numerous traces of the past ought to be studied and explained. Then the best of them ought to be revived, always only among volunteers and there and quite rightfully, reasonably and consistently expanded - towards their optimum, rather than remaining suppressed, ignored or unappreciated. - - Fully developed, it amounts to the rightful and reasonable alternative to imposed territorial statism and is, I hold, the solution to all the problems caused by territorial statism. - - Its theory and practice recognizes individual sovereignty and individual secessionism, or voluntary State or society membership or complete consumer sovereignty, including free individual choice among governments and non-governmental but, nevertheless, exterritorially autonomous societies. - - It combines this consumer sovereignty with completely free enterprise (or competing governmental and societal service offers) for all single or combined public services, for all peaceful and tolerant individuals (not for aggressive criminals with victims). - - This choice and competition is to be extended to all of the present territorially monopolistic organizations, including the present constitutions, legislation, jurisdiction and administration. - - As free choices for individuals and their voluntary groups could provide us with a better, safer, more free, just and peacefully progressive future. - - To introduce such free choices for peaceful individuals is not only rightful but dutiful. - - Personal law and aterritorial autonomy are moral imperatives. They constitute what might be termed the “aterritorial imperative”. - - (Some might prefer “exterritorial”, “non-territorial” or “non-geographical” or other equivalent terms. I for one will not quibble about them.) - - At least for human beings and their societies Robert Ardrey’s generalizations in his book: “The Territorial Imperative” are misleading. With this particular generalization Ardrey even ignored evidence that he himself mentioned in this book, not only the numerous facts reported in books like that of Liu - if there are really any other books as good on this subject as it is. - - At least a roughly proof-read scan of the whole book is now available from me as a zipped e-mail attachment, upon request, until it appears in better form on a website or CD: J.Z., 10.1.05.  – A long  review by Brenda Ship (pseudonym for RCBJ) is now available on www.panarchy.org. 
____________________________________________________________________________________________
LIVE & LET LIVE: Live and let live - is the essence of tolerance and has already become proverbial wisdom. So many people have heard or used this expression – but without comprehending all its applications. Only panarchists apply this advice as widely as possible. - J.Z., 6. 9. 04.

LIVING IN A WORLD WE DID NOT MAKE & ARE NOT FREE TO CHANGE: Living in a world we didn't make and are not free to change, not even for ourselves, in our own sphere and at our own cost and risk. - J.Z. 15.9.88. Is that truly living, in adult responsibility? Or do we find ourselves in a nation-wide kindergarten or nursery, under more or less benevolent supervisors? J.Z. 14.1.93. - Panarchism demands for all non-aggressive individuals the right to make and change their own environment in the way they like, but only to the extent that they can do so at the own expense and risk. So far that right is widely recognized only for the private life, one's house, garden and business, not for "public affairs" and "public relations". Panarchism extends individual life choicers into these spheres as well, as far as this is humanly possible, as a means to maximize freedom, justice, peace and progress, limiting none of them to the views of popular "experts" or majorities. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

LIVING THE OWN LIFE: Finally live your own life // And make your own decisions // Since now the time is rife // For freedom from politicians. // Bureaucracy only for bureaucrats // Not for people who would rather // Live their lives without these rats // In one free society or or the other // Under panarchy I would like to live // Since territorialism has nothing to give. // It can only fake or take, // Mostly the major part of the cake. // Making my individualist choices, // Ignoring all other voices. // Leaving all others free, // Even to climb back into the tree, // Under the isms of their hell or paradise // If they know nothing better otherwise. // – That’s about all your can expect from me in form of “poetry”. - J.Z., 31.1.05. 

LOAN, ALBERT: Institutional Bases of the Spontaneous Order: Surety and Assurance,  9pp, from HUMANE STUDIES REVIEW, 7/1, Winter 1991/92: 310, in PP 1689-1693. (Tradition of voluntary mutual guaranty and self-help & mutual aid associations. - J.Z.)

LOBINGIER, JUDGE, Editor: Exterritorial Cases, a volume of cases from various sources but mostly American, compiled and edited by Judge Lobingier and published in Manila, Bureau of Printing, in 1920.

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS & PANARCHIES: All decentralist arguments for local governments apply, even more so, to panarchies that do not exceed their optimum size. – Even in private societies bureaucracy tends to creep in when their optimum size is exceeded. Then at least suitable internal decentralization steps if not complete schisms are advisable. – J.Z., 9.11.04 & 23.11.04.

LOCKE, POLITICS, NATURAL RIGHTS & MORALITY: "Locke's radical commitment to universal natural rights and the 'view that politics was indeed but a branch of moral philosophy' accounts for the relatively indifferent response to the "Two Treatises" in the years after their publication..." - Source unknown. - I would rather have said: "ought to be: than "was" or "is". And if one considers only territorial "solutions" to be possible, then a lot of immoral actions follow from that, all considered as the only possible and realistic "solutions" by those who commit them. Imagine the strife that would result if everyone were compulsorily married to or put into a parental or child position to everyone else. Or, alternatively, if everyone had to eat the meals and wear the clothing and take the consumer goods chosen by someone else. Or, alternatively, if everyone had his private life, his gardening and his interior decoration for his home determined by others. Territorial politics creates similar messes in all too many and all too important spheres. - J.Z. 8.1.93. 

LOGEMAN, JOHN KORD:  How Much Space Does a Man Need?" Readers Digest, 9/67, reviews the research of anthropologist Dr. Edward T. Hall on "proxemics" - the study of living in close quarters. This appears to be a rational approach towards the concept of a territorial imperative and shows its close limits. It does not appear to go very much beyond the nesting instinct. - I am reminded of the proverb that says that even the best friends should not try to live together - except when they are separated by a big wall. - Think e.g. of someone snoring close-by. - J.Z. - Within the limits of the nesting and privacy instincts men are "territorial", too. But it over-extends the concept of territorialism to apply it to as limited private locations. Territories usually embrace numerous private living areas. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

LOMBARDS: 1 In the first half of the eighth century, the Lombards in France were tried according to Lombard law and at least partly by judges who were Alamanns, the latter having once been Lombards and lived under Lombard law.2   - Liu, Exterritoriality, page 29. -  2 Saviguy, op. cit., vol. i, p. 124. 

LONG, RODERICK T.: On "VIRTUAL CANTONS", Free Nations Foundation article: 4pp, from FORMULATIONS, FNF, Autumn 93: 332, in PP 1689-1693.

LONGRIGG, STEPHEN H.: The Middle East, A Social Geography, Gerald Duckworth & Co, London, 1963, 1964, bibl., index, 291pp, JZL. It mentions the millet system on pp 68, 104, 109.

LOUWE, LEON & KENDALL, FRANCES: South Africa, The Solution, Amagi Publications, Bisho, Ciskei, 1986, 237pp, JZL. - In the main it advocates territorial decentralization on the model of the Swiss cantonal system, combined with economic freedom. But when I heard Kerry Welsh, its US promoter, talk about it to L.A. libertarians, he conceded the possibility of "one man cantons", whereupon many of those present cheered. - Page 212: "There is also official recognition of customary Hindu and Muslim law for those who prefer it." Page 220: "In the black townships each person could choose whether to fall under the tribal system or the European system. In white areas there would be no " 'Africanisation' policy. Whites who wanted separate private facilities would not be discouraged, nor would blacks be deprived of their blacks-only football league." Page 223: "... UN Secretary-General Artofon Glalkis... made this statement: "The mistake we all made was to believe that a single political system would solve South Africa's problems. But the solution proved to be many different systems working simultaneously. We thought there should be one popular leader, but now there are many popular leaders working side by side. ..." - Alas, territorialism on a smaller scale is still territorialism and does not permit individual sovereignty nor full autonomy for local minorities within cantons, unless they do secede and they might want to associated themselves with like minorities in many or all other cantons - or the world. The territorial "bed" is still a "Bed of Procrustes". - J.Z., 29.1. 1999.

LOWE: Extraterritorial Jurisdiction, 296pp, Grotius Publications., L 25.

LOYALTY TOWARDS “GREAT” LEADERS: Compulsory or traditional loyalty towards any “great” leader can collapse rather suddenly, e.g. with his death or even with the sudden destruction of some of the great delusions about him. Suddenly a tyrant might thus find himself surrounded by millions of people, many of them armed, trained and organized (although not yet for liberation purposes), who were formerly ready slaves but now ready to risk their lives in fighting him even for some compilations of minor or moderate degrees of liberty which they have come to appreciate. Such resistance could spread like a chain reaction and a tyrant might fight himself suddenly almost altogether deserted and with few, if any foreign friends as well. However, liberators should take precautions in case he still has some power over some mass extermination device. Thus it might be the lesser evil to offer him then amnesty, asylum, anonymity and even protection after he surrenders himself and it. Until then he should remain under the threat of tyrannicide. – J.Z., 11.1.99.

LOYALTY, ALLEGIANCE & PANARCHISM: An individually chosen and supposedly ideal society or government will tend to lead to stronger loyalty or alligiance bonds than any system that is territorially and uniformly imposed upon consenters and dissenters alike. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

LOYALTY: Loyalty must be individually granted or withheld and should also be individually transferable, at least after a withdrawal notice and instantly only when the basis upon which it so far rested has been removed or disappeared. - J.Z., 27.6.89.

LUANG NATHABANJA: Extraterritoriality in Siam, Bangkok, 1924.

LUDWIG, KLEMENS: Bedrohte Voelker, Ein Lexikon nationaler und religioeser Minderheiten, Beck'sche Reihe, Verlag C.H.Beck, Muenchen, 2. Auflage, ueberarbeitet,  Bibliography, Karten, Liste von Organizationen, 201 S., JZL. - On the number, spread, suppression and extermination of minorities. It does not appear to go beyond the pointing out of current problems towards advancing proposals for solutions. Nor does it seem to be aware that all people, even the territorially ruling majorities and their "representtive" rulers themselves are threatened by extermination through ABC mass murder devices, born and kept ready because of our territorial monopoliles, coercively imposed. For all too long we have ignored minorities and their rights or made only minor concessions to them. For instance: Regarding the USSR, for decades and by most people, especially the decision-makers, the over 100 minorites there were ignored or likewise threatened with ABC mass murder devices and for most of them governments in exile were not recognized but, rather, their oppressors. Even those minorities supposedly helped by "welfare states" are often more wronged and harmed than helped. The crime of "territorial integrity" or, rather, "territorialist dishonesty" is upheld almost everywhere, even by "political scientists". - J.Z., 1.2.1999, 17.9.04.

LUNDEN, WALTER A.: Developing Disorders - East and West, 7pp, in THE FREEMAN, March 1963, JZL. - Although he describes how imposed territorial law leads to conflicts, he does not suggest free choice if laws and of governments for individuals and groups but merely hopes for some future "integration of the ethical, moral and psychological systems of both groups. Until that time arrives we shall have to live in the present legal 'No Man's Land of Conflict', of violence and crime in high and low places." - That is an all too ready acceptance of territorialism and shows lack of imagination and of historical knowledge. - J.Z., 1.2.1999.

LYND, STAUGHTON & ALPEROVITZ, GARY: Strategy and Program, Two Essays Toward A New American Socialism, Beacon Press, Boston, 1973, 110pp, JZL. - It contains some notions on exterritorial organization and alternative institutions, e.g. on pages 76 & 104/5. It also favours coops, e.g. on pages 67 & 91/92. In favour, on p. 76, of an exterritorial black America and on p. 104/5 for alternative or parallel institutions.- J.Z. 

LYND, STAUGHTON: Parallel Institutions, plan 141, page 23 in ON PANARCHY II, in PEACE PLANS 505.

MABBOTT, J.D.: The State and the Citizen, An Introduction to Political Philosophy, Arrow Books 1958. First published 1948,  JZL. - I marked quite a few passages in this short book, indexed, 180pp, for my SLOGANS ON LIBERTY and of some panarchistic interest. It would take too long to details them here. - J.Z.

MACGREGOR, DAVID: A Troublesome Document, Musings on July 4, in THE SOVEREIGN LIFE REFPORT, 5 jULY 2004, www.sovereignlife.com  office@sovereignlife.com - An excellent article on group and individual secessionism. - J.Z.  Reproduced also in www.destiny-worldwide.net 

MACHINES & UNEMPLOYMENT: 33, 34, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

MACKAY, JOHN HENRY  & PANARCHISM: Extracts indicating his panarchist or close to panarchist positions - are still to be compiled, as far as I know. - J.Z., 1.9.04. - In my opinion he never expressed himself as clearly and concretely on this as e.g. Fichte, Spencer and de Puydt did. One should not expect too much in this respect from a poet and novelist. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MACMURRAY, J. V. A.: Treaties and Agreement with and concerning China, 1894-1919, 2 vols., N. Y., 1921.

MAD POLICIES, NUCLEAR WAR THREAT, WAR, PEACE, PROGRESS & PANARCHISM: With panarchism against the MAD (Mutual Assured Destruction) policies that are “armed” with WMD – towards peace, justice, freedom, progress, prosperity, even intelligence expansion, life extension and the Stars.

MADDOX, RUSSELL W.: Extraterritorial Powers of Municipalities in the U.S., Oregon State U. Pr.,1955, 114p, pap. $ 4.95. ( I'm not certain, either, what is meant by this. J.Z.) - A full review of all the relevant literature and even merely the collection and publication of abstracts of it, would require wide-spread collaboration, which has not yet been achieved. - This list is a standing invitation towards such a collaboration. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MAGID, HENRY M.: English Political Pluralism, Columbia University Studies in Philosophy, 1941, indexed, 100pp. JZL. - This is not a panarchistic book. It does not deal with individual sovereignty, individual secessionism, exterritorial autonomy and voluntarism, but, instead, mainly with the more or less pluralistic thoughts of Figgs, Cole and Laski. It asks more questions than it answers and with them it COULD stimulate more libertarian thinking on panarchistic subjects. It demonstrates well how far towards panarchism these philisophers went and how far they still stayed behind and away from it. - J.Z., 11.1.99.

MAINE, SIR HENRY JAMES SUMNER, 1822-1888: Ancient Law, first published 1861, 3rd. Am. ed., N.Y., 1888, p. 99: "The principle of territorial sovereignty as stated in the epoch-making opinion of Chief Justice Marshall in the case of the Schooner Exchange, mentioned above, was unknown in the ancient world. In fact, during a large part of what we usually term modern history, no such concept was ever entertained."  - This confirms the conclusion of Liu, Shih Shun.

MAIR, LUCY: Primitive Government, Pelican Books, 1962, introduction, p. 12. - She points out that tribal law was and is personal law, not territorial law and says that the most famous exponent of this theory was Sir Henry Maine, the founder of comparative jurisprudence.

MAJORITARIANISM: The majorities have the right to determine their own fates, subjugating or liberating themselves by their own representatives, freely elected by them, or by direct democracy referendum, binding only the majority or, e.g. by choosing for themselves some form  of monarchy or other authoritarianism. However, they have no right to subjugate any dissenting and peaceful minorities to the systems and laws preferred by the majority in any territory. - J. Z., 21 1.99, 10.12.03.

MAJORITIES & PANARCHISM: Under panarchism any majority has only the right to rule itself. And so has every minority in every territory. The same applies to all majorities and all minorities, in every territory, that want to somehow confederate or federate with like groups in other countries of the world and across all presently existing or future “set” territorial borders. – J.Z., 13.10.96, 9.1.99.

MAJORITIES TO BE AUTONOMOUS, TOO, BUT NOT TERRITORIALLY DESPOTIC: Under the wrong assumption that there can be or ought to be only one organization for one purpose and that (whenever unanimity in decision making cannot be achieved) the majority can rightly determine not only its own fate but also that of dissenting minorities, and that these minorities do not have the right to secede from the main body, individually or in groups, we have for all too long imposed majority decision-making upon all people living an a territory. But there is no magic number at which combined actions of members becomes possible. Majority voters could always do their own thing, at their own expense and risk, while leaving all dissenters alone to determine their own fate. And if internal friction, sometimes going to civil wars and promoting international ones, is to be avoided, if each reformist step is to be given its maximum chance for realization, under optimal conditions, i.e. based upon unanimous support and preventing any kind of resistance or sabotage from dissatisfied insiders, then exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups, based upon personal laws and free individual secessionism and associationism, is the way to go. The customer should be king, in this sphere, too. - J.Z., 1.4.89, based on some notes of 11.2.87.  - The public service preferences of the majority should no more be imposed upon the minorities than their menue, fashion or sports preferences. Services preferred by the majority can, obviously, be financed and provided by it. Those wanted by the minorities - are their problem and they should be left free to provide them for themselves. - Numerous minority tastes are already catered for by numerous shops and supermarkets.  Probably only very rarely will shopping carts be filled exactly alike by different people. - J.Z., 17.9.04. 

MAJORITIES, MINORITIES & PANARCHISM: Majority despotism for whole territories and all their people to be replaced by majority autonomy, combined with minority autonomy for all minorities desiring it for themselves, including individuals, desiring individual sovereignty, all at their own risk and expense. (The latter might be practicable only once all services, including protective services, are freely and competitively offered, like soap and bread, on a genuinely free market. Until then competing protective agencies, offering to their members their various package deals, will continue the "public affairs" tradition in its rightful parts, i.e. without the despotic impositions of territorialism and compulsory membership or subjugation to one more or less centralized regime.

MAJORITIES, MINORITIES & SELF-GOVERNMENT, DEMOCRACY: Panarchy means neither government by numbers nor government by the supposedly best (the elite, elected, appointed or born to the job) but, rather, genuine self-government, based upon individual choice. For all and everywhere this is possible only on the basis of individual secessionism and associationism, exterritoriality, autonomy and personal laws rather than territorial ones. In most minor spheres of living this panarchistic liberty has already been achieved. It has merely to be extended into the political and economic sphere. - J.Z., 9.2.88, 1.4.89.

MAJORITY AUTONOMY, EXTERRITORIAL: If a local majority, formed by all but one of the local inhabitants, would wish to secede, it should, naturally, be free to do so. But it should have no right, nor should it be granted the power, to make the single dissenter join or submit to its own preferences. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89. - Naturally, the single dissenter should be free to secede even from such a large majority. Unless he prefers a hermit's existence he will, in this case, probably want to emigrate towards areas in which he can find some like-minded people. - J.Z., 17.9.04. 

MAJORITY DESPOTISM: Panarchism rather than minority or majority despotism. – J.Z., 29.12.04. 

MAJORITY DESPOTISM: "The despotism of a majority is as little justifiable and as dangerous as that of one man." - Thomas Henry Huxley, On the Natural Inequality of Men, The Nineteenth Century, Jan. 1890. - Thus individual secession and autonomy from either a majority, a minority or one man ought to be striven for, so that no one can any longer be territorially ruled. - J.Z. 5.4.89.

MAJORITY RULE, TERRITORIAL DESPOTISM, VOTING, MINORITY RIGHTS, CONSENT, MANDATE, DEMOCRACY: “If a majority be united by a common interest, the rights of the minority will be insecure.” – James Madison, in the Federalist, No. 51. Modern Library edition page 339. – Obviously, this applies only under territorialism. Otherwise the majority would be free to do its things for and to itself but not to any of the non-aggressive minorities. – J.., 17.1.05. 

MAJORITY RULE COMPARED WITH PANARCHISM:  Panarchism does not force you to wait, hopefully or desperately, until the majority finally would become sufficiently enlightened to adopt your ideas. Instead, it would permit you to practise them now, tolerantly, together with like-minded people, however few they may still be, and thereby to contribute to achieving the enlightenment of the majority as fast as this can be done.

MAJORITY, DEMOCRACY, SCIENCE, SOCIAL SCIENCES: In questions of science the authority of a thousand is not worth the humble reasoning of a single individual. - Galileo Galilei. - Nor is it anywhere else - except for the thousands and at their expense and risk. J.Z. 5.4.91.

MAJORITY: "For the great majority of mankind are satisfied with appearances, as though they were realities, and are often influenced by things that seem than by those that are." - Machiavelli, quoted by Malcolm Muggeridge, in Jesus Rediscovered. - Consequently, the majority should only rule the majority, while all non-aggressive minorities should get full exterritorial autonomy - if and to the extent that they want it. - J.Z. 6.4.89, 8.4.89.

MALATESTA: Unter Anarchisten und Sozialisten (Among Anarchists and Socialists), in: Gesammelte Schriften, Bad. 1, S. 138: "Aber wie oft sollen wir denn noch wiederholen, dass wir niemandem etwas aufzwingen wollen, dass wir es weder fuer moeglich noch wuenschenswert halten, den Menschen mit Gewalt zu ihrem Wohl zu verhelfen, und dass wir nur wollen, dass uns niemand seinen Willen aufzwingt, dass niemand den anderen eine Form gesellschaftlichen Lebens aufzwingen kann, die nicht frei akzeptiert ist?" - Zitiert von ROF CANTZEN, Freiheit unter saurem Regen, S. 27. (How often shall we have to repeat that we do not want to force anything upon anyone, that we consider it neither possible nor desirable to force people into what would be best for them and that we merely desire that no one forces his will upon us and that no one can impose any form of social life upon others which they have not freely accepted.?) The heading does already indicate that he favoured this kind of panarchism only among anarchists and socialists. Towards others he was, I believe, just as intolerant as most of the left anarchists are. Thus I was never attracted to his writings. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MALEIN, NIKOLAI SERGIEVITCH: Civil Law & the Protection of Personal Rights in the USSR, Moscow, Progress Publ., 1985, 238pp. "Real socialism, theory and practice", "personality (law), Soviet Union". With bibliography.  - Contains probably more paper fictions than facts. But even these can be interesting as concessions to ideas that are somewhat popular among involuntary victims. - J.Z., 25.1.99.

MALTESE ORDER:  Other Entities, Nanni v. Pace and the Sovereign Order of Malta, from: D.J. Harris, Cases & Materials on International Law, 3rd. ed., London, Sweet & Maxwell, 1983, 2pp: 102, in PP 1539. -- HARRIS, J. J.: Cases and Materials on International Law, 3rd. ed., Sweet & Maxwell, London, 1983, indexed, 810pp, JZL. Almost the only relevant information that I could find in it is a case in Italy. 1935-1937, in which the sovereignty of the Order of Malta was recognized. Pages: 123-124. - - REYNOLDS, MACK: Ace Books, Inc., N.Y. 1968, has on page 131 a note on the sovereign order of the Maltese : "It was a sovereign country with its own citizens, ambassadors, air force, licence plates and so forth and it occupied the second floor of a villa in Rome, as its sole territory." JZL.

MALTESERS: An order of knights, still existing, that enjoys a degree of exterritorial autonomy. But, almost as an involuntary joke, the Soviet Union was its official "protector"! - - FRANCISCIS, AZIO DE:  In der Via Condotti, Die Welt, 3.3.1955, p. 3 - an article on the sovereign order of the Maltese, internationally recognized, oldest government-in-exile in the world. 4,000 members, 440 in Germany. They enjoy diplomatic privileges & exemption from custom duties for their personal requirements. See the following article, in German: 

File:  Pan Maltesers & Tanger, in German

DIE WELT, 3.3.1955, Nor. 52, Seite 3:

Von unserem Korrespondenten, Azio de Franciscis:

IN DER VIA CONDOTTI …

Das Spiel um den 77. Ordens-Grossmeister der Malteser

Rom, 2. März


In einem unauffälligen Palais in der eleganten Via Condotti in Rom resi​diert die älteste Exilregierung der Welt: Der Staatsrat des souveränen Ordens der Malteserritter. Über zwei​einhalb Jahrhunderte herrschte der Orden auf Malta, dann wurde er von Napoleon vertrieben, und später gab England die strategisch wichtige Insel den rechtmäßigen Herren nicht zurück. 157 Jahre dauert schon das Exil, aber die Souveränität des Malteserordens, dessen Führung sich ausschließlich aus dem ältesten europäischen Adel katho​lischer Konfession rekrutiert, ist bis heute international anerkannt. Unüber​sehbar das Schild am Toreingang des römischen Palais neben dem Wappen mit dem weißgezackten Kreuz auf rotem Grund: „Exterritoriales Gebiet."


Wieviel von dieser Tradition in die zweite Hälfte des 20. Jahrhunderts hin​übergerettet werden kann, wird sich in diesen Tagen entscheiden. Seit 1951 sind die Beziehungen zwischen den katholischen Malteserrittern und dem Heiligen Stuhl gespannt. Aus welchen Gründen ist nur zum Teil klar. Mensch​liches, Allzumenschliches ist auf beiden Seiten mit im Spiel. Einen Nachfolger für den vor vier Jahren verstorbenen 76. Ordens-Großmeister Fürst Chigi Albani della Rovere gibt es jedenfalls bisher nicht. Dem Papst war keiner der ihm vom Orden vorgeschlagenen 28 Kandidaten recht. Seine Billigung ist aber nach den Ordensstatuten un​erläßlich.


Auf päpstliche Weisung


Pius XII. drängt auf eine Moderni​sierung des Ordens, Nicht länger soll der Geburtsadel das Hauptkriterium für die Aufnahme in die Organisation sein. Auch soll der neuen Elite ein Mitregierungsrecht eingeräumt werden. Vor wenigen Tagen wurde ein hand​geschriebenes Dekret Pius XII. ver​öffentlicht, aus dem hervorgeht, daß eine Kardinalskommission zur Prüfung der vom Orden auf päpstliche Weisung selbst ausgearbeiteten Reformvor​schläge eingesetzt worden ist. Es ist kein Geheimnis, daß es im Vatikan starke Bestrebungen gibt, den Malteser​orden nicht nur wie schon immer in religiöser Hinsicht, sondern auch in seiner weltlich-karitativen Tätigkeit, auf die er sich seit über 75 Jahren kon​zentriert, der Kirche zu unterstellen und damit praktisch einzuverleiben. Die rund 4000 Malteser aus 21 Nationen wollen aber bei aller Ergebenheit gegenüber dem Heiligen Stuhl die Eigenständigkeit ihres Ordens, des ältesten existierenden Ritterordens überhaupt, bewahren.


Eine Donquichotterie? Ein Muster​beispiel von mondänem Anachronis​mus? Ein bloßer Vorwand, am paepstlichen Hof und in der weltlichen Gesellschaft mit praechtigen Uniformen zu glänzen und Orden zu verteilen? 

Hier und da mag die Eitelkeit eines der Motive sein. Anderseits aber kann der Orden auf folgende Leistungen hin​weisen: Er unterhält fast in allen Erd​teilen insgesamt über 40 Kranken​häuser und Ambulatorien für arme Leute, darunter zwei Hospitäler in der Bundesrepublik — eines in Flensburg, das zweite in Bockum-Hövel in der Nähe von Hamm in Westfalen, ferner zehn Heime und Erholungsstätten vor​wiegend für Kinder — in Westdeutschland allein fünf - , eine Anzahl medi​zinischer Institute (zum Beispiel für Leprakranke in Uganda und für Diabe​tiker in Neapel) und schließlich etwa je 20 eigene Land- und Seeflugzeuge, die in Italien für Katastrophenfälle zum Transport von Verunglückten und Verletzten und von Medikamenten be​reitstehen. 

Ihr Hoheitszeichen ist das Malteserkreuz. Bei den Überschwem​mungen in Holland, Bayern und Öster​reich griff der Orden helfend ein. Wäh​rend des letzten Weltkrieges hatte er auf beiden Seiten Kriegslazarette. Der Ordensstaat ohne Land ist einer der Mitgründer des Internationalen Roten Kreuzes und hat einen ständigen Ver​treter an dessen Sitz in Genf.


Die Organisation der Malteserritter hat große Besitzungen jenseits des Eisernen Vorhanges verloren, ist aber noch reich genug, um höchst respektable Hilfswerke zu finanzieren. Viele Ritter vererben dem Orden ihr Vermögen. 

Die Malteser sind keine Mönche. Sie leben wie normale Sterbliche und sind im übrigen Ärzte, Rechtsanwälte, Ge​lehrte, Kaufleute oder üben andere Be​rufe aus. Nur die höchste Rangklasse der Justizritter — zurzeit rund 30, von denen jeder sowohl väterlicher- als auch mütterlicherseits von mindestens 250jährigen Adelsgeschlechtern ab​stammen muß — legt das Gelübde der Keuschheit, des Gehorsams und der Armut ab, das letztere jedoch nicht in streng franziskanischem Sinn. 


Die  Souveränität des  Ritterordens hat eine lange Geschichte. Die Malteser nahmen im 11. Jahrhundert — damals Johanniter genannt — am ersten Kreuz​zug teil. Nach dem Verlust Jerusalems zogen die Kreuzritter, die in Hospi​tälern die „Armen Christi” pflegten, 1310 nach Rhodos und 1530 nach Malta. Kaiser Karl V. hatte ihnen dieses Eiland zu ewigem Lehen gegeben. Der sou​veräne Status des Ordens datiert aber schon seit der Zeit seiner Herrschaft auf Rhodos. Er ist außer beim Heiligen Stuhl wie ein regulärer Staat diplo​matisch in 15 Ländern: in Spanien, Por​tugal, Brasilien, Argentinien und fast allen kleineren süd- und mittelamerika​nischen Staaten vertreten und steht in offiziellen Beziehungen mit Frankreich, Italien, Belgien und der Bundes​republik.


Missionschef nach Bonn


Nach Bonn soll ein Missionschef im Range eines Gesandten delegiert werden. Es gibt gegenwärtig 440 deutsche Malteserritter. Die leitenden Funktionaere des Ordens und seine Gesandten geniessen diplomatische Privilegien, auch die Zollfreiheit fuer ihren persoenlichen Bedarf. Ihre Wagen tragen das internationale CD-Zeichen. 

Das Urteil eines vom Papst zur Präzisierung des rechtlichen Status des Malteserordens einberufenen Kardinals-Tribunals be​stätigte vor zwei Jahren die doppelte Eigenschaft des Ordens: Als religioese Gemeinschaft unterstehe er dem Heili​gen Stuhl, als weltlicher Souverän ge​nieße er jedoch gewisse Sonderrechte. 


In wenigen Tagen wird man erfahren, wie die unerläßliche „Demokratisie​rung” des Malteser-Ritterordens aus​sehen und vor allem in welchem Maße ihm der rechtliche Sonderstatus er​halten bleiben wird, den er zur vollen Entfaltung seiner auch von nichtkatho-lisdier Seite sehr geschätzten humani​tären Arbeit braucht.








Azio de Franciscis

P.S.: Ich habe keine Nachricht ueber die Folgen gefunden. Vielleicht gibt das Internetz darueber einige Auskunft? – J.Z., 9.12.04.  Frey, 01, says that it has ambassadors in several national capitals.

MAN & PROGRESS: How fast should we be expected to advance from the primitive semi-ape man towards an almost perfect man? Not faster than is humanly possible but also as fast as we can make it. That does require individual choice regarding all development options and free associationism and disassociationism, all at the own expense and risk. That has long been recognized as a basic requirement for speech and writing, art, technical and scientific innovation, cultural and sports development, religious and educational efforts. This kind of freedom of action and experimentation is relatively new and unpractised only in the political, social and economic sphere. It will be as successful there, too. - J.Z., 17.9.87, 1.4.89.

MAN, HIS FREEDOM & DESTINY: "Man must be free to settle man's destiny." - Poul Anderson, Conflict, p. 62, story: High Treason. - Rather: The individual must be free to settle his own destiny. - J.Z., 24.4.88.

MAN’S CHOICES, STILL TOO LIMITED BUT TO BECOME UNLIMITED: CHOICE TODAY, ALL TOO LIMITED: “A man can’t live as he pleases. He can’t even die as he pleases.” – From film: The Snows of Kilimanjaro”, with Gregory Peck & Susan Hayward. – “A man who don’t go his own way, he is nothing.” – From Film: From Here to Eternity.

MAN, MAJORITIES & TRADITIONS: "He warned that human history gave no evidence of a potential perfection present in human nature, and pointed out that Man proved to be a convenient abstraction whereby some men forced their ideas on others. Protesting against the 'tyranny of the majority' and against projections of the perfect society as hatched in the brain of some philosopher, Tocqueville insisted upon the necessity of traditional standards and institutions as the only means of preserving liberty. Thus, on most counts, Alexis de Tocqueville was a Burkean conservative. Like Burke, he was willing to accept change and modification of society, provided the change was not revolutionary and utopian in nature. Tocqueville could accept the new age of democracy, if democracy meant an equality of opportunity and the liberty for each man fully to develop his own talents. But he warned that a society cut loose from its mooring would be likely to introduce not an equality of opportunity, but an equality of condition, with all of the terrible repressions which accompany such a political scheme. The events of the nineteenth century proved him entirely correct." - G. C. Roche III, Bastiat, A Man Alone. - For me this long paragraph is in several ways typical for they way one can misjudge men, ideas and institutions and future options if one does not take the tradition and future of exterritorial autonomy among volunteers into consideration but confines ones thinking and observations to monopolistically and coercively ruled territories, i.e. to standards and institutions which are inherently tyrannical, no matter what form the governments in them may take and how many participate in them. Panarchistic changes are at the same time revolutionary and evolutionary, utopian and realistic, because they are limited by the choices and actions of individuals. And they open up equal opportunities and liberties for all dissenters, too. Further, they would cut no one loose from his moorings against his will. They would allow even egalitarians to attempt to establish their preferred equality of conditions among themselves, at their own expense and risk. This kind of outlook outdates and revolutionizes and changes all other political points of view and expectations and predictions. Without taking it fully into consideration - the "sciences" of politics, sociology, psychology and economics have barely even begun to explore all the options and opportunities open to us, i.e. they have not yet become real sciences. J.Z. 7.1.93. 

MAN: See: Human Nature, Human Rights.

MANAS: A journal of independent inquiry, in discussing George Woodcock's Aug.1968 article in "Commentary", which was reproduced in Anarchy 96, of Freedom Press, pp. 52-55, comes to a panarchistic conclusion, commenting on a remark, by Woodcock ("... endeavouring to give practical application to libertarian concepts of decentralization, voluntarism, and direct participation in decision-making."): "This may be a way of saying that the systems under which men are living must be replaced by a combination of diverse activities, including leavening, withdrawal of nourishment, and counter-functions which absorb vital elements, one after the other, into the new structures of an emerging community life. The heart has to go on beating while the changes are accomplished." - MANAS loves such generalities, rather than discussing details like individual secessionism, exterritorial autonomy, voluntary taxation, monetary freedom, militias for the protection of individual rights, better individual rights drafts etc. - J.Z.

MANCHESTER GUARDIAN: Some time in 1919: When the atrocities of the Soviet government became known, the Manchester Guardian called for a crusade against this government. It demanded that the "capitulations" which in the whole far and near East granted the Europeans the privilege to establish their own legal and juridical communities under their own consuls, should, correspondingly, be extended to Soviet Russia. Economic, religious and ideological communities should, as in the system of the capitulations, become independent and no longer submitted to the "justice" of the Soviet Union. Lenin may have learned about exterritorial autonomy for volunteers from this source. - Hint by Ulrich von Beckerath. - This article is wanted by J.Z. - Alas, even mass media articles on this subject did not encounter sufficient receptive minds. - J.Z. See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, Panarchie – immer konkret beschreiben.

MANDATE: Politicians are loath to concede, whenever they have lost their majority mandate, that they never possessed that of most minorities and that, in practice, they represent mainly special interests and privileges that conflict with the rights, liberties and interests of all others. Only Panarchies would possess a mandate - from all of their voluntary members. They would not rule over any radical dissenters, since these would opt out. But they would continue to rule or control aggressors, totalitarians, criminals against their members. - J.Z. 15.7.89, 10.10.89.

MANELI, MIECZYSLAW: Freedom and Tolerance, Octagon Books, A Division of Hippocrene Books, N.Y., 1984, bibl., index, 571pp, JZL. - This is not a panarchistic book or written by an anarchist or libertarian. Democracy and anti-totalitarianism are his leading ideas. But it is a good defence of tolerance, including even freedom of action (p. 336). There is some hint to Jewish autonomy on pp 528/29, and an interesting Catholic response to the nuclear war threat on p. 531.

MANIFESTO, A PANARCHIST MANIFESTO: Declaration, Appeal, Human Rights statement. - Compare the draft reproduced in PEACE PLANS No. 4 & 61-63.

MANN, J.: Texts and Studies, vol. I, Cincinnati, 1931, on self-government.

MANN, JACOB: The Exilarchic Office in Babylonia and Its Ramifications at the end of the Gaonic Perid, in Hebrew, in "Livre d'hommage a la memoire du Dr. Damuel Poznanski, Warsaw, 1927, Hebrew section, pp 18-32.

MANN, JACOB: The Jews in Egypt and in Palestine under the Fatimid Caliphs, 2 vols., 1920-22, Oxford, London, 1920-1922, reprinted in 1 vol., N.Y., Ktav Publishing House, 1970. - " ... a contribution to their political and communal history based chiefly on Geniza material. Oxford 1920-1922. Somewhat incoherent, but revealing new aspects of Jewish life under Islam." - Goitein.

MANOURY, KARL:  Reverend, lecture on 15/4/1955 (notes in JZL) on the Huguenots in the Mark Brandenburg (Prussia). Among many other interesting details was the following: "The tradesmen were exempted from the guild restrictions and allowed freedom to work. This brought them immense advantages." - "With the farmers treaties were concluded, exempting them from serfdom and statute labour." - See also the book by Hugo Erbe.

MAO & DESERTION: 58, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. Desertion is a special form of individual secessionism. Desertion from the forces of a dictatorial regime should never be considered as a crime. On the contrary. Democracies should encourage and reward it, at least with asylum. Without realizing it, the deserters from the Nationalist Chinese regime, who deserted to Mao, were deserting to an even worse regime, without realizing this at the time. But when even an as bad regime can attract so many deserters, then free societies could, obviously, attract many more, if they systematically tried to do so, instead of upholding immigration barriers against deserters and other refugees. They haven't realized as yet that man is "The Ultimate Resource", as a book title by Julian L. Simon says. - It seems that an anthology on the role of desertion in the past and its potential for the future has still to be compiled. The best article on this subject that I have found was written by Ulrich von Beckerath, as part of a letter and was reproduced by me in my two peace books. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MAPPING OR ILLUSTRATING ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS, ESPECIALLY EXTERRITORIAL ONES: "'Map is not territory', but a map is an objective reality." - John W. Campbell, Jr., Letters, I/149. - We have so far mapped political options only via territorial maps and hardly know how to graphically represent panarchies. Should we try to do so via a multiple of individual colour dots of different colours and shades, here and there somewhat concentrated? All over, they would merely give the impression of a mixture of whites and greys, I believe, i.e., they would not represent the real situation unless they are on a scale where individual colour dots, representing the affiliation of every individual, become clearly visible. - J.Z., 7.3.89, 31.3.89.

MARITAIN, JACQUES: Redeeming the Time, London, Geoffrey Bles: The Centenary Press, 1943, 1946, JZL. - Some limited notions on panarchism, autonomy and pluralism can be found on e.g. pages 148-151, 158, 167-169. - Instead of an employment programme he has only charity to offer: 171.

MARITAIN, JACQUES: True Humanism, Geoffrey Bles: The Centenary Press, London, 1938, JZL. - He offers some panarchistic or close to panarchistic notions, e.g. on pages 127, 128, 131, 156/57, 171, 297. But these are mere glimpses not a consistent point of view. Mostly, for him, too, its territorial politics as usual. Christian generalizations and myths prevent him from coming to clear conclusions. But he shows some interest in coop options, and defends property rights, as many Catholics do, but has otherwise no clear-cut liberation programme. However, he concludes on a tolerant note: "The considerations set forth above make it clear that such temporal ends are normally diverse, indeed contrary. That Catholics should form different groups on the temporal plane, and even ones which are mutually opposed, is normal: what is demanded here is that they should keep among these diversities and oppositions those laws of truths, of loyalty, of justice and of charity to which they are bound to conform their actions, not only with regard to those who share their faith, but with regard to all men whatsoever." - J.Z.

MARKET FOR LIBERTY, THE: by TANNEHILL, & PANARCHISM: The package deal options for free enterprise offers is not sufficiently discussed there. Those with the anti-capitalist mentality will still perceive this degree of freedom as a "bed of Prokrustes". They are not satisfied e.g. with boycotting McDonalds of Free Trade but want to see it destroyed! A quite free market is suitable only for radical free marketeers. Thus let us have a free market which would embody even the restricted markets which all too many statists prefer for themselves - but this only as a matter of individual choice, limited by confinement to exterritorial autonomy and to individual secessionism. The right to freedom includes even the right to choose various degrees of slavery and serfdom for oneself - as long as one can stand them. - J.Z., 

MARKET-GUARD, by PHILIP E. JACOBSON: Where a business makes a new product or service available to the public, a new social institution is created. - Philip E. Jacobson, in "Marketguard", TC 100, 12 Nov. 1981. There should be the same freedom to set up new political, economic and social institutions, quite autonomous ones but applying only exterritorially, to their volunteers, i.e. the same freedom as does already exist, in many countries, for the setting up of religious movements, enterprises and various other voluntary associations. - J.Z. 10 Oct. 89. See: Jacobson.

MARRIAGE CONTRACTS, COMPETING & PANARCHISM: 23, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - For members of different religious communities this is already, to a small degree, realized under the remaining personal laws. - J.Z., 1.9.04. - One marriage law for all, regardless of individual preferences, is also a form of oppression. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MARRIAGES, FOR ALL, COMPULSORY ONES, WITH TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS, WITH NO DIVORCE OPTION? No more forced marriages with any government, army, union or school. No more compulsory associations. Each individual to be free to divorce himself from any of them, by one-sided declarations, and to join or establish any alternatives that may take his fancy. Excommunication of disagreeable members is, naturally, also an option for the voluntary members of any autonomous minority group or protective association. Panarchism is nothing but the freedom to disassociate and to associate – consistently applied in the last spheres where it is so for not realized, namely in politics, economic and social relations. – J.Z., 1986, 2004. See: DIVORCE, SECSSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL, DISASSOCIATION.
MARTENS, Martens, Recueil des principaux traités (Gottingue, 1791-1801).

MARTENS K. VON et CUSSY, FERD. DE: Recueil manuel et Pratique de traites et conventions sur lesquels sont etablis les relations et les rapports existant aujourd'hui entre les diverse etats souverains du Globe, depuis l'annee 1760 jusqu'a l'epoque actuelle, 3 vols., Leipzig, 1885-88.

MARTENS, F.: Das Consularwesen and Die Consularjurisdiction im Orient (trans. by H. Skerst), Berlin, 1874.

MARTENS, G. F. von: Supplement au Recueil des Principaux traites d'alliance, de paix, de treve, 10 vols,, Gottingue, 1902-28,

MARTENS, G. F. von: Nouveau Recueil de traites, conventions el autres transactions remarquables, servant a la connaissance des relations etrangeres des puissances et etats dans leurs rapports mutuels, (by Frederic Murhard), 20 vols.,Gottingue, 1843-75.

MARTENS, G. F. von: Nouveau Recueil General de traites el autres acres relatifs anx rapports de droit international, 3. ser., by Heinrich Tripel, 10 vols., Leipzig, 1909-22.

MARTENS, G. F. von: Nouveau Recueil General de traites et autres actes relatifs aux rapports de droit international, 2. ser., by Charles Samwer and Jules Hopf, 35 vols., Gottingue, 1876-1908.

MARTENS, G. F. von: Nouveau Supplement au Recueil de traites (by Frederic Murhard), 3 vols., Gottingue, 1839-42.

MARTENS, G. F. von: Recueil de traites d'alliance, de paix, de treve, 2d. ed., 8 vols,, Gottingue, 1817-35.

MARTENS, G. F. von: Recueil des Principaux Traites d'Alliance, de Paix, de treve conclus par les puissances de l'Europe depuis 1761 Jusqu'a present, 7 vols., Gottingue, 1791-1801.

MARTENS, G. F.: von, Nouveau Recueil de traites d'Alliance, de paix, de treve, 16 vols., Gottingue, 1871-41.

MARX & PROUDHON ON PANARCHISTIC TOLERANCE: "Marx, unfortunately, choose to interpret Proudhon's attempt to achieve intellectual moderation and a broad toleration of all social groups as political apostasy, and it was not long after this that the two parted the worst of friends to soon become each other's greatest enemy. But was Proudhon's mutalism actually an abandonment of the basic principles of socialism, as Marx thought it was, or was it the brilliant scheme for the erection of a genuinely libertarian society, a social order that would enable the human beings who make up the work force of society to realize their full potential for human solidarity without losing their cherished claim to individuality?" - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 143.

MARX, KARL & FREE SOCIETIES: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON: On Panarchy. Alas, in for “its” realization, he proposed the opposite: Nationalization, Monetary Despotism & Dictatorship of the Proletariat, “realized” via a communist one-party State. I assert that he never seriously considered all prerequisites for a genuinely free societies. – J.Z, 27.12.04.

MASS MURDERS, GENOCIDE, HOLOCAUST, ANTISEMITISM, RACISM: The mass murders of the 20th century and those of all other centuries can all be ascribed to quite wrongful territorialism and quite wrongful collective responsibility notions. – J.Z., n.d.
MAUDE, AYLMER: A Peculiar People, The Doukhobors, 1904, N.Y., AMS Edition 1970, indexed, 388pp, J.Z.L.

MAXIMOV, G.P.: "...decentralization, dispersal & final elimination of authority and its replacement by autonomous and independent organizational units." - quoted by Paul Avrich in The Anarchists of the Russian Revolution, p. 103. - Unfortunately, most anarchists envision such autonomous organizational units only for anarchists, not for the various archists, too. Consequently, they become enemies of voluntary and tolerant archists, rather than comrades in arms. One could argue that such archists do not as yet exist and that would be largely true. However, it would be much easier to come to an agreement with archists on that basis than to fully convert them to choose anarchism, too within the suggested framework of exterritorial autonomy. To convert all people to one form of anarchism is like attempting to convert all of them to the faith of one church of sects. Religious liberty was and is much easier to attain and has a structure similar to that suggested by panarchism. J. Z. 6.1.93.

MAXIMUM LIBERTY & CIVILIZATION: "It is quite possible that we have already attained the maximum liberty compatible with civilization." - Ezra Pound, Freedom de Facto. - How far off the mark can one be? Most people so far do not know or reject most of the freedom options and seem more bent upon minimizing rather than maximizing freedom options. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

MAYER, HENRY: article "Sing a song of Anarchy, A Nation Full of Fear." In The Australian, 17.4.1969, reported on the mood among young people to simply ignore authority, the unkindest cut of all: "They have never before seen people who question their right to authority, ignore their sanctions, and, much worse, ask for a convincing justification of why they are there at all ..."

MAZARD, JEAN ALBERT: Le regime des Capitulations en Turquie pendant la guerre de 1914, Alger, 1923, 258pp. (Ann Arbor)

MCELROY, WENDY: On THE VOLUNTARYISTS, 112, in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869.

MCKENZIE, RICHARD B.: Bound to Be Free, Hoover Institution Press, Stanford University, Stanford, Cal., 1982, copyrighted. This is a book by a limited government advocate. But it contains many excellent libertarian remarks, some hints towards monetary freedom and even some panarchistic sounding statements: Page 53: Quoting Ortega y Gasset: “Order is not a pressure imposed upon society from without, but an equilibrium which is set up from within”, he adds: “To achieve order, we must look for very general principles of organization that, by their nature, can elicit meaningful consent.” – Page 54: “The free market (or free enterprise) system has, as I have attempted to show, a strong philosophical foundation; it protects freedom by elevating the dignity of the individual to social prominence. The system, however, also has a firm pragmatic foundation: it works. It is really the only system that effectively and efficiently serves the desires and preferences of a diverse humanity.” – How much dignity and freedom can one have in a society or State from which one may not withdraw and in which one is either subjected to the votes of others or outvotes them in their own affairs? – Page 63: “Competition is the social hallmark of freedom, but it is a social serendipity arising from the fundamental position that individuals, although often misguided, are the best judges of what they should do with their lives and that power should be dispersed among many individuals. Where power is concentrated in the hands of a few, there is little or no freedom (except for those who have the power), no competition, and none of the benefits that can accrue from competition.” … “In short, markets make it possible for us to retain our individuality.” – Page 67:  “The free market allows people to make mistakes, as they surely will, and to adjust, as they see fit, when they learn that they have erred. It allows them to find themselves. Without freedom it is doubtful that people can really know their wants or themselves. The claim that many people do not know what is good for them is often heard. Of course, that is true; but it does not follow that others are better judges of what the should want.” – Even if they were, they have no right to impose their judgment upon the affairs of others. Let them learn from their own mistakes. – Page 82: “Freedom is a very broad social value that garners considerable acceptance among people not only because of its intrinsic value but also because it leaves undefined what people can actually do with their lives.” – Page 149: “ … free markets limit the power of people to coerce one another; they allow for competition and, therefore, voluntary actions. Free, unregulated markets are a means of delimiting the monopoly power of government to determine what goods and services we each will have.” – Mind that he does not advocate a free market for all kinds of government services but merely free markets under a limited government. – He comes close to panarchist ideas in many other passages, too. Even where radical libertarians and panarchists do not agree with him they will find his statements stimulating. – I marked quite a few of his passages for inclusion in my “SLOGANS FOR LIBERTY” file.  It is a well-kept book that I bought second-hand. It was withdrawn from the Buffalo & Erie County Public Library. I wonder why? Did if favour freedom too much in the opinion of a public librarian? – JZL, J.Z., 2.11.04

MCKIMMIE, JACKIE, ZUBE, JOHN: Sept. 1972, page 38, in ON PANARCHY IV, in PP 510.

MEANS & METHODS OF PANARCHISM OR POLYARCHISM: 

1.) Individual secessions, wide-spread and recognized rather than suppressed. Starting with the proclamation of that right and liberty.

2.) Minority group secessions, many of them, with the independence & an-territorial autonomy of the seceded minorities being respected. Starting with publicity for this right and liberty.

3.) Personal laws to replace territorial laws. After sufficient enlightenment on this subject.

4.) An international federation of minority groups favouring such liberties for all of them. It could come to represent the majority of the world's population because most majorities are temporary and themselves made up of minorities.

5.) These liberties and rights to be introduced as aspects of full freedom of action and experimentation, of freedom of contract and freedom of association and disassociation.

6.) Various libertarian and anarchist movements would get their best chance within such a framework and could form alliances, upon this program, even with statists who just want to practise their form of statism among themselves. 

7.) In this way freedom options could become practically demonstrated, showing that freedom works, is quite practical, instead of being merely thought about, verbally advocated or pictured. From mere blueprints to buildings. 

8.) While at the same time the greatest degree of freedom could be practised among volunteers, any degree of stagnation, conservatism or even reaction could become practised among volunteers, realizing free enterprise and free marketing and free consumer sovereignty for any systems that finds voluntary supporters. On that basis enemies could be turned into allies or at least neutrals. No system would be forced upon any dissenters. Thus animosity against disliked systems would become minimized. They would simply be avoided by those who do not like them. No such system would thus be feared and fought.

9.) Towards the realization of this ideal, via the spread and speeding up of enlightenment, all alternative, powerful and affordable media options should be utilized as well. Panarchism or polyarchism should be utilized in this sphere as well.

10.) Among the freedom experiments would be monetary and financial freedom experiments. Among the monetary ones there would be monetary freedom experiments that could almost immediately abolish inflations, deflations, stagflations and unemployment among their practitioners. Other or the same libertarian panarchies would practise successful methods of voluntary taxation or subscriptions for their common expenses, which would do away with compulsory taxation. Both kinds of successes would tend to spread very widely and fast - for most people are harmed by monetary and financial despotism and their consequences. In other words, panarchism in the monetary and financial spheres would promote panarchism generally.  

11.) The non-violent means used: merely secessionism and associationism, neither constituting an attack upon and attempt to completely destroy or abolish existing institutions, but merely leaving them alone, to be continued or even expanded upon their own merits, would tend to minimize opposition against this development. Most people prefer it when their enemies segregate themselves away from them and try to practise their hated or disliked ideas only among themselves, rather than continuing to obstruct the ideals that one the remaining people want to practise among themselves. This approach is thus not only freedom but also peace promoting.

12.) By practising the old maxim of justice: To each his own, justice and security and independence would even be realized for advocates of different political, economic and social systems, thus establishing peaceful competition and coexistence and even harmony between them, as opposed to the territorial systems of domination over dissenters, which continuously produce friction if not violent clashes (terrorism, insurrections, revolutions, civil wars and international wars). Each can then complacently look back upon his life, saying: I had it my way!

MEASURES, POLICIES, EXPERIMENTS, PROHIBITIONS & TOLERANCE: Everybody has the right to take measures at the own cost and risk which others consider as impractical - even those who are regarded as experts. - J.Z., free after U. v. Beckerath.

MEDIA, ALTERNATIVE, TO ADVOCATE PANARCHISM:  See e.g. my microfiche project, realized in my PEACE PLANS series and also my CD-ROM project.  - J.Z., 17.9.04.  - See also: Freedom of Information & Freedom of Expression to Freedom of Action.

MEDICINE & MEDICS ANALOGY: Free choice of doctors or medicines. The worst medical advice – but only for those who still believe in it. Also the best medical advice – but only for those already enlightened by it. The same for any kind of reform advice and practice. -  J.Z., 25.1.05.

MELECHINSKY: in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869.
MEMBERSHIP, VOLUNTARY VS. COMPULSORY: We still life in an age of imposed territorial statism with its territorial monopoly claims, centralized powers and compulsory membership or compulsory subordination of people living in a territory exclusively claimed by one or the other group. This means, among other things, imposed laws, tribute gathering, suppression of dissenting actions and experiments, centralization of power, and collective responsibility measures for the actions of the centralized territorial power against all subjected to that power (Worst instance the MAD – Mutual Assured Destruction nuclear policies of territorial governments.) or, for all members of a somewhat recognizable dissenting group for the real or imagined actions of a few members of that group, always under the wrongful assumption that one group of people has the right to rule over and restrict or condemn another group of people, territorially, collectively, rather than judging individual aggressors of that group individually. All wrongful actions of territorial monopolies are rationalized by “national security”, claims to “territorial unity” or “territorial integrity” and the supposed need for equal laws for all living in a territory and similar or related popular prejudices. As long as such notions predominate panarchism cannot prosper. However, once all opposition forces unite, sufficiently, under the panarchist banner, striving for exterritorial and voluntary autonomy for all of their voluntary communities, even for those of their opponents and for the presently ruling territorial regime, and apply this aim consistently in all their actions, then they could come to win freedom for themselves – and more freedom for all others as well – in a relatively short time and with relatively little effort.  Fanatic resistance against panarchism would then be avoided and allies for it could be found in the ranks of all groups, movements and parties. – J.Z., 27.1.05.
MENTAL REVOLUTION, IDEAS CHANGE, CHANGE OF MEMES REQUIRED FOR PANARCHISM: No great improvements in the lot of mankind are possible, until a great change takes place in the fundamental constitution of their modes of thought. - John Stuart Mill, in his Autobiography. - Alas, he himself did not get away from territorialist-statist thinking. J.Z., 8.4.89.

MERCHANT LAW: In 1447, the Hanseatic cities instituted a tribunal of commerce sitting at Lübeck, of which the President was known as the Alderman, his functions being similar to those of the judge-consul in the other countries. (Miltitz, ibid, vol. 1, pages 162-175.) – LIU, Extraterritoriality, page 33. – The merchants of the Italian cities who traded in France were subject to the jurisdiction of special judges of their own nationality, called Captains of the University of Lombard and Tuscan Merchants, who decided all cases between them.3 In 1277, a treaty concluded with the French established the Genoese at Nimes and granted to them the right to be judged by their recteur according to their own laws.4

( 3 Miltitz, op. cit., vol. ii, pt. i, p. 77. - 4 Vincens. Histoire de la République de Génes (Paris, 1842), vol. i, p. 389.)


See alsoDepping, Histoire du Commerce entre le Levant et l’Europe (Paris, 1830), vol. ii, p. 52, where the author says: "It is from a remote antiquity that there were, in all the States on the shores of the Mediterranean, courts of commerce, where nearly the same rules were followed. The consulates were nothing but courts of this nature transported to foreign countries." ( LIU: Extraterritoeriality, page 33.

4 Vincens. Histoire de la République de Génes (Paris, 1842), vol. i, p. 389.


MEROVINGIANS & PERSONAL LAW: 50, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

META-UTOPIA: "Ray Nelson" (The Beggars Could Ride, Toronto, Laser Books, 1975, 190pp, copy wanted by LMP) "very aptly pictures the kind of meta-utopia that Robert Nozick writes of in ANARCHY, STATE AND UTOPIA (New York, Basic Books, 1974, 367 pp ) which contains 'a wide and diverse range of communities which people can enter if they are admitted, leave if they wish to, shape according to their wishes; a society in which utopian experimentation can be tried, different styles of life can be lived, and alternative visions of the good can be individually or jointly pursued.' ( P 307) Wherein the '...people may contract into various restrictions which the government may not legitimately impose upon them. Though the framework is libertarian and laissez-faire, INDIVIDUAL COMMUNITIES WITHIN IT NEED NOT BE, and perhaps no community within it will choose to be so.' (P.320) 'Ray is a student of the Pre-Raphaelites and the Utopian Socialists in California (particularly in the San Francisco area) and makes use of the ideas in their paradigm." - K. Gregg in "New Libertarian Weekly", No. 63, 27. Feb. 1977. - By his description of meta-utopias, Nozick seems to have had decentralized geographical utopian communities in mind rather than exterritorial and personal law associations, but his model would not exclude them, either. However, such important aspects should be clearly stated rather than, possibly, implied in other general statements. - J.Z. 3.7.89.

META-UTOPIA: 8, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - See: NOZICK, ROBERT.

METHODOLOGY OF PANARCHISM: The methology of panarchists would be clearly different from the presently prevailing ones. Voluntarism would replace compulsion, an-territorialism would replace territorialism, individual decision-making (as far as involvement with various political, economic and social systems is concerned) would replace collective and centralized decision-making, individual sovereignty would replace national and territorial sovereignty. The voluntary and non-territorial communities could, naturally, make any kind of collective and centralized decisions they like, for themselves, for their own affairs.) Consumer sovereignty would be expanded into the spheres where it was so far outlawed to preserve territorial "public service" monopolies. Neither conquests and occupations, dictatorships, civil wars, revolutions, military insurrections, subversion, sabotatage, resistance or terror acts nor prolonged opposition periods with prolonged educational campaigns and finally successful election campaigns gaining a majority votes would be required to establish or maintain, at least temporary, any system for its volunteers, placing them into a domineering position, in any territory, where they can unilaterally realize it, not only for themselves but can impose it upon all those, who disagree with them. It would be, on the contrary, a kind of free enterprise, freedom of contract, freedom of movement, freedom of association, freedom to experiment, freedom of trade and peaceful coexistence for all of them, even those who are ideologically opposed to these principles and practices for their internal affairs. (They would have to respect them only in their external affairs.) Among themselves they would be free to exclude them as much as they liked, i.e., free to accept any form of authoritarianism and despotism - among their supporters and at their risk and espense only. Centralization would not be limited, as far as volunteers are concerned. And decentralization would be maximized, down to individuals and their choices, for all those who prefer such freedom of choice and contracts. Constitutions, legal systems, jurisdictions, would not have a territorial monopoly force but would be subject to free enterprise, free competition and consumer sovereignty. Likewise the bureaucracies they lead to. In their voluntary and an-territorial communities their members could establish and combine as many or as few public services as they like for themselves. They would always be subject to competition for members by communities that offer better, fewer or more and cheaper services. Each member and each voluntary community would have to suffer only the results of its own bad choices. And it alone would benefit only from the results of its good choices. Each would benefit from the deterrent examples of failed experiments in other communities - without having to contribute to the debt payments of these failures. Each would be free to adopt the successful experiments of other voluntary communities. Each could advance at its own speed or stagnate or relapse, as preferred by their members. And since membership is voluntary, each individual could also advance at his own speed - by becoming a member in more advanced communities, if they will have him, on his merits, or he could establish a new and competing one, based upon the same advanced principles. This peaceful coexistence of all non-criminal, non-aggressive communities would lead to powerful alliances against a few remaining criminal "societies", gangs or bands or aggressors, fanatics, zealots and terrorists, whose number would be greatly reduced. Why? For each rightful aspiration could then be freely practised. And all potential members would want to see, under freedom to experiments, more than mere promises of a paradise in the far future. Nor could they, then, blame others for the losses resulting from their own mistakes. With mutual interference largely done away with, less motives for revenge and for terrorism on the "principle" of collective responsibility would remain. (That principle would then, usually, be only applied against members of those societies which remained aggressive and interventionist and there quite rightfully. For individuals should either resist and stop criminal actions of their members or secede from such criminal gangs.) Not by territorially imposed constitutions, laws, jurisditions and administrations would attempts be made to achieve thorough reforms but merely by educational efforts and their demonstrations in free experiments among volunteers. In this way the same progress could be achieved as was achieved e.g. in science and technology and in the arts. As effective problem solvers the successful panarchies and their experts would become appreciated consultants and advisors to the remaining rump governments (all reduced to volunteer communities and an-territorial autonomy) for all the problems they were so far unable to solve with their old means, ways and methods.  Anarchists, or libertarian mini-archists, who do not want to destroy or otherwise abolish existing territorial governments but merely their monopolistic and coercive territorial powers, while leaving them to continue to exist on whatever merits they either have or are believed to retain, for their voluntary followers, would then be much more likely to listen to successful foreigners, aliens, even to anarchists and libertarians, whenever these have solved, within their voluntary communities, any problems which the continued but now also an-territorial governments were so far unable to solve among their volunteers. These governments, limited to an-territorialism and volunteers, would appreciate to have got rid of all their oppositional forces (which would have seceded from it, quite willingly and peacefully)  and to have gained the chance to try to gain additional members from all over the world, by no longer being confined within their former territorial borders. "May the best man win!" - As long as he can do so without obstructing or killing his competitors. Supposedly enlightened and capably politicians, with the aid of "modern" political science, might then come to believe that they could build up an empire, all based on individual consent, i.e., a genuine mandate. Let them try! I would expect several world federations to arise, all competing peacefully with each other like many churches do no, in most countries. Thus, in several ways, panarchism would serve to strengthen rather than weaken the better governments among the existing ones, at least in the short run - and to the extent that they have or can gain voluntary support. Who could rightfully complain that the worst kinds of governments would rapidly lose supporters and strength? Certainly not their remaining voluntary victims or those, who escaped from these regimes by individual or group secessions. Nor could the rulers of these remaining regimes rightly and publicly blame anyone else than themselves for the results of their own remaining follies and crimes. This kind of "factionalism" and "fragmentation" or "atomisation" or radical decentralization would tend to weaken the worst and strengthen the best and would tend to spread the best systems, methods and practices fast and widely - but always only among those volunteering for them, thus reducing animosities to them to a minimum and never provoking desperate resistance. Bad regimes would gradually be dissolved rather than destroyed - and to their last moments they would retain the chance to sufficiently reform themselves to retain members and gain new ones, making a full come-back, perhaps even becoming recognized leaders in one or the other sphere, upon their own merits. It is well known that politicians have often changed direction - when it was to their advantage. But territorial elections do not force them sufficiently into better behaviour. Often quite the contrary happens, for voters often let themselves be bribed with their own money. (For this the Australian federal election of 13. 10. 04 was a typical example.)

MEULEN, HENRY, on Panarchism: At the end of his correspondence with Ulrich von Beckerath. Here he does not show himself as much of an individualist nor as familiar with the history of exterritorial autonomy. See: www.butterbach.net/epinfo/instead.htm 

MEYERS KONVERSATIONS LEXIKON:  3rd. Ed., Leipzig 1877, article Paris, p. 599, on autonomy of the nobility, clergy and students, in Paris, from about 1,000 AD.

MEYERS KONVERSATIONS LEXIKON:  3rd. edition, article Johanniterorden, brings 3 pages of details on the order of the Maltesers, and its autonomy.

MEYERS KONVERSATIONS LEXIKON: 3rd. ed., 1874, article Association, p. 59-61. On associations, especially in the Middle Ages, which had taken over most "State functions".

MEYERS KONVERSATIONS LEXIKON: 3rd. ed., article "Juden", (Jews), described how Jewish communities, from the time of the Caesars, lived under their own laws and were exempted from military services. (pages 601 ff & 605/6.) - Such pearls of information can be found, more or less "buried" in common reference works, because there are not enough minds to dig them up and utilize them. - J.Z.

MEYERS KONVERSATIONS LEXIKON: Article Persia, page 738 : The Persians left to the subjected people their religion, language, customs and own local administration. - To that extent they were wiser than most present politicians, journalists and political "scientists" are. - J.Z., 17.1.99.

MICHIE, A.: The Englishman in China during the Victorian Age, Edinburgh and London, 1900.

MICROFICHE PUBLISHING & READING & PANARCHIST WRITINGS: See: PEACE PLANS, especially the sub-series: ON PANARCHY, of which 24 volumes appeared so far, on 24 microfiche. Their contents list has been included here. 

MICROGRAPHIC OPTIONS: 13, 15, 28-30, 47, 51, 64, 67, 68, 73, 79, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

MICROPATROLOGICAL SOCIETY: A society under that name existed in 1978 and seems now defunct. It attempted to organize mini-states and mini-secession attempts of which at that time ca. 150 were supposed to exist. Its vice president was then a Christopher Martin, 31 Dalmeney Rd., London N 7. He is no longer known at this address. I would like to get in touch with him and obtain a list of former members and his mailing list and would like to see such an organization revived, under this or a similar name. Secessionists should "unite" or at least collaborate towards the common aim. You have many chains to lose. - J.Z., 1.4.89. - By now quite a number of virtual nations, micro-nations etc. have accumulated and do have their websites. -  Only few of them are explicitly libertarian and even less are panarchistically tolerant. - J.Z., 12.12.03.

MIDDLE AGES & PANARCHISM: See Orders, Maltese. See: MUNDY, JOHN H. See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, ON PANARCHY.

MIDDLE AGES, DECENTRALIZATION, MULTIPLE SOURCES OF LAW & ORDER, COMPETING JURISDICTIONS: Extract from: Garvey Essay, The Independent Institute: Cobden on Freedom, Peace and Trade 
September 15, 2003  Thomas E. Woods Jr.   www.independent.org/

“Following the dissolution of the Roman Empire, no continent-wide empire took its place. (The relatively short-lived empire of Charlemagne was far less expansive in scope than the Roman Empire had been.) “Instead of experiencing the hegemony of a universal empire,” writes historian Ralph Raico, “Europe evolved into a mosaic of kingdoms, principalities, city-states, ecclesiastical domains, and other entities.”10  Jean Baechler has argued that it was the decentralized nature of European political life, beginning in the Middle Ages, that contributed to the development of liberty. The multiplicity of jurisdictions meant that the prince risked losing population (and his tax base) if he engaged in excessive taxation or interference in his people’s economic lives.11  - [11. Jean Baechler, The Origins of Capitalism (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1976), ch. 7.  ]

“The constant expansion of the market,” Baechler writes, “both in extensiveness and in intensity, was the result of an absence of a political order extending over the whole of Western Europe.” The expansion of capitalism “owes its origin and raison d’etre to political anarchy.”12 [12. Ibid., pp. 73, 77.]

Moreover, the very idea of sovereignty, according to which there must exist a single, sovereign voice, competent and forceful enough to make its will felt throughout society, was essentially alien to medieval political thought and practice. In his classic study of Cardinal Wolsey, Alfred Pollard described the decentralization of power that characterized medieval England—and, by extension, western Europe at large:

There were the liberties of the church, based on law superior to that of the King; there was the law of nature, graven in the hearts of men and not to be erased by royal writs; and there was the prescription of immemorial local and feudal custom stereotyping a variety of jurisdictions and impeding the operation of a single will. There was no sovereignty capable of eradicating bondage by royal edict or act of parliament, regulating borough franchises, reducing to uniformity the various uses of the church, or enacting a principle of succession to the throne. The laws which ruled men’s lives were the customs of their trade, locality, or estate and not the positive law of a legislator; and the whole sum of English parliamentary legislation for the whole Middle Ages is less in bulk than that of the single reign of Henry VIII.13
[13. Alfred F. Pollard, Wolsey: Church and State in Sixteenth-Century England (New York: Harper & Row, 1966 [1929]), p. 218.]

The great sociologist Robert Nisbet described medieval society as “one of the most loosely organized societies in history.”14 

[14. Robert Nisbet, The Quest for Community: A Study in the Ethics of Order and Freedom (San Francisco: Institute for Contemporary Studies, 1990 [1953]), p. 99.]

Political leaders who desired centralization found themselves up against the historic liberties of towns, guilds, universities, the Church, and similar corporate bodies, all of whom guarded their (often hard-fought) liberties with great vigilance, and all of whom would have been baffled at the modern idea that a single sovereign voice, whether of a king or of “the people,” could on its own authority have redefined or overturned those rights.15
[15. Bertrand de Jouvenel, Sovereignty: An Inquiry into the Political Good, trans. Daniel J. Mahoney and David DesRosiers (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 1997 [1957]), p. 208.]

In such a society, where competing legal jurisdictions abounded and no single sovereign voice could be found, the king did not make the law but was himself bound by it. Law was something to be discovered, not made, as with the absolute monarchs and parliaments of the modern age.16
[16. On the many legal jurisdictions that existed during the Middle Ages, the classic study is Harold J. Berman, Law and Revolution: The Formation of the Western Legal Tradition (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1983); on the pre-modern notion of law as discovered rather than made, see de Jouvenel, Sovereignty, passim; Bruno Leoni, Freedom and the Law (Indianapolis: Liberty Fund, 1991 [1961]), esp. pp. 83ff.]

Today, however, we have reached the point at which an institution called the state essentially defines its own powers. This is a far cry from the medieval model, in which the king possessed certain customary rights, but could not define his own powers at will, or overturn the customary rights of the people or of the various subsidiary bodies of society. “ ……………The development of Western liberty, therefore, owes a great deal to the decentralized nature of political life in medieval Europe and to the multiplicity of jurisdictions in which people lived and worked. Indeed the development of Western liberty occurred within a context in which the very idea of sovereignty had not yet fully developed. In the absence of a single sovereign voice whose ever-changing word was law, a great civilization was able to develop.

MIDDLE EAST PEACE: See: Peace in the Middle East through Rejuvenation of Old Jewish and Arabian Traditions, plan 202, pages 25 - 29, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - See: Jews, Arabs, Capitulations, Millet System.

MIGRATION, FREE & PANARCHISM: Migration is the only option which territorialism leaves to dissenters and both, emigration and immigration are greatly restricted by most territorial States.  - Even among libertarians the advocacy of quite free migration is the exception rather than the rule, so far. At least that is my impression for articles on this are still relatively rare, compared e.g. with articles favouring freedom in education. - Territorial and self-chosen exile is, naturally, not a good substitute for self-chosen internal "exile" from the "protection" or "oppression" or "services" of a territorial State. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MILITARISM, BUREAUCRACY, AUTHORITARIANISM, WARS, CIVL WARS, REVOLUTIONS, MASS UNEMPLOYMENT, POVERTY, INFLATION & TERRITORIALISM: Most of the current and man-made evils are largely only consequences of territorial statism, nationalism, tribalism and of remaining state religions. – J.Z., 12.4.05.

MILITARY DISOBEDIENCE: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

MILITARY INSURRECTIONS & PANARCHISM: 17, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. See under Desertion. Compare also my two peace books. - J.Z.

MILITARY LAW, JURISDICTION & PANARCHISM: The old saying, that "military music is to music just like military justice is to justice", does already indicate, that military justice is different - for citizens even of the same State. - J.Z., 1.9.04. 

MILITARY STRENGTHS OF DESPOTISMS, DESERTION, MILITARY INSURRECTIONS & THE TREATMENT OF POWs: How many despotic regimes would collapse soon, if their soldiers were not automatically targeted, like e.g. in the Gulf War, but considered as subjects to be liberated as well? What if they were welcomed with open arms, if they surrendered or deserted, and not treated like POWs? What if they could immediately form all the governments in exile for their own volunteer communities? What if nothing but rightful war, liberation and peace aims were advanced, publicized and already partly realized by their opponents? E.g. streams of refugees, instead of being herded like animals into detention camps, could almost immediately be supplied with well paid jobs in every free country that practised monetary, financial and other liberties. How many military forces of a despotic regime would remain loyal to it - once sound programs for a military insurrection and for a free and peaceful future for their country would be made fully known to them, including new and well paid other jobs for all of the former soldiers and officers? To what extent are soldiers of a regime its military slaves, just as its taxpayers are tax slaves, and would prefer any rightful and attractive alternative, if it were offered to them? One does not turn them into friends and allies or at least neutrals, by threatening them with ABC mass murder devices, and by threatening to destroy as well their country and its population in the process. ABC devices are not really powerful and efficient but self-defeating and incapacitating in several ways. They make more enemies than existed before them and make people on the other side suspect all of ones motives and intentions. In WWII and in the recent strike against military centres in Iraqu, the wrong assumption was that air raids would induce civilians and military people to rise against their oppressors. In fact, they increased the anger against the raiders, via rockets, bombs, shells and bullets that went astray, and the loyalty to wrongful and evil regimes, as any good psychologist could have predicted or anyone who knows human nature. The question should also be raised, once again, whether “smart bombs” and “smart rockets”,  even when confined to conventional explosives in large packets, are good substitutes for local saboteurs and  executioners practising tyrannicide. How short and relatively bloodless could WWII have been - if the Hitler regime had been fought by rightful and rational alternative methods rather than holding all its subjects and victims, in and out of uniforms, collectively responsible? His strength was resting largely on the errors, wrong assumptions and practices and remaining authoritarianism on the side of the Allies.  Rightful governments in exile and rightful war and peace aims for Germany,  combined with the full employment and anti-inflation program of monetary freedom, offering good jobs to millions of deserters and refugees, would have helped much to bring his regime down, fast. But, unfortunately, then, there and in other wars of “liberation” or “defence”, almost all the authoritarian crimes and mistakes were committed and few if any truly liberating steps were undertaken and publicized in time. If the West Germans would have known how they would be treated, shortly afterwards, would they have been willing to fight at all for a Hitler? A few might have, but they could not have caused a world war but might have led merely to a minor international police action, facilitated by the vast majority of German civilians and soldiers. – J.Z., 11.1.99.

MILITIA & PANARCHY DISCUSSION: Jim Stumm vs. John Zube, 37 & 39, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755. - 1987/88, pages 47 - 83, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833. -- See: Stumm, Jim & Zube, John.

MILITIA, IDEAL & PANARCHISM:  27, 32, 42, 78, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. See also my two peace books on this. - J.Z. - See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON: On Panarchy. – See especially my first peace book, under www.panarchism.info/  - The State’s various armed forces are no rightful, rational and efficient substitutes for voluntary militia forces upholding individual rights and liberties. Not even the State’s judges and teachers are. Often they are more the enemies than upholders of individual rights and liberties. – J.Z., 27.5.05.
MILITIA, IDEAL: The credo of the militia is not merely to protect any particular panarchy in its independence but the protection of the peaceful coexistence and independent development of all of them, with all their varieties, as determined by individual consumer sovereignty in this sphere. For that purpose, it upholds claimed individual rights, rights claimed by individuals or groups, which are members of particular panarchies and which are part of the individual rights code recognized and defended by the militia, against aggressive actions by members of other panarchies and sometimes also, by members of the same panarchy, should its internal security forces be unable to keep the peace and in case such a panarchy does not split up in time to prevent such clashes. As individuals, the militia members have made their choice to belong to one or the other panarchy. As militia members they made the public choice to protect their own individual rights and those of others, to the extent that they are claimed, if necessary even with their own lives. This does not expect too much for them. Regardless of their party affiliation, many present-day policemen, private security men and soldiers do risk their lives in protective efforts. (Naturally, in the absence of a commitment to individual rights protection, the latter types do also risk them in aggressive actions.) - J.Z., 17.9.87, 1.4.89.

MILITIAS: Do not overlook the COMMON DEFENCE aims and interests of militia members from DIFFERENT panarchies. They all want their own panarchies, i.e. the rights and liberties claimed within them by their voluntary members, protected against interference by members of other panarchies. And they would be more than the average panarchy members trained to distinguish between rightful and wrongful actions. Consider them as armed and well educated jurors, if you like. - J.Z., 17.9.87, 1.4.89.

MILL, JOHN STUART: On Liberty. According to Carl J. Friedrich ; Political Theory, Harper, 1967, p. 25, individual sovereignty is the very heart of his doctrine of practical philosophy. - Unfortunately, he did not develop it as radically as some others have. - J.Z.

MILLARD, T. F.: America and the Eastern Question, N. Y., 1909.

MILLARD, T. F.: China: Where It Is Today - and Why, N. Y., 1928.

MILLARD, T. F.: Democracy and the Eastern Question, N. Y., 1919.

MILLARD, THOMAS F.: The End of Exterritoriality in China - THE A. B. C. PRESS, SHANGHAI, 1931, with short bibliography. Its short bibliography was reproduced in PP 66-69, the whole book, 1931, indexed, 278pp, in PP in PP 790. Its bibliography is integrated here. - J.Z., 1.9.04.

MILLER, VINCENT H. & WOLLSTEIN, JARRET B.: New Declaration of Independence, May 1992, 6pp: 102 in PP 1398.

MILLET SYSTEM & PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE: See: ZUBE, JOHN, Peaceful Coexistence through the Millet System versus aggressive and oppressive Nationalism, plan 200, page 22, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

MILLET SYSTEM (Djimmi): ANTI-DEFAMATION LEAGUE,  Millet System, a CONVERSION CRISIS FRONT PAGE, home page, 1p,  1999, from the IN: 84.  

MILLET SYSTEM: Even under the Turkish Empire a number of other religious communities enjoyed a large degree of local autonomy under the millet system or the “djemma” (dhimmis), as the Arabs called it. The autonomy, at least temporarily and in some localities went beyond religious affairs to jurisdiction and  municipal administration, as long as over-lordship of the Sultans and his local representatives was recognized and a head tax paid. Much more of this part of history ought to be brought to light by historians interested in helping to achieve peaceful coexistence between diverse communities in the only way that it can be achieved, namely by voluntarism and exterritorial autonomy. – J.Z., n.d., 11.9.99.

MILLET SYSTEM: See: D.K. , in ON PANARCHY XI, in PP 832. - - LIFE: - "World Library", volume "The Balkans", chapter: Obstacles to Harmony, p. 138, brings details on the Millet system, that offered a degree of autonomy.  - STAVRIANOS, L.S.: The Balkans since 1453, Rinehart & Co, N.Y. 1958, p. 383ff, brings some details on the Millet system, as having been under corrupt, exploitative and domineering clergymen, keeping people in ignorance and over-taxing them - just as much as the Ottoman Empire did towards its other subjects. In other words, it was not fully free competition between all kinds of panarchies, e.g. atheistic and humanistic ones included. - J.Z., n.d.

MILLET, JERRY: Texas: Letter to Analog, June 1961: "...the no-government concept includes as a correlative proposition the idea that people will be correspondingly free to choose, individually or collectively - whatever economic, social, moral, et cetera, system they want ... will carry society to a situation where, because of its extreme flexibility, it will be able to endure for as long as it desires." - I  WISH I HAD THE ADDRESSES OF ALL THOSE STILL ALIVE WHO MADE AT ONE OR THE OTHER STAGE SOME PANARCHISTIC REMARKS. - J.Z., 17.1.99.

MILTITZ, A. de: Manuel des Consuls, 2 vols. in 5, London and Berlin, 1837-41.

MINARCHISTS, PANARCHISTS & OPTING OUT: "Or should our miniarchists opt for the theory of democracy, so that when we have a libertarian regime in the capital, we can have what I call "democratic libertarianism" - libertarianism only as long as the people vote libertarian?" - The Charles Curley Letter, May 77. - Why tie ourselves down with their fate and tie them down by our opposition? Why not, instead, aim at an individualized voting system by which we can vote in, lastingly, libertarianism for ourselves, while they continue to vote-in for themselves whatever statist paradise they have lately dreamt up or consented to? Mini-archists should not only consider minimizing the functions of their ideal state but also the membership to it, by confining it to volunteers only, usually individual secessionists from the existing states. That kind of tolerance or secession or voluntary segregation could be achieved relatively fast - after achieving a minimal but already effective consensus and this approach would certainly minimise resistance against itself. It does not provoke, threaten or antagonize any but totalitarians. Making the realization of libertarianism dependent upon first converting the majority to the libertarian faith and then getting libertarianism voted in, would postpone its realization indefinitely and expose it to the threats posed by a revival of reactionary and anti-freedom thinking. - J.Z. 3.7.89, 12.12.03.

MIND YOUR OWN BUSINESS, IN EVERY RESPECT: What is the alternative to voting? MYOB! - J.Z., 30.7.82.
MINISTRY OF MUSLIM AFFAIRS: Code of Muslims. Personal Laws of the Philippines, Manila, 1983, IX, 57pp, in English and Arabic.

MINORITIES & IDEAS UNDER TERRITORIALISM: "A little leaven raises the entire lump of dough; a tiny flame starts a mighty conflagration; a small rudder turns a huge ship. And a handful of people, possessed of ideas and a dream, can change a nation - especially when that nation is searching for new answers and a new direction." -Rev. Edmund Opitz, The Freeman, 1/77, p. 39 - - So why haven't the correct anarchistic and libertarian ideas spread and changed history during the last 200 years? Largely because they were still tied up with and strangled or suffocated by the territorialist systems. How often, for how long and to what extent can the advanced dreams influence the uninformed or lieing systems of territorial majorities now? How long does such an influence take and how many sacrifices and how deeply does it penetrate? Rather allow minorities to become exterritorially autonomous and thus obtain the chance to provide better examples and demonstrate errors as well as truths, at their own expense and risk. We have already adopted the voluntaristic and experimental opportunities in many spheres of our lives. We ought to adopt this framework in all of them, especially in the political, economic and social spheres. That this simple reversal or alternative is not extensively and publicly discussed shows up all too much in inflexibility and petrification in the minds of all too many people. This in spite of the fact, that exterritorial autonomy has existed for longer periods than territorial sovereignty has and in spite of the fact, that absolutist or totalitarian territorial sovereignty is being widely rejected for many of our personal preferences and actions. - J.Z., 30.7.92, 9.1.93.  - Moreover, the "free marketeers" have so far still failed to establish a genuinely free market for ideas and talents. - J.Z., 9.12.03.                                                          

MINORITIES & MAJORITIES, AUTHORITY & HATE: "How a minority, reaching majority, seizing authority, hates a minority." - Leonard H. Robbins. - Territorialism drives even the otherwise best people into hatreds and territorial intolerance. - J.Z., 12.7.92. - How could you come to like the various choice others make for you, quite legally, more than your own. Inevitably, you will consider them as your enemies - unless you happen to share their tastes in everything, which is only very rarely the case. - J.Z., 10.12.03.

MINORITIES & NATIONALISM: "Nations whose nationalism is destroyed are subject to ruin." - Colonel Qathafi (Gaddhafi etc.), "The Green Book". - Rather, genuine nations or peoples, whose self-determination is suppressed, in the name of territorial nationalism, since territorial States or enclaves within territorial States are rarely tolerated and exterritorially autonomous communities within territorial ones almost never, in our times. - J.Z. 12.1.93. - What is usually offered as nationalism amounts largely to a centralistic and coercive suppression of nationalism. - J.Z., 10.12.03.

MINORITIES OF THE WORLD UNITED: In favour of full exterritorial autonomy for all of them. They would have nothing to lose but their chains or delusions and would have everything to gain that can be rightfully attained by their own and self-responsible actions. Even the situation of ruling majorities would be improved – because they would no longer have to strain themselves to keep down the dissenting minorities or suffer internal faction fights. – J.Z., 23.10.93, 14.1.99.

MINORITIES, FULL AUTONOMY FOR ALL OF THEM:  To the extent that they desire it for themselves, but only on an exterritorial basis and for their own volunteers: Dissenting minorities are in trouble everywhere mainly because they are subjected to territorial systems either run by a territorial majority or by a ruling minority. While lip service is paid to them and some minorities are even granted favoured status and some privileges, most are disfranchised, as far as full exterritorial autonomy is concerned for their own affairs. They would cease to be victimized if they federated with all other minorities, even those who make up temporary majority coalitions, with the aim of full exterritorial autonomy for all of them, if and when they do require it for themselves. The attempt to solve the minority problem territorially will always lead to the local suppression of other minorities which elsewhere may form the majority. To become free and independent they must give up all attempts to achieve their independence territorially or by trying to become majorities or by trying to become a dominating minority. Few have ever seriously tried to achieve their independence exterritorially and to fight the territorialist prejudices against this kind of independence. With exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities as their main aim they would make friends, allies and neutrals almost anywhere and case to provoke animosity, resistance and suppression. This aim they could achieve quite peacefully and relatively fast, if they seriously tried for it. Without it their situation is relatively hopeless. Their own territorialism drives them only into fruitless struggles or bloody revolutions or terrorist actions which increase rather than reduce the number of their enemies and postpone the achievement of their ideals. - J.Z., n.d.

MINORITIES, LIBERATION, TERRITORIALISM: One can suppress minorities or a majority  by territorial rule but one cannot liberate all minorities and a majority by territorial rule.  It does not matter whether a territorial rule is practised by a minority or a  majority,  it still amounts to despotism over the dissenters, although under majority rule over a lesser number of dissenters. – J.Z., 2.5.93, 14.1.99.

MINORITIES, THEIR SHEER NUMBER IN ALMOST ALL TERRITORIAL STATES:  Zaire, in Africa, alone, has 40 different tribes, not to speak of religious and ideological groups. (Hint in Gordon Kent: Peace Maker, Harper Collins Publishers, 2000, page 447. New Guinea has been described as the country with a thousand tribes.

MINORITIES, VETO, MAJORITY: "Why do you and your old-style friends still seek to revive the LIBERUM VETO?" - "Because the major problem of any free government is how to protect the responsible few from pressures of the irresponsible many. Plato knew that. So did Cicero." - James A. Michener, Poland, p. 336. - To the extent that the "liberum veto" of a single polish aristocrat in the national assembly could stop an oppressive measure being applied against dissenters, it was panarchistic. But to the extent that it prevented it from being applied to those who desired it, it was anti-panarchistic. - J.Z., 3.4.89.

MINORITIES: An international federation of minorities, potentially the greatest power. – J.Z., n.d.
MINORITIES: "... minorities to have concurrent power with majorities, and not merely to have the hope of some day becoming majorities." - Arthur A. Shenfield in AGENDA FOR A FREE SOCIETY. (Until I saw that, I was not aware that he is as consistent and radical an advocate of laissez faire, perhaps the only one among the famous names of the IEA. Has he somewhere elaborated this notion? It will inspire me to read more from his pen. J.Z.)

MINORITIES: "A minority has no right to govern, but a claim to be respected." - D. Runes, A Dict. of Thought. - Some majorities or ruling minorities or rulers had such a high respect for some minorities and out of that respect, under the territorial system, such a fear of their competition, that they murderously persecuted them and wiped them out. More than mere respect is required. A minority, while not having any right to govern others, has yet the right to govern itself, regardless of what the majority and other minorities want to do to themselves and to it. -

MINORITIES: "It is patently impossible to achieve the public good (*) by coercion or by discrimination against law-abiding individuals, whatever minority group they happen to belong to." - Prince Philip, A Place for the Individual, Royal Society of Arts Lecture, 1976. - To individual innovators or minorities, to have to abide by all laws of the majority or of a minority government - is already coercion and discrimination against them. The ruling group may only use force in defence against aggression against itself, by any individual or group. Otherwise, it ought to leave individuals, minorities and majorities alone. - J.Z., 6.4.89. - (*) because "the" public good does not exist and cannot be created. Individuals need not be law-abiding. They may opt out of laws etc., however, they must respect the rights and liberties of others, if, when, where and by whoever they are claimed, for whatever reason. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

MINORITIES: "The minority has everywhere an eternal right, namely to proclaim the truth." - Robespierre. - Firstly, there is not only one minority but many minorities exist, in every country. Even majorities are ever changing and made up of various and ever changing minority groups. And there is not only one truth. There are many. I wish it were true that e.g. all of agriculture's problems could be cured by a single agricultural bon mot or experiment, all of natural science by e.g. "energy is mass times the square of the speed of light" or by one experiment in chemistry or physics, all social problems by a single social thesis or experiment. Imagine all taste buds could be satisfied by one recipe or one batch of wine or one kind of stew. Instead: All minorities and all majorities and even individuals have the right not only to proclaim what truths they believe to have found, but also to practise them, both at their own expense and risk. Moreover, each individual has more than one aim and no individual is very likely to be fully successful either with his first proclamation or with the very first experiment to reach any particular one of his many different aims. - Naturally, with "the" truth on his side, Robespiere was ready to permanently cure all the others, all corrupt and "sinners" in his eyes -  with the guillotine. Fichte, in his Contribution on the French Revolution, 200 years ago, proclaimed the right of individuals to secede from the State. Where could we be now, if sufficient people had listened to him and understood him? Will this "On Panarchy" series be appreciated only in another 200 years? J.Z. 15.1.93.

MINORITIES: "There is always at least a minority that doesn't go along." - And it should be fully free to do its things to and for itself, autonomously and exterritorially. - J.Z., 8.1.93, 10.12.03.

MINORITY AUTONOMY OR EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM FOR ALL - EXCEPT THE INTOLERANT, FANATICS, TRUE BELIEVERS ETC.: All parties and other reform or revolutionary groups to gain experimental freedom or minority autonomy on an exterritorial autonomy or personal law basis, i.e. to attain the liberty to run their own programmes among their own voluntary members, at their own risk and expense. Anyone to be free to secede from any of them, to join or form another such group. This experimental freedom would rapidly demonstrate e.g. which full employment programme does work. - J.Z. 14.12.92.

MINORITY AUTONOMY RATHER THAN MAJORITY DESPOTISM: Not only the majority should get the government of its dream - but everybody should get his. - J.Z., 18.2.89, 3.4.89.

MINORITY AUTONOMY, EXTERRITORIAL, A CONFEDERATION OF ALL MINORITIES TOWARDS THIS AIM: Minorities of the world unite - in discussions, meetings and possibly even marches and demonstrations and resistance actions, to establish and protect individual secessionism and full exterritorial and voluntaristic autonomy for all who desire it. - J.Z., 8.9.88. - There is no better way to end most of the present frictions and clashes. - J.Z. 3.4.89.

MINORITY RIGHTS IN ESTONIA & OTHER STEPS IN THE RIGHT DIRECTION: Minorities are only to be denied the right to become ruling majorities or minorities ruling majorities and other minorities but never the right to rule themselves, at their own expense and risk. They are to lose all privileges, monopolies and subsidies and to gain full self-government, self-determination etc., all exterritorially, under their own laws and institutions. Minorities ought to made enlightened enough to become the first to reject, together with all other minorities, territoriale rule and territorial aspirations.

MINORITY SEPARATISM, SECESSIONISM: "While Socialism was the rallying philosophy of the wave of National Liberation ( of majority groups ), libertarianism could very well be adopted as the foundation of a new wave of 'Minority Separatism' which could bring the ancient nation-states crumbling into ruins." - New Libertarian Weekly, No. 51, Dec. 5, 1976. - Yes, as long as this separatism is not confined to the tribalism, parochialism and utopian territorial egalitarianism which most decentralists seem to have in mind. We can no longer afford to ignore the exterritorial alternatives. Our very survival is at stake and more of the same will not stop the trends towards holocaust - J.Z. 4.7.89.

MINORITY: "Later in his essay he truly says that there is nothing inherently authoritative about a majority, but goes on to say THAT A MINORITY ARE BOUND BY THE DECISION ONLY IF THEY 'consider the decision as THEIRS'. - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, p41, on Joseph Tussman, Obligation and the Body Politic, p.26.

MINORITY: Minorities should not be law-abiding but, rather, do their own thing - as long as they respect the rights and liberties of other individuals, minorities and majorities. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

MISES, LUDWIG VON:  "In 1919, Ludwig von Mises said that the idea of secession could make democracy pro-liberty. He proposed, as a restraint on civil government, that 'no people nor any part of a people shall be held in a political association it does not want.' Absurd, everyone said, but today we see that the principle of voluntary association is tenable and just." - Llewellyn H. Rockwell, Jr., in speech, reproduced in CHALCEDON REPORT, July 1998, pp 21ff. - Did Mises consider the exterritorial secession and autonomy option anywhere in his writings? - J.Z., 17.9.04.

MISSIONARIES IN CHINA: According to a hint, received probably from Dr. J. J. Martin, there were about 1000 missionaries in China who were, at least for a while, granted exterritorial status, too. I do not know whether this was independent of the exterritorial status of diplomats and of foreign concessions and territories in China.- J.Z., 13.1.93.

MISTAKES AT THE OWN EXPENSE: "When people are free to make their own mistakes they learn from them and then get things right. Only people can save themselves, according to their own lights." - Margaret Thatcher, National Press Club, Washington, 1975. - That general formulas do not clearly include and express the required details is clearly shown by numerous such statements made by people with no notion of panarchy and opposed to it when it has been described to them. - J.Z. 8.4.89. - Thatcher did not apply the panarchist solution to the Falklands Islands, either and, obviously, not to the dissenters in Ireland, Scotland and Wales, not to speak of the numerous other minority groups in the rest of the U.K. - J.Z., 6.9.04.

MISTAKES, THE OWN MISTAKES, VS. THE EXAMPLE SET BY OTHERS: "It is the true nature of mankind to learn from mistakes, not from example." - Fred Hoyle, Into Deepest Space. Panarchism maximizes both learning options. J.Z. 21.6.92.

MITCHELL, CHRISTOPHER R.: Accepting Separatism: New Models and New Opportunities, 3pp, from CCAR NEWSLETTER, August 1990, 177, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

MITCHELL, JOHN:  World Government is Anti-Christian, New Times Ltd., Melbourne, an 8 pp pamphlet that advocates, among other things, secession on page 5: "... the right of the minority to contract out, without penalty for doing so."

MIXED COURTS: See: FERAUD-GIRAUD, L.J.D.: Les Justices Mixtes dans lea Pays hors Chretienite, Paris, 1834. See: HOLLINGTON K. TONG, "The Shanghai Mixed Court and the Settlement Extension," Millard's Review: vol. x, pp. 445-454; also Lei Kuo Tsai Hua Ling Ssu Tsai Pan Chunn Chili Yao (a resume of the extraterritorial rights enjoyed by the Powers in China), published by the Commission on Extraterritoriality, appendix i. pp. 23 et seq. – Quoted in LIU, ibid. 

MIXED COURTS: By the treaty of February 24, 1606, between Henry IV of France and James I of England, it was arranged that all commercial disputes involving nationals of one party in cer​tain portions of the other should be heard and decided by a mixed tribunal, composed of four merchants, two French and two English.     In case they could not agree, they should choose a French merchant if it was in France, or an English merchant  if  it  was  in  England,   "so that  the Judgment pass'd by the Plurality of Voices shall be follow'd and put in execution."    These merchant judges were to be known as “Conservators of Commerce", and in each country the two  foreign Conservators  were  to be appointed by their Ambassador. 3    Later, the system was altered in such a way that no foreign merchants were to have jurisdictional rights in either country, the ambassador or his deputy only being permitted to "assist at any Judgment and Trials whatsoever which concern the Goods and Life of a Subject of his Prince, and especially when a Definitive Judgment is to be made or pass’d. 4 - 3 Arts. 7, 8, 9.  A General Collection of Treatys  (London,  I772). vol. ii, pp. 150-151. - - 4 Art. 43, ibid., p. 175. – LIU, ibid,  page 38.

MODELS, THE OTHER MODEL, THE OTHER OPTION: If and to the extent that we are able to consider our own political ideals as mere models, we should be able to consider, at least theoretically and as observers of historical precedents, or as an entertaining game or in an attempt to describe by contrast, or for futuristic speculations, those models which are quite different or opposite, in several ways, to our own preferred political model and to the conventional territorial models. And if we claim to be reasonable and capable of objectivity, then we should also be able to judge the characteristics of these different models somewhat fairly. Seeing how large human ingenuity is, how large the time span for experimentation was and how many different societies experimented with different models, we should even expect that models have existed, and have been recorded, somewhere by someone, whose characteristics are quite opposite to those of our ideals. And let us furthermore assume, that they did at least temporarily satisfy all those who voluntarily participated in them. Panarchies provide frameworks for all different models, all supported by volunteers only. Actually, it does not oppose our favourite and more or less idealized models but provides a framework for all but totalitarian ideals. And even these could be practised, to some extent, panarchistically, i.e., among volunteers and thus quite tolerantly, at least towards non-members. - Even the Nazis and Soviets, apart from their territorial monopoly claims, were not aggressive always, everywhere and towards everyone. - J.Z., 92, & 4.1.93, 9.12.03.

MOHAMMED: See: Koran. He recognized a degree of autonomy for all peoples who had a "holy book". - This was expressed later by the millet system or djimmis. Islam also invented the head tax, of a gold piece per annum, on each member of such tolerated autonomous communities, which gave the central ruler a financial interest in upholding this tolerance for different communities. However, the chore of digging out such liberating and protective practices out of the mass of merely religious revelations and dogmas I gladly leave to others. - J.Z., 14.9.04.

MOHR, RICK: The Alternative Society, article in "THARUNKA", Univ. of NSW Student Paper, 24.2.1970, p.8, describes the underground community as an alternative society.

MOLESTATIONS, TERRITORIAL: "For belief or practice in religion (*) ... no man ought to be punished or molested by any outwards force on earth whatsoever." - John Milton, Treatiese of Civil Power in Ecclesiastical Causes. - (*) and in politics, economics and ideology. - J.Z., 4.4.89.

MOLINARI, GUSTAVE DE: The Production of Security" & Panarchism:  This essay, 17pp, with 2pp preface by Murray N. Rothbard, was fiched in PEACE PLANS 320. It discusses competing protective agencies but only as if they might always operate only as separate and special free enterprises and thus might not offer more or less comprehensive and wanted societal services in package deals, as territorial governments try to do. His proposals amount more to competing enterprises in every sphere rather than competing governments. He may have elaborated this idea more in others of his writings. Only a few seem to be translated so far, e.g., his "The Society of the Future, a forecast of its political and economic organization", translated by P.H. Lee Warner, 256 pp, reproduced in PEACE PLANS 481. dR. David Hart is a specialist on Molinari, has many of his works, mostly in French and wrote a dissertation on him. At the University of NSW I once saw a very long bibliography of Molinari. Perhaps someone will one day get around to extract all his panarchistic ideas from his writings and translate them at least into English. I fiched some of his French titles. See my main literature list. Perhaps Dr. David Hart has already got around to digitize some of his French writings. -  I do not remember clear passages of his in favour of individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy - but, most likely, they can be found in his writings. - J.Z., 28.8.04. -- The Production of Security, Centre of Libertarian Studies, 1977(?). This and related works by G.M. were discussed in a thesis by Dr. David Hart, reproduced by LMP: 17pp, with 2pp preface by Murray N. Rothbard, in PP 320.

MOMMSEN ET MARQUARDT, Manuel des antiquités   romaines   (Paris, 1888-1907), vol. iii (Mommsen, Le Droit public romain, vol. iii), p. 225. – Liu, Exterritoriality, page 25. See: Rome & Peregrinus.

MONARCHISM & PANARCHISM: The territorial monopolization of experimentation in the political, economic and social spheres is a remnant of the tyranny of absolute monarchism. So is the monopoly of decision-making on war and peace,  armament and disarmament, military and  police organization and on international treaties and negotiations.  Obviously,  in these spheres the freedom of experimentation for dissenters would require full exterritorial autonomy for them – or call it fully free enterprise and competition, or consistent pluralism or polyarchism. Once the nonconformists  are freed to so opt out, to do their own things to and for themselves, then the remaining territorial governments would, in practice, be reduced to voluntary associations, too, striving to serve better in order to survive or gain more customers. –  The statist war machines would be largely put out of business, unless they could still find enough prejudiced and fanatic supporters. Against these, ideal militia forces of volunteers for the protection of individual rights and liberties should be raised and sufficiently trained and suitably armed, locally organized and internationally federated.   Then national and civil wars could become reduced to rightful and limited police actions against genuine criminals with victims. – However, there is nothing wrong with any kind or monarchism and despotism  over voluntary victims only.  Let these sadists deal with these masochists! - J.Z., 28.7.93, 7.1. 99.  - 

MONETARY FREEDOM & PANARCHISM:

MONETARY FREEDOM: One significant step of "opting out", 34, 54, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

MONEY LAUNDERING, TAXATION & GOVERNMENT SPENDING: Taxation and government budgets amount to the largest criminal money laundering schemes of all. - J.Z. 13.1.93.

MONOPOLIES: No monopoly or privilege for any State, parliament, government authority or department. - J.Z., 6.7.91. 

MONOPOLISED DECISION-MAKING, SELF-DETERMINATION DOWN TO INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, OR, RATHER, UP TO IT: No decisions, actions and relationships are to be monopolized. Let us make and enjoy or suffer our own friends and enemies, internationally as well as internally. Under that condition no new enemies would arise and they old ones would tend to disappear. There would be almost no bone of contention left, none strong enough to motivate us to war. Nor could we any longer raise the funds and conscripts for military adventures. Wars, revolutions, civil wars and terrorism would run out of ready followers. The productive and creative alternative actions of their individual choices would snatch them away. Why fight someone else when you could do what you want to do? The few remaining individual aggressors and criminals would face competitively developed defence and protection measures and organizations of the vast majority. Neither official nor private​ crimes would any longer pay. - J.Z., 5.2.93.

MONTESQUIEU, C. L. : According  to Frey the general ideal of FOCJ may be found in Montesquieu, 1749, “De L’esprit des lois, Paris, Garnier.  (Going beyond the conventional division of  powers?  J.Z.)

MOORE, CAROL: Page 10, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. -- 18-18, 23-29, 38-39, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

MOORE, J. B.: A Digest of International, Law, 8 vols., Washington, Government Printing Office, 1906.

MORAL CERTAINTIES & THE CONSTITUTION OF LIBERTY: "Knowing that freedom, to be real in a practicable sense, requires a universally respected framework of moral certainties, Hayek, ever since "The Road to Serfdom", has been devoting most of his time to determining what he calls "the constitution of liberty." - John Chamberlain, "THE FREEMAN", 12/76. - Even libertarians have still many moral uncertainties among them, e.g. regarding abortion, drug use, alternatives to the classical gold standard, fully free migration, exterritorial institutions as alternatives even to limited governments, the degrees to which their limited governments ought to be limited, whether party politics is rightful, whether defensive force or only non-violent methods ought to be used etc. They can only hope to come to an agreement on tolerant experiments and practices among volunteers, whether these are libertarians or non-libertarians, and on international law rules, in accordance with individual rights, to keep the peace between these. In other words, even the various libertarian and anarchistic faiths cannot provide many or comprehensive moral certainties that are certainties for any but their believers. The limited government, even of the Hayek type, is not a moral certainty or a framework based upon moral certainties. On the contrary. The constitution of liberty does not exist under and cannot be built upon compulsory membership, monopolistic decision-making in many important spheres, compulsory taxes, in short, upon territorialism, no matter how hard and otherwise consistently one tries. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

MORAL GOVERNMENTS. CONSENT, UNANIMITY, PANARCHISM: “ The existence of a moral government is not logically impossible in the conventional philosophical sense, but virtually impossible in practice. A moral government would have to 1) gain the consent of every citizen (*) that it alone will execute his right to retaliation, and 2) maintain that delegated right through contractual means, somehow providing for the non-coercive incorporation of children (** 0 into the State system.” – Don Franzen, Reply to Peter Crosby’s The Utopia of Competition, in THE PERSONALIST. – (*) Only of their own and voluntary members. (**) Up to a certain age or degree of maturity their parents or guardians would have a say on this. - J.Z. n.d.

MORALITY & POLITICS: Morality ought to decide politics. And its primary requisites are: voluntarism, autonomy, exterritorialism, individualism, secessionism and panarchism. - J.Z., 4.6.92. - It amounts to consistent pluralism, democracy, anarchism, voluntarism and libertarianism. - J.Z., 7.1.93. - Territorial politics is inherently and inevitably immoral, by its very nature, at least for all its dissenters. Those who agree with it are accessories to its crimes against its victims. - J.Z., 10.12.03.

MORALITY: "Verbinded meine Moralitaet den anderen zu gleicher Moralitaet? Ich bin nicht Exekutor des Sittengesetzes sondern nur meiner Rechte." - Fichte, Beitrag ... (Does my morality oblige the other to the same morality? I am not the executor of the moral law for all but merely that of my own rights.)

MORALITY: It is the great peril of our society ( The State is not our society!) that all its mechanism may grow more fixed while its spirit grows more fickle." - Chesterton. - Free spirits need free individual secessionism and associationism. Otherwise they won't get to the top or won't achieve what they are capable of achieving. - J.Z., 6.4.91, 12.1.93.

MORAN, DAVID: 116, in ON PANARCHY III, in PEACE PLANS 507.

MORANT, G. S. de: Exterritorialite et interets etrangers en Chine, Paris, Paul Geuthner, 1925.

MORE RIGHTS, LIBERTIES & RESPONSIBILITIES, BUT ONLY OPTIONAL: I am in favour of more rights, liberties, responsibilities, opportunities and choices for you - even if you are not. But I also hold that none of these or any particular combination of them should be forced upon you. - J.Z., 17.7.84, 14.1.93.

MORLEY ON LIBERTY & PERSUASION: "Those who cling to the tenets of liberty limit the action of the majority, as of the minority strictly to persuasion. Those who dislike liberty, insist that earnestness of conviction justifies either a majority or a minority in using not persuasion only, but force. - John Morley, On Compromise, 214. - The actions of the majority, as of the minorities, towards dissenters in the same territories, should be limited to persuasion, unless the liberty to act in accordance with their beliefs, among themselves, is forcefully denied to them by people who are not members of their volunteer groups. Then rightful and forceful resistance and liberation efforts are justified and would be facilitated through the programme of exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups. Internally, and towards consenting victims, both might apply more than persuasion to uphold their systems among themselves, as long as their members remain free to secede from them. And both, majorities and minority groups, once they have obtained freedom of action and experimentation for their self-responsible actions, should try to persuade outsiders mainly only by their examples and demonstrations and by sufficiently recording and publishing their experiences, which under developed retrieval facilities and freedom of information would then be at the disposal of everybody upon demand and payment of the costs involved. But the continuing missionary attempts to persuade outsiders to adopt the lifestyles and social, political and economic system which one prefers for oneself, should be largely given up as a waste of time and energy. Only when one is forced to live only under territorial systems does one have no better way than persuasion to attempt to change the opinions and actions of the ruling majority or minority. - J.Z. 12.6.92, 7.1.93.

MORMON CHURCH: The Mormon Church, until defeated by the US Army, may be considered to have been an exterritorial and autonomous community of volunteers. Hint by Ulrich von Beckerath. No literature references yet. The church itself can probably offer much historical evidence. - None of the Mormon apostles who sometimes visit me did know anything about that aspect or showed any interest in it. - J.Z. - Alas, it was exterritorial only as far as the US Federation was concerned.  Even within the State it was not realized as exterritorially autonomous. Only in underground activities, like polygamy, did the faithful act exterritorially. - J.Z., 1.9.04.

MOROCCO: “Frankfurter Illustrierte vom 5.II.55 enthaelt einen Aufsatz ueber die Rechtsverhaeltnisse von Marokko. - Es gibt da drei Rechtsgemeinschaften: die mohammedanische fuer Araber und Berber, die juedische, die fuer Europaeer. - - Das Recht des Beklagten bezw. Angeklagten ist massgebend.

                                                                                                                           Bth.,
2.2.55.

(The Frankfurter Illustrated of 5.2.55 contained an article on the legal conditions in Morocco. There 3 legal communities exist: 1.) the Islamic one for Arabs and Berbers, 2.) the Jewish one, 3. one for Europeans. 

I believe that these exterritorialist treaties were repealed in 1955. They may have been the last of the regular “capitulations”.  Also many Jewish people were deported. Our times are oh, so advanced, progressive and civilized! – J.Z., 27.12.04.)

MORRIS, DESMOND: The Naked Ape, 1967, Corgi Book edition, 1969. He discusses territorialism far more realistically, including its narrow limits than Robert Ardrey did and without drawing Ardreys dogmatic conclusions, from the behaviour of MANY animals upon ALL human beings, e.g. on pp 21, 28, 72, 111, 128, 129, 139, 150, 154, 159, 160, 167. - JZL.

MORRIS, JONATHAN DAVID, One State, Two State, Red State, Blue State, 2004, on www.Butterbach.net, an article generally in favour of secessionism, not only territorial secessionism but down to individual secessionism.  www.butterbach.net/dimpress.htm

MORRIS, J.H.C. & NORTH, P.M.: Cases and Materials on Private International Law, Butterworths, London, 1984, indexed, 757pp. 

MORRIS, J.H.C.: The Conflict of Laws, 3rd. ed., Stevens & Sons, London, 1984, indexed, 544pp. 

MORSE, H. B.: The International Relations of the Chinese Empire, 3 vols., London, N. Y,, Longmans, Green & Co,, 1910-18.

MORSE, H. B.: The Trade and Administration of the Chinese Empire, London, N. Y., Longmans, Green & Co., 1908. Treats Exterritoriality.

MOSER, Versuch des neuesten europäischen Völkerrechts (Frankfurt a. M., 1777- 80), vol. vii, p. 833. - Quoted in LIU, ibid, page 44.

MOVEMENTS: "Each group has its own social structure which binds it together. Group movements are always movements for independence in order that subjugated or oppressed groups may attain self-realisation." - Quathafi, The Green Book. - The anarchist and libertarian movements do not have much of a structure and some anarchist groups attempt to avoid any structure. Very different degrees of independence are striven for and some might act only under paranoid illusions of subjugation or of oppression policy or of "conspiracies" against them. - J.Z., - 12.1.93. - Compare the anarchists, who should be Free Traders, joining the Protectionists, under the cover of vague and mostly false "anti-globalist notions". - J.Z., 10.120.03.

MOVEMENTS: "It is characteristic of all movements and crusades that the psychopathic elements rise to the top." - Robert Linder, Must You Conform, 1956. - Scum as well as cream rises to the top. In coercive and territorial associations and movements it tends to be the scum. For exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities this trend would be reversed. Under panarchism the incompetent would be fast weeded out or enlightened. They would either have to put up or shut up, being subjected to consumer sovereignty and individual secessionism and extensive competition. - J.Z., 20.6.92, 14.1.93.

MULTI-AUTONOMISM: Full autonomy for all - on an exterritorial and voluntary basis and under personal laws. - J.Z., 5.9.88.

MULTI-AUTONOMY: i.e. full autonomy for all groups, on an exterritorial, voluntary and personal law basis, in each case at the expense and risk of the voluntary participants. - J.Z., 4.3.89.

MULTICULTURALISM & PANARCHISM:  The choice is a between territorially imposed monoculture or imposed multiculturalism on the one hand and freely chosen diversity, under exterritorial autonomy, for individuals and consenting groups. – J.Z., 1.8.95, 7.1.99.

MULTICULTURALISM & PANARCHISM: The fashionable multiculturalism and non-racist immigration policies of Australia, England, Canada, the U.S.A.. and Germany do already recognize that no country or continent does rightly and exclusively belong to any particular race or ethnic group, any nationality or ideology. Alas, upon this limited and classical liberal background attempts are made at new nationalistic “nation-building” upon an exclusive territorial model, and all the different groups are coercively subjected to the same constitution and laws, jurisdiction and other institutions and processes of majoritarian or somewhat representative democracies. That is all right for all those in favour of them but not for any of the peaceful dissenters who would rather do their own things to and for themselves and do have the individual rights and liberties to do so, even though they are not recognized at present by territorial governments or what has been misnamed the “United Nations”. – J.Z., 16.5.96, 9.1.99.

MULTICULTURALISM, PANARCHISM & PLURALISM: Multiculturalism & pluralism do not go far enough while they do not permit individuals to choose for themselves the political, economic and social system under which they prefer for themselves. – J.Z., 25.1.05.
MULTICULTURALISM: "...the current fad for 'multiculturalism', ​for encouraging people to cling to their foreign (*) roots instead​ of adapting to the culture (**) into which they choose (***) to move."​- Stanley Schmidt, editorial, Analog, 5/92, p. 4. - -  (*) own! (**) ​They migrated usually for other reasons. (***) They usually​ choose not another culture but more political and economic​ freedom. Their shopping baskets should only be filled with their​ own choices, not with those of the local nationalists. - Would he​ want them e.g. to throw away all their books in their mother ​tongue and read only writings of the new country? - J.Z.,​ 18.1.93, 5.2.93.

MULTICULTURALISM: Multicultural tolerance is not enough. We must also become tolerant towards multiple kinds of politics being practised, at the same time and in the same country, as well as a towards all the variety of economic, ideological and social systems, all practised peacefully, autonomously, exterritorially and tolerantly among volunteers. - J.Z., 11 Aug. 89, 10 Oct. 89.

MULTICULTURALISM: Multiculturalism should be an individual option, not an imposition, upon anyone, anywhere or anytime. - J.Z. 11 Nov. 92. - Voluntary instead of compulsory segregation, but also voluntary instead of compulsory integration. - J.Z., 9.12.03.

MULTICULTURALISM: Multiculturalism, multi-religiosity and freedom of expression and information are important but not enough. We must also obtain multi-politics and multi-economics, too or freedom of action for political and economic experiments or full minority autonomy. That can only be achieved on the basis of exterritorial autonomy based on voluntary membership. J.Z., 9.10.88, 1.4.89.

MULTIGOVERNMENT: 9, ON PANARCHY I, in PEACE PLANS 505. See: DAY, LE GRAND E.

MULTIPLE PASSPORTS: 

MUNDY, JOHN H. & RIESENBERG, PETER:  The Medieval Town, Van Nostrand Co., Princeton, N.J., 1958, 190 pp., JZL, contains at least 3 references to exterritorial autonomy of trading posts, knights and colonist courts: pp. 36, 58, 137. Page 43: "Town air makes free". It provided an opportunity for the individual secession of serfs and slaves as well as other oppressed people. "The villager could move to town. There, he was protected by the town peace, guarding its citizens gainst pursuit and seizure. Once resident beyond immediate recall and having performed his civic duties, the countryman became a citizen." - This was still merely small scale or decentralized territorialism. Some cities are supposed to have been started entirely by refugee slaves and serfs, raising primitive palisades before their pursuers arrived. Once in their history, the whole of England and of Prussia constituted such a refuge or asylum for victims of other countries. Now one can at best flee to other degrees of territorial suppression. 

MUSIC PRODUCTION, TRADE & ENJOYMENT IS ALREADY PANARCHISTIC: Music production, reproduction, distribution, storage and enjoyment is largely panarchistically organized. As a result, different kinds of music lovers may avoid or may merely verbally criticize each other. As a rule they do not fight and their friendships and exchanges tend to be peaceful and international. - J.Z., 26.7.87.

MUSLIMS IN PHILIPPINES: See: PHILLIPPINES.

MUTUAL TOLERANCE VS. TERRITORIAL UNIFICATION: Not unification is required for strength but mutual tolerance, on the basis of full exterritorial autonomy. Then, for all other and common purposes one could organize some common defence and arbitration services. - J.Z., 18.7.87.

MUTUALISM, RECIPROCITY & DARWINISM; HIERARCHIES & VOLUNTARISM: "The term mutal has a certain anti-Darwinist connotation. Mutuality or reciprocity should be regarded as the positive counterpart to privilege in a hierarchical order. Mutality is based on horizontal connections and relations. This does not mean though, that every hierarchical order must be rejected: such an order is acceptable, if it has come about as the result of decisions freely taken, by the parties concerned, and if the parties can dissolve it. (See P. Heintz, Anarchismus und Gegenwart, 1951, Berlin 1973, pp. 110-113.)" - Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 46. - I seek a copy of the book by Heintz. - J.Z., 15.1.93.

MY COUNTRY, RIGHTLY, IS EVERYWHERE. IT IS NOT CONFINED TO ANY FORMER TERRITORIAL NATION STATE & ITS BORDERS:  As a panarchist I claim not only exterritorial autonomy within the borders of the country I was born in or settled in but in all the rest of the world, for myself and all my voluntary associates. I do readily recognized the same right for the members of all other volunteer communities. No one should be more or less penned in between national territorial walls, like a convicted criminal in a prison and subjected to national prison rules or to the rules made by others for their domesticated animals, against his will. Excepted from this liberty are only those who had severely infringed the basic rights and liberties of others and had been found guilty by a competitive juridical system. – J.Z., n.d., 12.1.99. - Cosmopolitan cities, in spite of their territorial governments, do already constitute a model of panarchistic "unity" and independence in diversity. In them all kinds of groups exist and are active, at least with degrees of exterritorial autonomy, sports clubs, professional and cultural organisations, for instance. Their exterritorial autonomy practice, voluntarism and extensive mutual tolerance ought to be extended to all voluntary political, economic and social groups and their utopias, platforms and panaceas or systems. - J.Z., 8.12.03. 

MYOB: MIND YOUR OWN BUSINESS: A condition where everyone minded only his own business would be a condition of maximum tolerance.

NACHT, MAX: Supposed to have written on "autonome Rechtsgemeinschaften", according to Ulrich von Beckerath. But 47 years later I have still not seen any of his writings, far less any panarchist writings by him. Can anyone point them out to me? - J.Z. - I believe that here B.'s memory let him down and he mixed up Max Nacht with Max Nettlau. - J.Z., 1.9.04.

NAISBITT, JOHN: Megatrends, Ten New Directions Transforming Our Lives, Futura Macdonald & Co, London & Sydney, 1982, 1984, JZL. - You will not find anything e.g. on individual sovereignty, individual secessionism, exterritorial autonomy, microfiche self-publishing, private space research or life extension in it but at least he reported upon secession from central banking on page 98: "The pull of decentralization extends to the nation's most conservative industry, banking, where some local banks are pulling out of the Federal Reserve System, an unthinkable move until recently." - Generally he says on America, in the same page: "We reject the notion that we are a homogeneous nation. America is diversity itself. Politically, we have evolved into a human conglomeration that is too varied for central government. Culturally, we seem to have lost the desire for centralized institutions of any kind." - When I read it I jotted down: "Panarchies are network 'States'". - J.Z., 1.6.85..

NAMES FOR PANARCHISM: ALTERNATIVE TERMS FOR PANARCHISM & PANARCHIES: Help to make this list complete and indicate your favourite term by a star followed by your initial!


A-TERRITORIAL SELF-GOVERNMENT


ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS. Alternative Institutions. 


ANARCHISM. 


ANARCHISM, CONSISTENT


ANARCHO-CAPITALISM 


ANTERRITORIALISM, ANTERRITORIALIST, ANTERRITORIAL



ANTIMONOPOLISM IN EVERY SPHERE         


APARTHEID, VOLUNTARY & NON-OPPRESSIVE


ASSOCIATIONAL DIVERSITY.


AUTARCHY. (In Robert LeFevre's meaning), 


AUTHORITY ONLY BY CONSENT. autonomy", 


AUTONOMY, FULL


AUTONOMY, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL


BIARCHY (Confining panarchism to two panarchies)


CAPITALISM, THE LAISSEZ FAIRE TYPE, IN EVERY SPHERE 


CAPITULATIONS


CHOICE AMONG GOVERNMENTS AND SOCIETIES, FOR INDIVIDUALS. 


CHOICE OF GOVERNMENT


COF OR SOF SYSTEM OF THE BERBERS. (A biarchy only)


COLLECTIVISM, VOLUNTARY & INDIVIDUALISTIC!


COMPETING GOVERNMENTS.

COMPETING SOCIAL CONTRACT PACKAGE DEALS. COMPETITION IN EVERY SPHERE


COMPLETE FRANCHISE OR VOTING RIGHTS FOR INDIVIDUALS. 


COMPREHENSIVE PRIVATIZATION OF ALL STATE ACTIVITIES & INSTITUTIONS.


CONSENT: "No one is good enough to rule any other man without his consent." 


CONSISTENT NON-CONFORMISM. 


CONSULAR JURISDICTION. 


CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY IN EVERY SPHERE


CONTINUOUS INDIVIDUAL INITIATION OPTIONS. 

CONTRACTARIANISM OR GOVERNMENT-BY-AGREEMENT (Joseph F. Johnston, Jr., The Limits of 
Government, page 158.)

CONTRACTUAL GOVERNMENT.  (Donald J. Boudreaux & Randall G. Holcombe, quoted in “The Voluntary City”, ed. by David Beito et all, page 61.


COOPERATION, INDIVIDUALISTIC.


COSMOPOLITAN UNIONISM.

DECENTRALIZATION, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL, A-TERRITORIAL, NON-TERRITORIAL    

            OR  AN-TERRITORIAL.


DE-GOVERNMENTALISING GOVERNMENTS. 


DENATIONALIZING NATIONS. 


DIVORE FROM GOVERNMENTS. 


DOING THE OWN THING.

EMANCIPATION VIA INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY.


ENFRANCHISEMENT OF ALL TOLERANT INDIVIDUALS TO THE FULLEST EXTENT 
POSSIBLE. 


EQUAL LIBERTY FOR ALL - TO THE EXTENT THAT THEY DESIRE IT FOR 

                 THEMSELVES. 



EQUAL RIGHTS FOR ALL - TO THE EXTENT THAT THEY DESIRE THEM FOR 
THEMSELVES.

 
EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM IN ALL SPHERES. Experimental Freedom even in Politics, 
Economics and Social Relations.


EXTERRITORIAL & AUTONOMOUS COMMUNITIES OF VOLUNTEERS


EXTERRITORIAL ASSOCIATIONISM. 


EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY RATHER THAN TERRITORIAL SUPREMACY. 


EXTERRITORIAL COMPETITION VS. TERRITORIAL MONOPOLIES. 


EXTERRITORIAL CONSTITUTIONALISM. 


EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY SCHISMS. 

 
EXTERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE



EXTERRITORIAL SEPARATISM. 


EXTERRITORIAL UTOPIAS VS. TERRITORIAL UTOPIAS. 


EXTERRITORIAL UTOPISM.


EXTERRITORIAL VOLUNTARISM. 


EXTERRITORIAL INSTITUTIONS & PUBLIC SERVICES FOR VOLUNTEERS.


EXTERRITORIALISM

FANGOV: Fully Autonomous Non-Government Organizations of Volunteers: FANGOVs. - J.Z., 8.12.03.


FOLLOW YOUR OWN DRUMMER!  


FOOL'S LIBERTY (Narrenfreiheit).


FREE CHOICE IN EVERYTHING. Free enterprise "States". 


FREE CHOICE OF TERRITORY (DISTRIBUTIONAL FREEDOM) & FREE CHOICE OF GOVERNMENT (PRINCIPLE OF HEGEMONIC INDETERMINACY).  - Terms used by John Gall in "Systemantics", 1975, Quadrangle, 1977, later Wildwood  House, London, 1978, pages 80 ff.  - I  doubt that these terms will ever become popular. - J.Z., 3.10.04.


FREE ENTERPRISE IN EVERY SPHERE.


FREE MARKET ANARCHISM. 


FREE MARKET INSTITTIONS FOR ALL GOVERNMENT SERVICES. 


FREE SOCIETIES, EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL, A-
TERRITORIAL, AN-TERRITORIAL. 


FREE TRADE & FREE ENTERPRISE IN EVERY SPHERE, EVEN THOSE PRESENTLY 
MONOPOLISED BY     TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS.


FREEDOM OF ACTION IN ALL SPHERES - FOR ALL TOLERANT PEOPLE.

FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION IN ALL SPHERES, FOR ALL NON-AGGRESSIVE PEOPLE. 


FREEDOM OF CONTRACT, COMPLETE


FREEDOM OF THE HIGH SEAS EXTENDED TO LAND.

FREEDOM TO DISSOCIATE ONESELF FROM ALL AGGRESSIVE AND EXPLOITATIVE ASSOCIATIONS, INCLUDING STATES. 


FULL EXTERRITORIAL MINORITY AUTONOMY. 


FULL FREEDOM OF ACTION. 


FULL FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION AND DISASSOCIATION. 


FULL FREEDOM OF CONTRACT. 


FULL FREEDOM TO EXPERIMENT - AT THE OWN RISK AND EXPENSE. 


FULL TOLERANCE FOR ALL TOTLERANT PEOPLE.. 


GENUINE MANDATES. 


GENUINE SELF-GOVERNMENT. 

GOVERNMENT-BY-AGREEMENT OR CONTRACTARIANISM (Joseph F. Johnston, Jr., The Limits of Government, page 158.)


HERETICALISM. 


HOUSEHOLD GOVERNMENT. (Chaitlin), 


IGNORING THE STATE, THE RIGHT TO IGNORE THE STATE


INDEPENDENCE, EXTERRITORIAL. 


INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM


INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY

INDIVIDUALISM MAXIMIZED VIA FREELY COMPETING SOCIETIES, INDIVIDUALLY CHOSEN. 


INDIVIDUALIST VOTING & ASSIATIONISM.


INTENTIONAL COMMUNITIES. 


JEWISH AUTONOMY, COMPLETE & EXTENDED TO ALL WHO DESIRE IT, ARABS, 
CHRISTIANS AND ALL OTHER MINORITIES.


LAISSEZ-FAIR IN POLITICS


LIBERATION FROM TERRITORIALISM. 


LIBERTARIANISM, CONSISTENT.

LIMITED GOVERNMENTS & SOCIETIES, SO LIMITED, THAT THEY ARE CONFINED TO VOLUNTARY MEMBERS &  PERSONAL LAWS. 


MARKET ANARCHISM.



MARKET GUARD. (Philip Jacobson) 


MEGA-UTOPIA. (Robert Nozick)

MILLET SYSTEM, DJEMMA OR DJIMMI: Old Arabic, Jewish & Christian practice of largely autonomous personal law communities, distinguished by mainly by their different religions.
MINORITY AUTONOMY, COMPREHENSIVE, VOLUNTARY & EXTERRITORIAL.


MODERN & SECULAR PROTESTANTISM. 


MONETARY & FINANCIAL FREEDOM AS JUST ASPECTS OF PANARCHISM. 


MULTIARCHY. 


MULTI-AUTONOMISM, MULTI-AUTONOMY.


MULTIPLE MULTIFARIOUS COMMUNITIES. (Bellis)


MULTI-CULTURALISM, COMPREHENSIVE


MULTI-ECONOMICS, MULTI-POLITICS, MULTI-SOCIAL INSTITUTIONS.



MULTI-GOVERNMENT. (Le Grand E. Day)


MULTI-POLITICS. 


MULTI-UTOPIAS. 


MUTUAL CONVENIENCE RELATIONSHIPS VS. SINGLE CONVENIENCE 
RELATIONSHIPS. 
(Don Werkheiser). 


MUTUAL TOLERANCE VS. TERRITORIAL & COERCIVE UNIFICATION. 


MUTUALISM. 


NATIONAL LIBERATION, ON A VOLUNTARY & EXTERRITORIAL BASIS.


NATIONS WITHIN NATIONS AGREEMENTS: The indigenous people of Hawai, said to amount to 20% of the population, have recently claimed independence, being dissatisfied with their status merely as members of another U.S. state. Sympathizing with some of the Red Indians aspirations, they aim at independence via a nation within the nation agreement, according to radio news that I just heard.  - J.Z. 
14.1.93. 


NO PRIVILEGES OR MONOPOLIES FOR ANYONE EXCEPT AMONG VOLUNTEERS.

NON-AGGRESSION PRINCIPLE COMBINED WITH EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR 
VOLUNTEERS. 


NONCONFORMISM.


NON-GEOGRAPHICAL AUTONOMY.


NONINTERFERENCE.


NON-GEOGRAPHICAL DECENTRALIZATION. 


NON-GEOGRAPHICAL SECESSIONISM & ASSOCIATIONISM


NON-TERRITORIAL REPUBLICANISM FOR VOLUNTEERS.


ONE MAN REVOLUTIONS VIA INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & VOLUNTARY 
ASSOCIATIONISM.

OPTIMIZED CHOICE FOR ALL TOLERANT PEOPLE, EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED.


OPTING OUT, GENERALISED.


OPTIONAL LAW. (Rex Gordon).


OPTIONALITY. (Term used in a Queensland libertarian website that I largely reproduced in 
PEACE 
PLANS 1577-78. See the supplementary LMP list in www.butterbach.net/lmp  


PANAUTONOMY

PANCOMMUNITIES.


PARALLEL INSTITUTIONS


PERSONAL LAW & PERSONAL LAW SYSTEMS


PLURAL SOCIETY


PLURALISM, CONSISTENT

POLITICAL PROTESTANTISM: A a term, suitable for panarchism, which was used by Samuel Adams, 1722-1803, in an Oration in Philadelphia, in August 1776.

POLITICIANS AND POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS WITHOUT TERRITORIAL MONOPOLIES. 


POLYARCHY Just one thing to clarify. The term Polyarchy was first used, to my knowledge, by the 
political scientist Robert A. Dahl who wrote a book "Polyarchy: Participation and Opposition" in 1972. - G.P.de Bellis, 11.9.05.

PRIVATIZATION OF GOVERNMENTS. 


PROGRESSIVE PLURALISM. 


PROPRIETARY COMMUNITIES, COMBINED WITH PERSONAL LAWS. 


PROTECTIVE ASSOCIATIONS.

RADICALISM OF ANY DEGREE, FOR ALL - EXTERRITORIALLY AND VOLUNTARILY 
REALIZED BUT ONLY FOR VOLUNTEERS. 


RELEASE OF ALL CREATIVE ENERGIES. (Leonard E. Read) 


RESPECTISM & PERSONALISM: “To escape the prejudice which the opponents of a polity based on individual personal right sought to impart by representing it as a disordered egoism, now that the term Liberal had become debased, in its turn, such terms as Personalism and Respectism (indicating the same respect for the rights of others as of one’s own) were later proposed by various other groups of Individualists.” - HUTCHINSON HARRIS, S., The Doctrine of Personal Right, Barcelona, 1935, 299.

RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT: “… the right of private judgment, in matters of conscience.” – Samuel Adams, 1722-1803, oration at Philadelphia, August 1776. – Political, economic and social affairs can also be a matter of conscience. – J.Z., 9.1.99. 


SANCTUARIES FOR SOCIAL IMAGINATION: "We must create sanctuaries for social 
imagination." - Alvin Toffler, Future Shock, 1970. ( Quoted by M. Ferguson, The Aquarian 
Conspiracy, p. 331.) 


SELF-CHOSEN CONSTITUTIONS, LAWS, ADMINISTRATIONS & JURISDICTIONS, 
EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED FOR ALL VOLUNTEERS. 


SELF-CONTROL, IN EVERY SPHERE.


SELF-DETERMINATION, EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED. 


SELF-DISCIPLINE THROUGH EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES, COMBINED WITH NEW INTERNATIONAL LAWS AND IDEAL MILITIA FORCES FOR THE PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS AND LIBERTIES. 


SELF-GOVERNMENT, EXTERRITORIAL, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL, A-TERRITORIAL 
(Bellis)
SELF-HELP IN ALL SPHERES. Self-Help in Every Sphere.  


SELFISHNESS & ALSO ALTRUISM, ONLY FOR VOLUNTEERS, EXTERRITORIALLY 
REALIZED.

SELF-LIBERATION VIA INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & EXTERRITORIAL VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES.


SELF-MANAGEMENT IN ALL SPHERES, EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED.


SELF-OWNERSHIP.


SELF-RELIANCE IN EVERY SPHERE, EVEN THE PUBLIC ONES, FOR INDIVIDUALS AND THEIR VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES.


SELF-RESPONSIBILITY. 


SELF-RULE


SOCIETIES & STATES BY INDIVIDUAL CONTRACTS ONLY.


SOF OR COF OF THE BERBERS.


STATES WITHIN STATES, ALL ONLY EXTERRITORIAL AND FOR VOLUNTEERS. 


TERRITORIALISTS (Unsuitable name for Jewish autonomists within the Czarist Empire.)


TO EACH HIS OWN! (The old Latin definition of justice: "Suum cuique".)  


TOLERANCE EXTENDED TO THE UTMOST IN THE SPHERE OF ACTION - FOR ALL 
TOLERANT PEOPLE


TOLERANCE MAXIMIZED - FOR ALL TOLERANT PEOPLE. 


TRIBALISM IN THE FORM OF EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS VOLUNTEER 
COMMUNITIES.


TRUE SELF-DETERMINATION. 


TRULY LIMITED GOVERNMENTS


UNFORCED ASSOCIATIONISM, EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED, IN ALL SPHERES. 


UTOPIANISM, EXTERRITORIAL


UTOPIAS FOR ALL VOLUNTEERS, UNDER PERSONAL LAWS. 


VIRTUAL CANTONS. (LONG, RODERICK T.: On "VIRTUAL CANTONS", Free Nations Foundation article: 4pp, from FORMULATIONS, FNF, Autumn 93: 332, in PP 1689-1693.


VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED. 


VOLUNTARY & EXTERRITORIAL DECENRALIZATION & FEDERALISM. 


VOLUNTARY APARTHEIT PLUS VOLUNTARY INTEGRATION, BOTH 
EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED. 


VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS IN EVERY SPHERE.


VOLUNTARY COMMUNITIES, EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS. 


VOLUNTARY  COMPETING GOVERNMENTS ONLY, ALL NON-GEOGRAPHICAL.


VOLUNTARY COOPERATION.


VOLUNTARY GOVERNMENT. 


VOLUNTARY SEGREGATION COMBINED WITH VOLUNTARY INTEGRATION, ALL 
ONLY FOR THEIR FAITHFUL.


VOLUNTARY SOCIALISM.


VOLUNTARY STATES, EXTERRITORIALLY REALIZED. 


VOLUNTARY TAXATION.


VOLUNTARYISM 


VOTING, FREE, EXTENDED TO STATE & SOCIETY MEMBERSHIP.

WEB OF GROUP AFFILIATIONS: R. Bendix, in his English translation of G. Simmel, The Web of group affiliations. Mentioned in David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, page 120. - It's one of the "thousand" names for panarchism, which are, alas, still not fully listed. 


WITHDRAWING FROM THE STATE.

ZERO-AGGRESSION PRINCIPLE REALIZED VIA EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR ALL VOLUNTARY COMMUNITIES.  


See also: RELATED TERMS & IDEAS.

NASIM, SUSA: Capitulary Regime of Turkey: Its History, Origin &  Nature, John Hopkins Univ., 1933. Reproduction of this edition, by AMS Pr, $ 31. 

NATHABANJA, LUANG: Extra-territoriality in Siam, Bangkok, 1924, VIII, 344, bibl.

NATHANBANJA, LUANG: Extra-territoriality in Siam, Bangkok, Bangkok Daily  Mail, 1924. (Sydney Univ.)

NATIONAL & INTERNATIONAL CORPORATIONS: To the extent that they do not enjoy any privileges or subsidies from governments and, apart from their confinement to providing only a limited range of consumer goods and services, they are already somewhat exterritorially organized but not yet completely autonomous, as they could and should be. I would expect at least some of them to transform themselves completely into panarchies of various kinds. – J.Z., 14.1.99.

NATIONAL FREEDOM: "Though the concept of national freedom is analogous to that of individual freedom, it is not the same ... it has often provided the pretext for ruthless restrictions of the individual liberty of the members of minorities." - F. A. Hayek, The Constitution of Liberty. - Largely because it was wrongly and unnecessarily tied to territorialism. - J.Z. 6.4.89.

NATIONAL LAND MONOPOLY CLAIMS, TERRITORIALISM: National land holdings and national land grabs (conquests and occupations) remain a problem, causing oppression, terrorism, civil wars and wars, poverty and hunger. Compared with them Exterritorialism (exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities) is road to peace, freedom, justice and and prosperity. - There is no just, sound and lasting territorial solution to territorial problems. Nevertheless, almost all people and writersand politicians assume that oneself and others can be free, fully free, only under territorial institutions and laws, no matter how often such attempts have led and are leading to oppression and massacres of dissenters and different ethnic groups. - This intolerant and despotic approach was, in most countries, discarded in the sphere of religion, after decades of bloody struggles, but it is still and unquestioningly adopted by the vast majority, even of intellectuals, for political, economic and social laws, systems and institutions. - I would like to see it publicly questioned and discussed - in our supposedly free and unprejudiced press and other mass media. If it were given the same space as the territorial non-solutions are given, the case for exterritorial autonomy for volunteers would, sooner or later and almost inevitably win this discussion against territorial sovereignty imposed upon all dissenters and minorities in acountry. - The inviolability of borders means the violability of the borders around free individuals. - J.Z., in a letter to THE AUSTRALIAN, 29.4.93, revised 04.

NATIONAL LIBERATION EFFORTS: Nationalities are not liberated by confining them to territories, deportation zones, reservations, ghettos and internment or refugee centres or by any new territorial divisions. Even achieving the status of national domination in a territory, for a minority group that was formerly suppressed there, does not achieve national liberation. Any leash has two ends. It does not establish a mutual convenience relationship. - J.Z., 21.6.92, 14.1.93.

NATIONAL MINORITIES: From PP 1, 1/1964, plan No.4, was again reproduced on page 2, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

NATIONAL SOCIALISM, PANARCHIST ASPECTS: National Socialism, although one of the worst totalitarian ideologies, did also have some exterritorial notions and practices: Volksgenossen: Heim ins Reich - with Germans still considered to be Germans after living for many generations and also naturalized in foreign countries. Under it, the Tyrol Landsturm, still electing its leaders, was serving as occupation force in Norway. The Nazis used censorship and terror precisely because they knew that most Germans are quite different from the "Arian ideal" German would rather make up their own minds and go their own and different ways. Thus they put so much stress on their assertion: One people. One empire. One leader! (Ein Volk! Ein Reich! Ein Fuehrer!) Under the imposed conditions few dared to contradict in public and to resist the regime. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY, UNIFORMITY, LAWS, JURISDICTION: Unity Spleen in the face of Diversity, Intolerance - all politically organized. - J.Z. 26.7.92. Individual secessionism and associationism could be our best break-out methods to escape the territorial nation State prisons. Emigration means largely only breaking into or being transferred to another nation State prison. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

NATIONALISM & PANARCHISM: Voluntary vs. compulsory nationalism. Exterritorial vs. coercive nationalism. Liberating vs. oppressive nationalism. Nationalism without majority despotism. Nationalism for all minorities. 

NATIONALISM, TERRITORIAL, WAR & PEACE, NUCLEAR WAR THREAT & PANARCHISM: It is not true that our "nation" is endangered but that the very existence of our "nation", in exclusive, territorial and coercive form, endangers US and OTHERS. Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name of "national", according to Mary Chisholm. What is voluntary does rarely make enemies and it can be defended much easier and with much more justification. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

NATIONALISM DOES NOT REQUIRE THE EXCLUSIVE POSSESSION OF A TERRITORY TO ACHIEVE SELF-GOVERNMENT: Nationalism and any other faith or ideology can also be practised tolerantly, freely and efficiently without exclusive possession of any territory. On the contrary: The exclusive territorial claims bring many difficulties that could and should be avoided. They maximise rather than minimize resistance to them and render the achievement of self-government, self-determination or self-management in many cases impossible or may delay it for decades to centuries. Thus, in desperation, members of national, religious, social, ethnic or ideological minorities, unaware of their exterritorial and rightful possibilities in their opinion, are, in their opinion, "driven" towards terrorist actions. - J.Z., 11.12.03. - Most terrorist movements would soon collapse if most of the members were given the option of exterritorial autonomy for themselves and if, at last, a world-wide enlightenment campaign were started and carried out against the principle and practice of "collective responsibility". - J.Z., 17.9.04. 

NATIONALISM, TERRITORIAL: The nationalistic, racial, political, religious and other ideological hierarchies, now enforced over whole territories, must become a matter for individual choice or disassociation. - J.Z., 3.4.89.                       

NATIONALISM: 30, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

NATIONALISM: Ignorant of better ideas, nationalists became slaves and enslavers under the banner of territorial unity & nationalism. - J.Z., 28.2.89, 3.4.89.

NATIONALISM: Territorial nationalism, i.e. the relatively new State religion, turns relatively peaceful and productive people into territorial oppressors, exploiters and killers, in democracies as well as in dictatorships, in normal times as well as during revolutions, civil and international wars. J.Z. 10.9.92, 4.1.93.

NATIONS AS MONASTERIES OR NUNNERIES OR NURSERIES VS. PANARCHIES: Are our nations today comparable to closed monasteries? How long did it take before monks gained the right to opt out of their monasteries? - J.Z., 17.5.92.

NATIONS NEED SAFETY VALVES: Any territorial "nation" consists out of a ruling class or group, its favourites and temporary supporters and a number of conquered, oppressed and exploited minority groups, however camouflaged this relationship has been. As a result, each nation resembles an overheated boiler without a safety valve. Individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for all minorities could provide the needed safety valve and would leave much more unified and agreeable and genuine nations behind, also merely exterritorially autonomous and to that extent rightful and harmless. - J.Z. 18.4.92, 13.1.93.

NATIONS WITHIN NATIONS AGREEMENTS: The indigenous people of Hawai, said to amount to 20% of the population, have recently claimed independence, being dissatisfied with their status merely as members of another U.S. state. Sympathizing with some of the Red Indians aspirations, they aim at independence via a nation within the nation agreement, according to radio news that I just heard.  - J.Z. 14.1.93. - I know of no encouraging precedent for exterritorial autonomy among volunteers from Red Indians. A lot of their newspapers and journals are microfilmed but I do not know them. During my U.S. trip I had no contact with Hawai natives or reservation Indians. I would have liked to see whether some of the latter would be ready e.g. for a small scale monetary revolution via their own shop currency. - J.Z., 14.1.93.

NATIONS, TERRITORIAL & PANARCHISM: National experimental freedom is insufficiently educational - apart from wrongly restricting moral choices, creative activities of individuals and groups. It must be replaced or at least supplemented by experimental freedom in all neighbourhoods, based on voluntary participation in a-territorial experiments.

NATIONS: The nations must be redefined and reorganized. Away from uniform, territorial, exclusive and compulsory and oppressive organizations, they must be turned into only exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers. No territorial borders should remain as significant divisions to fight over and no territorial powers provoking forceful resistance. As Mrs. Chisholm, an Australian pioneer woman is supposed to have said: "Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name national." - J.Z., 13.2.92, 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

NATION-WIDE TERRITORIAL PRISONS: THE MODERN STATES OR COUNTRIES OR PEOPLES: No one can move freely enough as long as he remains bound or in chains or incarcerated in nation-wide territorial prisons, under more or less absolute and authoritarian rulers, with some minority or even majority support. 

Minorities and majorities have only the right to rule over themselves and any aggressors against them, as far as this is necessary, but not over any peaceful dissenters doing their own things merely to or for themselves. 

So far not even religious liberty or religious tolerance is fully recognized everywhere, although it has made its peaceful case in many countries already for centuries. 

E.g., in Ireland we still have a limited religious war, because both sides are unwilling to sufficiently tolerate the other side and always want territorial privileges for their own over members of the other side. Both still managed to combine religious intolerance with political intolerance and have not learnt to become tolerant towards different economic and social systems, either. 

This situation is even worse e.g. in countries and among people like the territorialist Israelis or Zionists and the various territorialist Palestinians and other Arabs. This in spite of the fact that both have also a long and honorable tradition of aterritorial autonomy, although is was never widely and consistently enough applied in every respect and quite secure. 

However, once they are sincerely offered, as an alternative, full aterritorial autonomy, have sufficient contemplated and discussed it and then realized it for themselves as well as for all those, who disagree with them, then and only then will their mutual antagonism soon become reduced to quite bearable proportions, if it will not disappear, gradually, altogether. 

They would then, certainly, no longer have any justification, excuse or moral motive for terrorist acts against each other. The wind would be taken out of the sails of their mutual hatreds and suspicions. They would, rather, become permanently becalmed and more or less stuck only on the inherent problems involved in their own ideas, institutions, systems, convictions and faiths, without any ready scapegoats available for them – except themselves, but always with the individual option to give up trying to make bad ideas and theories work well enough and make a new start for themselves, alone or with like-minded people. 

Let even have Nazis, Soviets, Maoists, Castro followers etc. have their own volunteer communities, to do their own things to themselves. That might suffice to teach at least the teachable among them, perhaps only after many more years of failures. 

Let the fanciers have their proletarian dictatorship, supposedly by and over themselves, instead of by party functionaries, over proletarians and others, favoring only dysfunctional and counter-productive systems, apart from repressive and murderous ones. Let them have their self-criticism and “cleansing” actions and their show trials and concentration camps even – but always only over those unwilling to reject their faith and membership in their church.

Let the Welfare State believers have it – for themselves, at their expense and risk.

Let the modern liberals have the benefits of their “liberalism”, as long as they want them, at their own cost.

Let the classical liberals have the benefits of their limited interpretation of laissez faire, mainly in economics only.

Let the various radical libertarians, market-anarchists, anarcho-capitalists, universal laissez faire advocates – have their choice, for themselves, to their own advantage and risk, without forcing any dissenter to participate in their free societies and market-, enterprise and consumer sovereignty relationships.

Let the various other kinds of anarchists, of every shade and colour, have their preferred systems – but only for themselves, without any unjustified claims towards those, who strongly disagree with them, especially on economic and social matters. 

Let the protectionists of all kinds have their systems for themselves – exclusively at their own expense and risk, while the free traders have, among themselves only, all the benefits of free trade among themselves.

Let all the land reformers and monetary reformers have their own experiments among themselves, without forcing their preferred systems upon anyone else. 

Then, and only then, can we expect the desired degrees of freedom, justice, security, prosperity, progress and enlightenment etc. for all, in every case in accordance with quite free individual choices, and as long as they want to persist with them.

Only then will we, finally, have enough good will towards all men and then and only thus will we finally come to have peace on earth, a lasting and just one, with ever improving conditions and opportunities for everyone willing to make a mental or a physical effort to improve his personal, economic, social and political conditions. 

With continued territorial aggression, domination, occupation, exploitation and propagandist mis-education only further troubles can be assured. 

With “live- and-let-live” frameworks in every sphere and personal choices, genuine self-government, self-management and self-responsibility will come within the reach of every adult, rational and non-criminal person, i.e. all those prepared to subscribe the minimum moral and ethical self-restraints and self-control required towards the genuine and equal rights and liberties of all other persons, who do not agree with him and do not belong to his own association (while his own community might not respect and realize, internally, all these rights and liberties). In others, who do, quite rightfully and self-responsibly, claim them for themselves, in full, they ought to be fully respected by all others. E.g.: The monogamists, in their communities, should respect the rights of polygamists in their communities – and vice versa.

If that respect is not granted to basic rights and liberties of others, then the full liberties and rights, understood and appreciated at least by some, a sufficient number of people, will also provide them with the maximum incentives and opportunities to defend them effectively, even against remaining major territorial powers. The single protestor against infringements of his basic rights might still be hanged, short, imprisoned for live etc. But a few determined and consistent adherents could become almost irresistible. Compare the story of Cromwell’s “Ironsides”, as reported by Thomas Babington Macaulay and, somewhat, by the Swiss “Eidgenossenschaften”.

This I firmly believe and also that, point by point, I could show some practical steps towards realizing the defensive and liberating potentials of genuine panarchists or people who are tolerant even in the political, economic and social sphere.

It is possible to act otherwise than territorially. This is even the only quite free, just and genuinely social way.

Only territorial systems have always failed towards major problems and are bound to continue to do so. 

They and their principles, processes, institutions, ideas, beliefs and processes are the major cause and not a possible solution for most of our remaining and solvable major problems. 

Without them, these problems could and would soon be solved, by some voluntary experimenters, among themselves, and from their successful experiments their solutions, discoveries or innovations would soon spread over most of the world, voluntarily accepted by others. 

Often blueprints for such solutions do already exist. A complete ideas archive and talent registry would soon bring them to light and market them optimally.

But those rejecting them, because they would prefer their remaining problems to these cures, should remain quite free to do so. 

To each his own doctor and his preferred medicine – even if this kills him or makes him more sick than he was before or does not provide him with anything else than new delusions.

Any kind of self-responsible activism for any kind of sufficiently rational activist. 

( Anyone on a roof-top, indiscriminately shooting at cars or pedestrians, can hardly be considered rational and self-responsible. )

NATURAL GROWTH & DECLINE FOR HUMAN SOCIETIES  & PANARCHISM:  

NATURAL LAW & OBLIGATION: Natural Law, is it obligatory for all or optional for individuals and volunteer groups in their self-concerned activities? - "...any act of any individual or any government inconsistent with natural justice and men's natural rights is unlawful and invalid. Under Spooner's definition of law, legislation and law-making is necessarily subject to natural law and natural justice. The idea that government of any majority of people have the inherent right to restrain others from the exercise of their natural rights - by way of lawmaking - 'is as sheer an imposture as the idea of the divine right of kings to reign ...' - And the idea of any necessary or inherent authority in legislation, as such, is an equal imposture. - 'If legislation be consistent with natural justice ... it is obligatory', if not, not." - Carl Watner, on Spooner, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, p. 124, quoting Spooner, The Unconstitutionality of Slavery, p. 8. - All this is right but only for territorial, coercive, monopolistic and sovereign States and laws. One should distinguish between imposed (at least upon involuntary victims and upon dissenters) constitutions, laws and goverments, judges and courts, administrations an police forces etc. and individually chosen or agreed upon ones. Furthermore, one should distinguish laws, conditions and institutions to which one remains constitutionally bound to one's former choices, or those of one's ancestors, even when one has changed one's mind or the conditions have changed, and a state of affairs where individuals can freely opt out of what they formerly found attractive and voluntarily contracted for. Spooner's and Watner's kind of absolutist approach and interpretation, understandable with regard to the imposition and coercive maintenance of any kind of slavery, has, by being indiscriminately applied, so far prevented most anarchists and libertarians from comprehending and approving panarchism and from achieving it and thus achieving anarchism for anarchists, libertarianism for libertarians and archism for archists only. A principle or dogma should never be insisted upon so absolutely that it ignores or demolishes our realistic self-liberation rights, liberties and opportunities and those of others, who are at different stages of personal knowledge and development, just because these rights, liberties and opportunities are not absolutistic, perfect and fully claimed and realized by and for all. One should also realize that e.g. criminals, whether individual or organized ones, may not want and have contracted rightful and suitable controls over their criminal activities against others (against their victims), but they do, nevertheless, have to be resisted and controlled, forcefully, if necessary, to the extent that this can be rightfully and effectively done, never minding their dislikes and protests. - J.Z. 15.1.93, 17.9.04.

NATURAL LAW, INDIVIDUAL & MINORITY RIGHTS: Every non-invasive and non-aggressive individual and minority group has the individual and natural right to insist upon his and its full exterritorial autonomy. This becomes established via individual and minority group secessions and voluntary associationism. - J.Z. 8.3.91, 14.1.93.

NATURAL LAWS, PROUDHON, PANARCHIES, LAISSEZ FAIRE, STATES & AUTONOMOUS SOCIETIES OF VOLUNTEERS: "Responding spontaneously to the laws of social economy and moral right which are independent of any man or legislative power, Proudhon argued, man is free, for 'it is the individual's privilege to recognize these laws (J.Z.: or not!), his honor to obey them'. (J.Z.: Or, internally, among and with like-minded people, to disobey them!) Obviously, Proudhon belongs to that school of natural right which holds that there is an order implicit in nature that is greater in wisdom and compassion than any man-made institution or system of justice can ever hope to be, and that a viable social order, therefore, can only be established where the basis of that order springs from man's 'natural constitution' rather than an artificial order dependent upon some political charter. (J.Z.: Nothing wrong with such charters, as long as they remain exterritorially confined to volunteers! - 1.7.92.) - What Proudhon has in effect proposed here is a theory of laissez-faire that is faithful to the spirit of that theory as it was presented by Adam Smith and other eighteenth century thinkers of the Enlightenment. Convinced that man is a social as well as an economic being, and that men, therefore, have the capacity of settling their differences equitably without help from outside, the Enlightenment stood ready to discard the institution of the state and rely wholly upon the social instincts of men for the purposes of self-government. The inevitable consequence of a society organized after the principle of laissez-faire is bound to be serendipitous, according to Proudhon, because it draws upon the full range of human potentiality for social progress." - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 143/144. - Voluntary laws, laws for volunteers only, may contain arrangements contrary to natural justice. But individuals remain free to withdraw from them and their restrictions of individual rights, at any time (as long as they have committed no offences against individual rights). They are to that extent voluntary slaves but only as long as they want to be. - J.Z. 1.7.92, 15.1.93.

NATURAL RESOURCES, LAND MONOPOLY, OPEN COOPERATIVES: No state, racial, ethnic, religious or voluntaryist community can lay exclusive claim to any natural resource beyond their own bodies, capability and rightfully acquired products. To that extent territorialism and national monopolies as well as unlimited private land-ownership must be abolished, in the long run. Transitionally this can be peacefully and gradually achieved via purchases through "open cooperatives" which do reward all their voluntary members in accordance with their work and investment contribution, regardless of their political or other affiliation. Donations and voluntary mergers with such open cooperatives could speed up the process. But in the meantime and until this ideal is voluntarily accepted, the existing legal land tenure and mining system and various competing and freely chosen and non-coercively practised other systems, should all competitively coexist for their voluntary supporters, in a kind of panarchistic competition. It may well happen that this kind of competition will continue indefinitely or re-occur now and then, to the extent that other models than the "open cooperative" one do remain or become popular and voluntarily supported. Business- and market-like transitions from one to the other system  are always preferable to imposed solutions, based upon expropriation and legislation for all, even if an ideal is aimed at, because as disagreeable critters as human beings are, they are only all too likely to rather fight a civil war than submit involuntarily to an unaccustomed and suspected alternative land tenure and mining system. Free choice and competition are the answer here, too and provide the maximum chance to any supposedly ideal system for its wide-spread or even general realization. - J.Z., 1.4.89.

NATURAL RIGHT, HUMAN NATURE, LAW, JUSTICE, RIGHT, SOCIAL NATURE OF OF MAN, STATE, MAN: "... the late  Professor Leo Strauss was in essential accord with Proudhon's argument that the individual is fully equipped by virtue of his basic social nature to grasp the outline of natural right without assistance from church or state or any other outside structure. As Strauss put it, 'It is man's natural sociality that is the basis of natural right in the narrow or strict sense of right. Because man is by nature social, the perfection of his nature includes the social virtue par excellence, justice; justice and right are natural.' When anarchists express a total disregard for legal systems, it is not because they oppose law and order that they do so but because, like Strauss and Proudhon, they believe that law and order are generated by the individual as he perfects his social nature in small communities in which he - and he alone - is responsible for observing right. Where men have turned this task over to the state, justice becomes a chimera." - W. O. Reichert in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 139. - Within exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers, as anarchistically organized as possible and desirable, some turning over of tasks, some division of labour, in upholding justice as well  as in other trades, is not only possible but desirable. - J.Z. 1.7.92. - To the extent that any individual is always fully self-responsible and does not interfere with any of the rights and liberties of the other voluntary members, or of outsiders, he can be and will be left quite alone. However, whenever he has become an offender against the agreed-upon rights and liberties of the members of his community, to which he had himself voluntarily subscribed, or the rights and liberties claimed for themselves by members of other communities and internationally recognized as individual rights, then and precisely then he is not always sufficiently able and willing to be a correct judge in his own case and must, to that extent, be subjected to the internal or the international arbitration system that he had previously agreed to abide by. - J.Z. 14.1.93. - Not  really a "slogan" for liberty, either, but rather a lot of interlinked thoughts. - J.Z.

NAZISM, FASCISM, STALINISM & TERRITORIALISM: "The rise of Fascism and Nazism was not a reaction against the socialist trends of the preceding period, but a necessary outcome of those tendencies." - F. A. Hayek, The Road to Serfdom. - When people know only of and attack only "state socialism" then they should say so. Common features of all 3 are territorialism, i.e. suppression of individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for volunteers, compulsory taxation, monopolized and centralized decision-making on war and peace, unjust war and peace aims, non-recognition of most individual rights, monetary despotism. Fascists and Nazis as well as the totalitarian communists simply went further in the direction of despotism. All democracies with such totalitarian traits are already to that extent totalitarian States, even while they class themselves as anti-fascist, anti-nazi, anti-socialist or anti-communist. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

NEGRI, SAM: Man Without a Country. Rebel Gave Up Citizenship and Became Trapped in Classic Catch-22 Situation, 1991, 1p: 209, in PP 1540.

NESTING & HOME INSTINCT VS. COLLECTIVISTIC & TERRITORIAL NATIONALISM:

NETTLAU, MAX: Der Vorfruehling der Anarchie, Berlin, 1925, S. 179: "Fuer mich gehoert er (Stirner) keineswegs dem ENGEN Individualismus an, der NUR Individualist sein will und dadurch vom Bourgeois oder Tyrannen nicht zu scheiden ist, sondern er begruendete jenen breiten, echten Individualismus, der die Grundlage jedes freiheitlichen Sozialismus ist, die Selbstbestimmung eines jeden ueber die Beziehungen, in die er mit anderen zu treten wuenscht: diese koennen mutualistisch oder kommunistisch sein, eng oder entfernter, kurz oder lang usw., dass der Einzelne hierueber aus eigenem Wissen und eigener Kraft entscheide, das hat Stirner gewuenscht, und dazu suchte er ihn aus den Fesseln und Netzen der Autoritaet zu befreien. Der Individualismus als auschliessliches Prinzip ist eine einseitige Loesung und daher nicht Freiheit, sondern Enge; der Individualismus aber als feinstes Werkzeug, um jeden in das von ihm gewuenschte Milieu zu versetzen, muss jeder freien Gruppierung der Menschen zugrunde liegen." - Aus: Was Ist Eigentlich Anarchie? Verlag Freie Gesellschaft, 1983, ueberarbeitete Ausgabe, S. 75. (" For me Stirner does not belong to the narrow individualism which wants to be only individualistic and can thus not be separated from a bourgeois or tyrant (??? J.Z.), but he established the broad and genuine individualism which is the foundation of any libertarian socialism, the self-determination of each over the relations into which he wishes to enter with others: These can be mutualistic or communistic, close or distant, short or long-term etc. Stirner wanted the individual to decide upon this from his own knowledge and capacity. For this he sought to liberate him out of the ties and nets of authority. Individualism as an exclusive principle is a one-sided solution and means not freedom but confinement, while individualism, as the finest tool to achieve for each the milieu desired by him, has to be the foundation of any free grouping of human beings." tr. attempt by J.Z., 17.9.04.)

NETTLAU, MAX: Geschichte der Anarchie, Bd. 1, Der Vorfruehling der Anarchie, Impuls Verlag, Auszug von S. 225, 1 S., über P.E. De Puydt’s article Panarchie, in REVUE TRIMESTRIELLE, Brussels, Juli 
1860, S. 222 – 245, in German: 193, in PP 1539. 

NETTLAU, MAX: Panarchie - eine verschollene Idee von 1860, 1909, 1, in ON PANARCHY VII, in PP 671. Revised edition, 120 of PP 1497.

NETTLAU, MAX: Panarchy,  a  Forgotten  Idea  of  1860",  1909,  transl. by J.Z., 86, 16pp,  in  PP 606, 608, 618, 621, 671 (ON PANARCHYVII), 698. In German: "Panarchie - Eine verschollene Idee von 1860",  1909, 7 S., in PP 617. - In this short essay M.N. expresses the panarchistic idea in his own terms and also by extensively quoting de Puydt. Gustav Landauer reproduced this essay 1920 in his "Der Socialist" magazine. Nevertheless there was so far almost zero response in the anarchist movement upon the publication of this essay by these two famous anarchists. - J.Z., 28.8.04. 

NETTLAU ON FREEDOM & RIGHT, PERMISSIONS AND CONCIENCE, REASON AND WILL, SOCIETY AND CONSENT: "Freiheit ist das absolute Recht aller erwachsenen (*) Maenner und Frauen, fuer ihre Handlungen keine andere Bewilligung zu suchen als die ihres eigenen Gewissens und ihrer eigenen Vernunft, nur durch ihren eigenen Willen in ihren Handlungen bestimmt zu werden, und folglich nur verantwortlich zu sein zunaechst sich selbst gegenueber, dann der Gesellschaft der sie angehoeren, aber nur insoweit, als sie ihre freie Zustimmung dazu geben, ihr anzugehoeren. - Max Nettlau. ( Freedom is the absolute right of all adult* men and women not to have to seek any other permission for their actions than those of their own conscience and their own reasoning, to be determined in their actions only by their own will and thus to be responsible primarily to oneself, then to the society to which they belong, but this only insofar as they gave their free consent to belong to it. Nettlau was one of the few anarchists who read, comprehended and even reviewed de Puydts article on panarchy. (*) Even children should already enjoy some liberties, in accordance with their growing abilities.

NETUREI KARTA, ZIONISM, JUDAISM, ISRAEL, TERRITORIALISM, PANARCHISM, RELIGION & THE STATE: 'Neturei Karta opposed the establishment of and retain all opposition to the existence of the so-called "State of Israel"! Neturei-Karta is the Aramaic term for "Guardians of the City". The name Neturei-Karta originates from an incident in which R. Yehudah H-Nassi (Rabbi Judah the Prince) sent R. Hiyya and R. Ashi on a pastoral tour of inspection. In one town they asked to see the "guardians of the city" and the city guard was paraded before them. They said that these were not the guardians of the city but its destroyers, which prompted the citizens to ask who, then, could be considered the guardians. The rabbis answered, "The scribes and the scholars", referring them to Tehillim (Psalms) Chap. 127. (Jerusalem Talmud, Tractate Hagiga 76c). The name was given to a group of Orthodox Jews in Jerusalem who refused (and still refuse) to recognize the existence or authority of the so-called "State of Israel" and made (and still make) a point of publicly demonstrating their position, the position of the Tora and authentic unadulterated Judaism.' - From a website. I did not note down its URL. - Apparently, they are opponents of territorialism but without being advocates of exterritorial autonomy. They appreciate only religious freedom, not the same freedem in the political, economic and social sphere. But, at least, they are opposed to territorialism for a particular faith. - J.Z., 29.8.04.

NETWORKING & PANARCHISM: What panarchism adds to "networking" is full autonomy for all networkers who desire it. - J.Z., 3.4.90.

NETWORKS, TOLERANCE & PANARCHIES: "Networks, which are developed according to what is known as the honeycomb model, have many decision-makers, who take decisions on the basis of the consent principle. (J.Z.: That applies to panarchism with its diverse panarchies, too.) The organizing principle here is coordination. (J.Z.: Under panarchism it is voluntarism and exterritorial autonomy. Coordination is not "organized" or not necessarily so, no more so than the provision of communication channels is or the order achieved by freedom of contract, free pricing, free trading, market relationships.) This model has a multiplicity of centres, so that power is distributed (J.Z.: In panarchies is not distributed in the sense that each shares in the total power but, instead, each is completely autonomous or powerful over the own affairs and has none but defensive powers against aggressors, over members of other panarchies.); in the spider's web model, on the other hand, everything is concentrated in one center, in order to centralize power. Networks consist of elements, which are connected with one another (principle of complementation). (J.Z.: Panarchies have only communication, arbitration, trade and volunteer militia forces in common.) This recognition of the co-existence of various possibilities is called the principle of reciprocal delineation of boundaries. (J.Z.: In panarchism and its panarchies, individuals draw their own boundaries around themselves and their voluntary groupings.) This should not be confused with an elaboration of the tolerance notion. ( J.Z.: He seems to have an odd notion of tolerance in mind.) In pyramid structures, tolerance will be used opportunistic: since people are placed in positions of authority and subservience, it can be good for image building to be tolerant (repressive tolerance). (J.Z.: Even this territorial tolerance by rulers for some actions of their subjects is of some value and is not a "repressive tolerance", which seems to me to be a non-sensical term, if ever there was one. What they do not grant, as a rule, is exterritorial autonomy and the mutual tolerance that this implies. But who can blame them for this when even most anarchists and libertarians remain addicted to the territorial model?) The mighty in the top of the pyramid (J.Z. and those liberated and organized in diverse and exterritorially autonomous groups of volunteers) can be 'tolerant'. This corresponds to the spiders' web-model as structuring elements, which are bound to one another through the centre. (J.Z.: This applies also to panarchies under panarchism.) The elements in networks develop as self-organizing systems." - Holtermann, Law in Anarchism, 38. - - If you have not yet been confused on this subject before, this paragraph and my bracketed comments should help! - J.Z., n.d.

NETWORKS: "... THE POWER OF THE PERSONS, inherent in the transformative process - the discovery that any of us is 'the difference in the world'. We have talked about THE POWER OF THE NETWORK, the form of catalyzing and mobilizing people all over the world." - Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 241. - Not just catalysing and mobilizing but individualizing, exterritorializing and autonomizing under personal laws and cooperating, institutionally, with like-minded volunteers. Plus the organisation of ideal local volunteer militias for the protection of individual rights and liberties! To organize mere international lobbies is sometimes helpful but is certainly not enough. What we need, rather than mere lobbyists, are AUTONOMOUS INNOVATORS, properly motivated, armed, trained and organised. Then they will hardly ever have to fight. Their mere existence and their mentality and the liberties they have already protected will be the strongest deterrent. - J.Z., 6.4.89, 8.4.89, 12.12.03.

NETWORKS: "The networks of the Aquarian Conspiracy - self-organizing forms that allow both autonomy and human connection - are at once both the tools for social change and the models of a new society. - M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 224. - Nothing less than full exterritorial autonomy for volunteers will do. The limited autonomy granted to us by Western bureaucrats is only good enough for some research and publicity - apart from trivialities. - J.Z., 6.4.89, 8.4.89.

NETWORKS: "Whatever their stated purpose, the function of most of these networks is mutual support and enrichment, empowerment of the individual, and co-operation to effect change. Most aim for a more humane, hospitable world. In its rich opportunities for mutual aid and support, the network is reminiscent of its forebear, the kinship system." - Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 232. - They still depend upon territorial power institutions or confine themselves merely to charitable and benevolent or informational efforts. Instead, they should strive for full exterritorial autonomy for all minority groups, from all governments, on the basis of free individual choices. - J.Z., 6.4.89, 8.4.89.

NETWORKS: Networks, especially mere information and exchange networks, may be still too loose, so far, to serve as protective voluntary associations against the remaining powers of territorial States and of other intolerant and coercive associations, like churches or sects made up largely of fanatics and zealots. It may very well be that, once ideal local militias for the protection of individual rights do exist, then they might be enough but until then we need various competing panarchies as counter-weights. - J.Z., 16.10.88, 3.4.89.

NEUSTADT, D.: The Negiduth in Egypt in the Middle Ages, ZION, 4, 1939, 126-49, in Hebrew, on self-government.

NEUTRALITY DECLARATIONS BY INDIVIDUALS & MINORITY GROUPS: They are a particular application of individual & group secessionism, to the problem of war and peace, denying a central territorial government  the authority to make life and death decisions for them, rather upholding individual responsibility in this sphere. See CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTORS.

NEUTRALITY, PRO & CON OF FREEDOM: "Freedom knows only pro and contra with no neutrality in between. - Dagobert D. Runes, "A Dictionary of Thought". - If one considers only territorial conditions of freedom or oppression, then in any particular territory any liberty, for any place, time and people and conditions, may either legally exist or not, or exist illegally or not. However, under exterritorial autonomy, all could contract for themselves constitutionally, legally and juridically precisely the kinds of liberties and rights, and degrees of them, which they, among themselves would find most attractive. And people would also be free to remain neutral towards certain liberties or offences, like abortion or homosexuality or gambling etc. The "all or nothing rule" is thus closely tied to territorialist thinking. Free choice for all in all spheres. Release all creative energies and allow all people to make their own mistakes at their own expense and risk, even in adopting for themselves restrictions or denials of their own individual liberties, as long as they want them and can stand them. Freedom of choice means much more than freedom between two options only. The menues of political, economic and social liberties and self-restrictions could and should be as diverse as the menues in restaurants are, musical, sports, entertainment and travel and fashion and gardening and jewelry choices, at least until all significant choices and experiments have been thoroughly tried and recorded. Why not, when they are our most significant choices for a just, free, peaceful, prosperous and progressive existence? - J.Z. 26.7.92, 8.1.93, 10.12.03.

NEW & SECULAR PROTESTANTISM: The catholic and territorial aspirations and practices of all States, as secular hierarchies, ought to be replaced by protestant, competing, exterritorial and voluntaristic ones, or, in other words, by humanistic, ethical, atheistic and rationalistic groups which correspond to the real and extensive diversity of beliefs and disbeliefs that exist among individual people and their favourite choices. - J.Z., 9.10.88, 1.4.89, 11.12.2003..

NEW AGE POLITICS: "The new politics will speak for the millions - one by one." - Theodore Roszak, quoted by Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 232. - It should not only speak but act for them in this way, i.e. panarchistically. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

NEW CODE OF INTERNATIONAL LAW, BY JEROME INTERNOSCIA, 1910: Microfiched in PEACE PLANS Nos. 85 - 95, 1003 pages, 5657 paragraphs, in 3 languages, side by side, with alphabetical index. Ulrich von Beckerath considered this private code the best on minority rights and said that panarchies could readily adopt it with the provision that deviations from its rules should only be permitted when they are publicly and extensively and sufficiently justified. Compared with it the "international law" as passed by territorial governments is, in my opinion, largely only a law of warfare and respect for "territorial integrity", which is the very opposite of genuine integrity and justice. - J.Z., 28.8.04.

NEW CONSERVATIVE, THE:  April 1969, Australia, p. 13 : short disapproving (out of envy?) article on the toleration of polygamy in the U.K. by the Home Office. States that in Warley, Staffs. alone, no less than 500 immigrants have more than 1 wife. It appears that to that extent the old "capitulations" and personal law rules do still apply, i.e. the different marriage laws for different religions are respected. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

NEW MODEL OR REVIVED MODEL OF PANARCHISM OR POLYARCHY ETC.: We have to re-think all the old political, economic, military and social models, ideas, practices and principles - for they have led us to the present situation. - J.Z., 6.4.89. 
NEWELL, R.K.: Self-Government of Reasonable Beings, plan 165, page 41, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. But an ideal expressed only in very general terms will usually not lead to further thoughts, far less to corresponding concrete actions. - Even individual sovereignty and individual secession is too hard to imagine for most people. Some apply it e.g. only to driving licences and car registration. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

NEWS DIGEST INTERNATIONAL: September 1977, p. 38: The Russian Empress Catherine II granted some 27,000 settlers, mostly from Hessen and the Palatinat, by means of her manifesto of 1763 and for settlement in the lower Volga region: freedom of religion, self-government, control of their own schools and freedom from military and other State services.  - Local autonomy in czarist Russia!

NICHOLLS, DAVID: Three Varieties of Pluralism, 1974, 121, here only a panarchist comment by John Zube, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.

NIGERIA, TERRITORIALISM, TRIBALISM, ETHNIC CLEANSING, ATROCITIES, MASS MURDERS: In the DVD movie “Tears of the Sun”, undated on its case, it is mentioned that Nigeria, at least then, had already 120 million people and that they were divided into over 250 different ethnic groups, often so antagonistic to each other that people were murdered merely for going to a different church. The people of missions and whole villages were indiscriminately slaughtered. Forcing all these people under one territorial regime was, certainly, a recipe for atrocities. But no “liberation” or decolonialisation effort or current political conference considered the exterritorial autonomy alternative for voluntary communities. The price for this omission by territorialists is paid daily, in blood, rape, torture, destruction or looting, hunger, unemployment, poverty and sickness. – Whoever does not think sufficiently will have to take the consequences and should become aware of them. – These victims, obviously, were not free to decide upon their own living conditions but were rather subjected to the decisions of others – who simply had no other use for them than extreme abuse. - J.Z., 21.3.05.

NO IMPOSITIONS: Panarchies are no impositions upon anyone but just extremely liberal and at the same time moral and utilitarian frameworks for everyone's favourite options. They allow everyone's options to be tolerantly and freely practised, among volunteers, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy, i.e. without interference by  ???? (non-members?)

NO SIMPLE SOLUTIONS? “There is no underlying simplicity to war and politics, much as Marxists and others dream of finding one.” – David Brin, ANALOG, April 27, 1981, p. 154.  Territorialism and Compulsory membership are two such single and simple factors. Collective responsibility notions and practices are a third one. Monopolization of war and peace decisions is another. So is monetary despotism, as opposed to monetary freedom and the suppression of human rights instead of their realization. Also collective responsibility notions and practices. – Imagine our kind of bread or cake or drink would be centrally prescribed for all, under threat of treason trials if we dared to make our own, to our own satisfaction. At most we would have one vote among millions on which kind of nourishment is to be imposed upon all for the next territorial government period. Do not try to tell me that such territorial interventionism would not cause much friction. We have therefore abolished it for millions of private decisions, alas, without abolishing it as well in the few but significant spheres where territorial decision-making still causes major troubles, even endangers the very survival of man. If people were open-minded in every respect, really motivated by major problems, able and willing to see, here, read and study, they would soon come to want to look at the other side of the coin, that which shows territorial sovereignty on the one side, that is before them, face up. They would want to explore, rather than continue to ignore their exterritorialist and voluntary options, the other side of this coin. Alas, most of us are descendants of slaves or serfs and just try to make the best out of our present situations, even if that means “dancing at the edge of a volcano”. – We can’t do much, as yet, about the eruptions of volcanoes but we could do much to prevent the frequent eruptions of territorial statism and the constant stench and poisons emanating from them. – J.Z., 11.1.99, 7.9.04.

NON-COERCIVE GOVERNMENTS, NON-COERCIVE TOWARDS NON-MEMBERS, I.E. ALL THOSE WHO DID NOT VOLUNTARILY JOIN THEM OR DID SECEDE FROM THEM, COMPARED WITH FOOTBALL CLUBS & OTHER SPORTS: Do such non-coercive governments ( towards outsiders ) exist? For precedents you have to look no further than to your nearest Rugby League or Rugby Union Clubs. They do all organize violence- but by members and to members only, and to members of voluntarily competing clubs, who similarly subscribe to violence as a "game", a violence that leaves non-combatants unhurt.  - Tennis players, golfers swimmers and other sportsmen are not conscripted. They have sorted themselves out according to their preferences and in this respect they are already panarchists, although unconscious ones and do keep the peace with practitioners or viewers of other sports. - Is there something fundamentally different between football clubs and coercive governments? I see their only fundamental difference as consisting in voluntary membership, which also means non-territorial rule ( apart from ownership or lease of playing fields ) and which leads, automatically, to voluntary taxation or dues and fees. Coercive governments are just bigger football clubs with COERCIVE membership which use us as footballs and tax slaves  and a whole country as their playing fields and do not make escape easy or dependent upon their discretion. Moreover, territorial governments attack their own subjects with police forces, laws, courts, bureaucrats or and other governments and their subjects militarily. Football clubs confine their violence to volunteers on football fields. But mind you, governments, internally, only abuse dissenters and nonconformists in this way.. For their voluntary members they offer jolly good shows and they should be recognized by as such FOR THEM. However, their voluntary members should no longer be granted any powers, monopolies and privileges over dissenters that opted out form under them. - Panarchists merely want states and free societies to be run as differently and tolerantly as sports clubs are: Football for some, cricket, tennis, golf gymnastics, weight lifting, running or swimming, etc. for others, each according to the own preferences. See: Voluntarism, Voluntary Membership.

NONCONFORMISM OF EVERY KIND & DEGREE FOR EVERY KIND OF NONCONFORMIST: But this liberty, too, naturally only at the expense and risk of those nonconformists, who want to do their own things to or for themselves.  How long it would take them to learn from their own mistakes would also be up to them. Their fate should be in their own hands – not in the hands of any outsiders, whom the nonconformists have left alone. – J.Z., 12.1.99.

NONCONFORMISM: "And they are no longer willing to conform. - These rising forces feel instinctively that the coming events require a political structure that is capable of guaranteeing law and justice. They sense, often subconsciously, that the Jacobin regimes created by the French Revolution are incapable of doing so, as they continually lead to an arbitrary exercise of power. The search for new concepts has begun. ..." - Otto von Habsburg, The Social Order of Tomorrow, 39.

NONCONFORMISM: Nonconformism is a virtue, not a vice, in most instances. Thus it should not be generally outlawed.

NON-GEOGRAPHICAL SECESSIONISM & ASSOCIATIONISM: 

NONINTERFERENCE: Tolerant people "make a religion of not interfering with each other." - J. R. Wilson, The Side of the Angels, Collins, London, 1968, p. 86.

NONINTERVENTION: See PAUL, RON, on Iraq, where at least he proposes 3 different communities.

NON-VIOLENCE & VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP: To eliminate the violence inherent and consequent upon our statist territorial organizations, within them and between them, we ought, first of all, to make state membership as voluntary as church membership is or ought to be. - J.Z., 3.9.91, 13.1.93. 

NON-VIOLENCE VS. VIOLENCE & THE USE OF FORCE UNDER PANARCHISM, DEFENCE VS. AGGRESSION:  While panarchism favours non-violence and voluntarism, it does not declare them to be absolute values in all situations. It distinguishes between violence and voluntarism used in aggression (acts against genuine individual rights and liberties) from rightful force, defensively used against aggressors, and, as far as possible, against aggressors only, whether the aggressors like that or not. It is the aggressors who ought to become non-violent and who ought to try to spread their ideas only by voluntary means. It is obvious that for all creative, productive, innovative attempts one should use only voluntary supporters and towards others only persuasion. But defensive actions in support of basic rights and liberties – and still respecting the basic rights and liberties of those not participating in an aggression, may use rightful force, rightful weapons discriminatingly used. Not e.g., mass murder devices or methods. Territorial governments are wrong in using violence aggressively against dissenters in what these governments claim to be their territorial monopoly. Such claims can be rightly resisted also by defensive force. However, such force should only be used as a last resort and, as far as possible, non-violent means like public secession declarations, appeals to the armed forces of a territorial regime, the proclamation of quite rightful peace aims, tax strikes, monetary revolutions, alternative and parallel institutions could and should be utilized to reduce armed clashes to a minimum and, ideally, avoid them altogether. – J.Z., 14. & 17.1.05. 

NON-VOTING & NOT RUNNING FOR OFFICE: Ignoring the State is what most Americans do during their voluntary elections, by not voting or running for office. If they were given the voting options regarding taxation then many of them might go the whole way in ignoring the State while doing their own thing among and to themselves. - J.Z. 29.11.92, 3.1.93. - Let them make their own decisions at the own expense and risk. Obviously, decisionmaking by territorial politicians and bureaucrats only is very risky and very expensive. - J.Z., 9.12.03.

NORADOUNGHIAN, G.: Recueil d'actes Internationaux de I'Empire Ottoman, 4 vols., Paris, 1897-1903.

NORTON-KYSHE, JAMES WILLIAM: The history of the laws and courts of Hong Kong from the earliest period to 1898, Hong Kong, Vetch & Lee, 1971, 2 vols., on consular jurisdiction. - Here is another instance, of an extensive legal literature that has no or quite insufficient influence on the political thinking, actions and institutions of our times, just like the extensive atheist, libertarian and anarchistic literature of the last few centuries.  Without freedom to experiment with alternative institutions, ideologies and laws, the ideas of exterritorial autonomy have not sufficient power and the few historical and contemporary practices of it remain largely ignored by the mass media and the dominant "political science", just like religious liberty was ignored, for centuries, under the dominance of the Catholic Church. Moreover, all the sparks and fuel for a panarchistic chain reaction were never sufficiently brought together. A panarchist encyclopaedia could remedy that aspect, if combined with a complete bibliography, abstracts and review collection, comprehensive, cheap and permanent publishing of all related writings on alternative media and with private human rights drafts that include all these liberties, too. We must e.g. not only envision quite free juries as alternatives to the present government courts, although these, as Spooner described, might also lead the the rapid repeal or non-application of most of the oppressive laws. - J.Z., 2.9.04.  

NOTTEN, MICHAEL VON: An extract from Michael von Notten's essay: The Political Rationale for Free Zones in Europe, from: "FREEDOM IN OUR TIME", a collection of libertarian classics, ed. by Vincent E. Miller, 52, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.

NOZICK, ROBERT: Anarchy, State & Utopia. Here he describes his "meta-utopia" concept, closely related to panarchism: 8, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. On Meta-Utopia, 17, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585.

NUCLEAR WAR PREVENTION: Extracts from : "An ABC Against Nuclear  War",  PP 16-18, 1975, later re-fiched in PP 16-17 and also digitized, by J. Zube, pages 77 - 88. From: "Action, freedom of" to: "Enemy, wrong ideas on -". , in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - The whole book is now on www.exterritorial.net and also accessible through www.panarchism.net  - Nukes are just another immoral idiocy of territorial governments - and depend on territorialism being continued. Why continue it, when it has nothing to offer us than "blood, sweat and tears"?

NUCLEAR WAR PREVENTION: Why Would the Basic, Libertarian and Constitutional Reform advocated by this Publication Prevent Atomic War, Stop the Nuclear Arms Race and Make almost Everyone Interested in One-sided Nuclear Disarmament? Plan 221, pages 30 - 35,., in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. (One of several attempts to sum up my book on the subject. - J.Z.)

NUCLEAR WAR THREAT & PANARCHISM:  Panarchism is the only political philosophy and practice that can drag us out of the nuclear mess. Nevertheless, some libertarians manage to ignore it and the nuclear threats and thereby confirm the worst myths and fears of collectivists. With nuclear “weapons” one cannot commit tyrannicide, i.e., hold criminals individually responsible, without also killing thousands to millions of his victims. The ABC mass murder devices, by their very nature, when used, apply the wrongful “principle” of collective responsibility.  To use an analogy:  It is as if the police, in the pursuit of some armed bandits within a city were to use heavy artillery bombardment or area bombing  against those city districts in which they suspect the criminals to hide. To re-examine their nuclear faith, I would like these “libertarians” and “defenders” of  liberty to at least read Murray N. Rothbard’s short essay: War, Peace and the State, if not my own ABC Against Nuclear War, in PEACE PLANS 16/17. If panarchism were to mean that we would have to permit all the fans of ABC mass murder devices and of nuclear power plants to build and keep them, then I would come to oppose panarchism myself. Fortunately, it is the best means to release and organize all the anti-nuclear energies, to destroy the powers, motives and fears making for nuclear war between territorial States and panarchies would even destroy obvious targets for nuclear weapons and the secrecy required to build them and keep them in readiness. Under panarchism nuclear “strength” or strength in other indiscriminate mass murder devices would become one of the characteristics by which “leaders” would be defined as tyrants, which invite and justify tyrannicide. – J.Z., n.d. & 7.1.99.

NUCLEAR WAR THREAT & PANARCHISM: See especially my second peace book: An ABC Against Nuclear War. - Panarchism would abolish the major preconditions for all wars, civil wars and revolutions. - "Perhaps most important of all, panarchism would do away with the threats arising from the mere existence of ABC mass murder or anti-people devices and of territorial governments able and willing to use them. E.g. no nuclear targets would remain nor any war and peace making monopoly. Motives and means for conducting international wars would tend to disappear and almost everybody would gain a personal interest in becoming also a disarmament inspector against the build-up of ABC mass murder devices by anyone, anywhere and at any time. Imagine the almost general outcry of all kinds of religious and non-religious people if the Roman Catholic Church and the Protestant Churches tried to arm themselves with nuclear "weapons" against each other. Everybody would realize that his own fate would then be at stake and that of mankind. No nuclear strength advocates would then get far with such an aspiration. Most religious people, today, would not even entertain such a notion in the first place. It would be too obviously wrong, self-defeating and absurd. On this aspect consult especially my book "An ABC Against Nuclear War", reproduced in PEACE PLANS 16-18." - J.Z. to Joe Toscana, March 96. -- Man must now be organized in a way to minimize the risk of nuclear war. Panarchism provides that organizational framework. It does not restrict any rightful aspirations, not even any wrongful and useless or destructive ones - provided, they are so only within the own sphere, among volunteers, i.e. at their own cost and risk only.

NUCLEAR WAR THREAT: Secede from all nuclear popes. - J.Z., 13 Sep. 89.

NUCLEAR WAR THREAT: The idea of the territorial "state, not society, is responsible for the design, development, and utilization of the atomic bomb." - Felix Morley, State and Society, in Templeton, The Politisation of Society, p. 82. - Amended by J.Z. 4.6.92. (If you are really interested in the original version - look it up yourself. I am not your servant! - Probably I just added "territorial", as I have often done in other cases. - J.Z., 10.12.03.                                                 

NUCLEAR WEAPONS: Linked to Teritorialism, 16, 22, 33, 49, 63, 70, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

NULLIFICATION: “The alleged right of a state of the Union to declare an Act of Congress inapplicable, null and void, and without force or effect, within its own borders.” Footnote 6 of: C. Gordon Post, in his introduction to: “John C. Calhoun. A Disquisition on Government and Selections from the Discourse”, The Liberal Arts Press, New York, 1953, page XI.  Under: “State Rights and Nullification” Post wrote: “Nullification developed as a concomitant of the doctrine of state rights, which, in turn, had its genesis in the question of the nature of the union. Was the union intended to be a consolidated republic or a confederation of sovereign and independent states bound together by a formal compact, namely, the Constitutions. … The most extreme statement of the doctrine, for example, held to the notion that the states did not relinquish their sovereignty when they agreed to enter the Union. …” – Nullification power for dissenters and the right for them to associated in voluntary communities that are exterritorially autonomous! Nullification power transferred from States to individuals! A consistent geographical secessionist and decentralist would, finally, arrive at individual secession, too. – J.Z., 30.9.04 & 17.1.05. 

NUMBER OF MINORITY GROUPS IN PRESSENT TERRITORIAL STATES: The "unified" territorial States like to pretend that they are really unified. The figures for their minorities do usually prove the contrary. Even their temporary majorities are usually made up of several minorities.

NUMBERS: The enormous variety of human beings and other living things. No two people are alike and yet the assumption is that as single and legally imposed "culture" would be suitable for all human beings in a territory. Sufficient awareness of this variety would, inevitably, lead many people towards panarchism for human beings. Territorial States, like exclusive territorial churches, are not institutions that are natural for human beings. - See my file on this, which has still to be transcribed, edited and published to counter the unity and uniformity spleens. - J.Z.

NURSERIES FOR ADULTS: If you want to remain in the nurseries for adults provided by national territorial "welfare" States, you should be free to do so - at your own continued risk and expense. But if you have mentally grown up and are willing to risk and finance your own experiments, with like-minded people, then you should become free to opt out of these nurseries, to begin an adult and independent lifestyle, in your self-chosen or self-made "utopia". - J.Z., 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

NYGH, P.E.: Conflict of Laws in Australia, 4th ed., Butterworths, 1984, indexed, 548pp, $ 49 in 1987. - At least the lawyers and publishers could make money out of conflicting personal laws and territorial laws. - J.Z., 3.2.1999.

NYS, E.: Le Droit International, 3 vols., Bruxelles, 1912.

OATH ON HUMAN RIGHTS: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON: On Panarchy.

OBJECTIONS AGAINST TOLERANCE: I for one am intolerant even of mere objections against tolerance. People who would argue even against tolerance should be stopped with a big stick! Or at least ignored and ostracised and never be given any offices and powers with one's consent.  - J.Z., On Tolerance. 

OBJECTIONS TO PANARCHISM: One is frequently reminded of the old legend (on Hercules?) of the Hydra, a monster equipped not only with many dangerous heads but the ability to fast regrow and even double each of them as soon as it was chopped off. Similarly do popular prejudices, myths and errors obstruct the fight for truths like the panarchistic ones. In the legend it was sufficient to immediately burn the neck of the chopped off head to prevent its regrowth. An as efficient encyclopaedia of the best refutations of popular errors etc. has still to be provided. Laws and bureaucrats have similar powers to the Hydra, at least until individuals are free to secede from them, chopping off their individual support and escaping their special powers,  permanently. We need full liberty for all who would rather do without these burdens & monsters. – J.Z., 22.8.93, 9.1.99. - While panarchism is contrary to many long established prejudices, it does have the advantage that specific objections against it are still rare, simply because panarchism is not yet widely known. But all of the usual old saws against any innovative proposal are bound to be advanced against it as well. - J.Z., 7.9.04.

OBJECTIONS TO PANARCHISM: Uniformity, Unity or Strength are required. Equality of all before THE Law. One Law for All. One Government for All. It would mean Anarchy or Chaos. Centralization vs. Decentralization. Majority Decisions Seen as Justified by Collectivised, Monopolistic & Territorial Voting. Representation Fallacies. "A country must be run." Common Interest. Public Interest. Public Affairs vs. Private Affairs. National Security. The Law. The Constitution. The Courts. The Country. The People. The Enemy. Limited Government. Anarchism. Libertarianism. All Ideals seen as being suitable for all and as having to be applied to all, e.g. free choice for abortions or prohibition for abortions. Wars against drug use or alcohol or tobacco. Freedom of action, freedom to experiment seen only in limited forms. Statism. Fear of Freedom. History seen only as a history of Territorialism.  - See letter by Amber Pawlik [Capitalist], January 16, 2002, from an objectivist point of view, quoted in letter by Christian Butterbach, of 6 July 04.

OBJECTIONS TO PANARCHISM: Seeing that these ideas and practices are so old, also so right and useful, why haven’t the conquered the world as yet? See my recent letter on this to Richard C.B. Johnsson & also my presently still unfinished paper on panarchism and peace.  In our world, alas, rightful and rational ideas were never the only and main guides to actions. – We still live in an age where even religious freedom is still not fully realized everwhere, where national aggressions still happen and genocidal civil wars, where not even sexual freedom is fully realized and where tribute gathering and loot sharing are institutionalized. We have not even collected and cheaply and published all the best ideas and experiences as yet.  We are still very far from living in an enlightened age, since e.g. “ideas” of Big Brother or of a God still dominate all too many heads. - J.Z., 7.1.05.

OBLIGATION, WILL, LAW, CONSENT, CONTRACT, INDIVIDUALISM, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY & PANARCHISM: "Wer legt mir nun in diesem Vertrag (dem Staatsvertrag) das Gesetz auf?"... "Offenbar ich selbst.".... "Kein Mensch kann verbunden werden, ohne durch sich selbst: keinem Menschen kann ein Gesetz gegeben werden, ohne von sich selbst. Laesst er durch einen fremden Willen sich ein Gesetz auferlegen, so tut er auf seine Menschheit Verzicht und macht sich zum Tiere; und das darf er nicht." - Fichte, Beitrag ..., S. 79. ( Whoever subjects me to the law in this State contract? ... Obviously, I do it myself. No one can be obliged except through himself. To no one can a law be given by someone else. If he would permit the imposition of a law upon him by someone else, then he would renounce his humanity and reduce himself to an animal. And that he may not do.)

OCCUPATION FORCES, THEIR EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY: “Incredible Privileges … ” of occupation forces or allies, in 1966 in Germany & Taiwan: 

“The foreign troops … have their own police forces, their own courts, fiscal privileges, customs officials, postal services, even rights of the hunt, … Many … institutions & services are closed to Germans in their own country.” – Peace Research Abstracts Journal, ref. no. 32 399.

That a whole country is a collectivist “property” of all its inhabitants is still believed by many libertarians. – J.Z., 9.12.04. 

“An agreement has been signed between the Chiang and the Johnson Governments settling the status of US forces on Taiwan, allowing extraterritorial rights, etc.” – Ibid, ref. no. 29902.

OFNER, FRANCIS:  Two Citizenships for Soviet Jews, Christian Science Monitor, 8/5/1971: Israel citizenship is to be granted to Russian Jews by a special act of the Israel parliament - in order to facilitate their emigration. (The Nazis also tended to extend their concept of citizenship (Volksdeutsche) to people of German descent in other countries and made great efforts to return them to the "home land". Apparently, they thought that oppressing, exploiting and killing such people was to be a monopoly of the German government. - J.Z.)

O'KEEFE, STEPHEN: On Panarchy, 49, in PEACE PLANS No. 505.

O'LEARY, DE LACY: A Short History of the Fatimid Khalifate, London, Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co, 1923.

OLIGARCHY, ELITES MINORITY RULE & PANARCHIES: The iron law of oligarchy : "Many of them did recognize that any large centralized organisation would invariably be controlled by a small, often self-perpetuating and self-interested oligarchy; ..." - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, p. 7. - Voluntaryist and exterritorial bodies from which individuals may freely secede and which are in free competition with each other, should be distinguished from centralized and territorial organizations with compulsory membership. In panarchies abuses find a natural limit in the loss of members through individual or group secessions, whenever these members are sufficiently dissatisfied and do no longer hope to be able to reform the panarchy they secede from. - J.Z., 28.2.88, 2.4.89.

OLMSTEAD, C., ed.: Extraterritorial Application of Laws and Responses thereto, 1984, ESC Pub.U.K. (I would love a copy of that. Considering the number of legal titles on exterritoriality and extraterritoriality, lawyering would not get altogether out of style under panarchism. While territorialist "law factories" could no longer impose avalanches of "laws" of the worst type upon dissenters, a multitude of competing and decentralized rule making institutions would be established that, at least initially, might even outproduce the present law factories as far as numbers of acts and their pages are concerned. However, in the long run I would expect a great reduction of laws and their simplification to result. Sovereign consumers would not buy multitudes of complicated laws, that would interfere with their lives against their wills and that they would never find the interest, time and energy to read even once. Why should there be compulsory mass "consumption" of or obedience to laws that are mass produced by others? Why should we be compelled to hire and support a monopolistic set of politicians and bureaucrats? Is it in our or their interest?- J.Z.

OMNIPOTENCE OF GOVERNMENTS & TERRITORIALISM, WAR & INTERVENTIONISM: "It is useless to ban the Bomb. What we must ban is the ideology of war, which means the ideology of governmental omnipotence, of aggressive nationalism, of interventionism run riot." - William H. Peterson, "The Freeman", 8/76. - And we will not understand these and their peace-promoting freedom alternatives, until we have come to understood the difference between territorial and exterritorial individual sovereignty, i.e., between coercive and voluntary memberships in political bodies and economic and social systems. - J.Z., 9.1.93.

ON PANARCHY: Volumes I - XXIV, in the PEACE PLANS series of Libertarian Microfiche Publishing, on 24 microfiche, of which only PP 429 has been digitized so far. The contents list of this still incomplete series and a still incomplete list of supplementary panarchist works in the PEACE PLANS series has been integrated in this A-Z listing.

ONE MAN REVOLUTIONS: "Every revolution evaporates, leaving behind only the slime of a new bureaucracy." - Franz Kafka. - Apparently, Kafka, too, had only considered territorial revolutions and ignored the option of one-man revolutions that are made possible by exterritorial autonomy for volunteers. -  J.Z., 12.6.92, 14.1.93.

ONE MAN REVOLUTIONS: "I bid you to a one-man revolution. The only revolution that is coming." - Robert Frost, Build Soil - A Political Pastoral, 1932. - Did he anywhere become more explicit on this? Did he have only rural retreatism and self-sufficiency in mind? - J.Z., 14.1.93.

ONE WORLD, WORLD STATE, WORLD FEDERATION, WORLD UNITY? Rather all the voluntary and autonomous worlds of 6,000 million sovereign individuals, however, wherever and to what extent and purposes they want to group and associate themselves, exterritorially autonomous, more or less concentrated in certain areas or decentralized in their own personal network systems and alternative societies. No one's supposedly ideal world scheme to be forced upon anybody. To each the government or free society of his or her dreams, provided it is merely a competitive world state or federation - one for its voluntary members only. - J.Z., 15.8.91, 13.1.93, 17.9.04.                                                      

ONE-MAN-CANTONS: The proposal for them was cheerfully received at a Libertarian Supper Club meeting in LA, 1990 or 1991, when "South Africa - the Solution", was discussed.

ONE-MAN-REVOLUTIONS: Each member of the remaining and only exterritorially autonomous States, intentional communities and free societies could engage in a "one man revolution" regarding his own affairs via individual secessionism. - No one would have any longer a licence to revolutionize or reform the affairs of any others against their will. - Thus, with each free to live according to the own tastes, fashions and prejudices, the total amount of dissatisfaction, anger and frustration would be rapidly and continuously reduced.

OPEN COOPS: Monopolistic territorial nations should be turned into open cooperatives, which individuals may freely establish, join or leave. Apart from their pooled private property investments they should not possess any exclusive sovereignty over any territory but, nevertheless, full exterritorial autonomy over the affairs of their voluntary members, under personal constitutions, laws and jurisdictions of their choice. - J.Z., n.d. & 14.1.93. (Returns in Theodor Hertzka's "open cooperatives" are shared according to the labour and the investment input of members.)

OPEN SPACE OR CAGES - TO EACH AS HE DESIRES: Every man may cage himself, not others and he may opt out of his cage. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

OPINION MAKERS, RATHER THAN "MASSES" TO BE ENLIGHTENED FIRST: 27, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

OPITZ, EDMUND A.: Painting Government into a Corner, Essays on Liberty XI, 396-416, JZL. Page: 408: "Religion is to be free from political interference, just as we hope the other areas of life shall some day be free." - Page 412: "The totalitarian state must seek to destroy all lesser loyalties within it, just as it seeks to destroy religious loyalties above it; but in a free society, voluntary associations of all sorts flourish." - Even in democracies and republics all too many and very important individual and group choices have been preempted by territorialism. They have this in common with totalitarian regimes. - J.Z., 1.2.1999.

OPITZ, EDMUND A.: Peace and World Government, in Essays on Liberty, IV, also in PP 1012. In Essays, 14pp, 381: "The first steps to peace are in the direction of a voluntary society in which each person is free to direct his own energy so long as he allows the same right to others. There is not utopia in this direction, but in striving for a voluntary society we may at least avoid such debacles as now plague our world." - Any utopia can be developed in this way - for its supporters. And the voluntaristic framework, which also requires exterritorial autonomy, does itself constitute a kind of utopia, that of panarchism. In Nozick's point of view, still mixed up with geographical notions of an over-all limited government, it amounts to a "meta-utopia" for all kinds of utopias. - J.Z., 1.2.99.

OPPENHEIM, L.: International Law, 4th ed., London, Longmans,Green & Co., 1926-1928.

OPPONENTS: "I respect only those who resist me; but I cannot tolerate them." - Charles de Gaulle, quoted N.Y. Times magazine, 12 May 1966. - I tolerate only those who do not resist me but often I cannot respect the things they do to themselves. and them for doing it. - J.Z., 12.9.85. - I can sufficiently respect only those who do not attack my individual rights and liberties but merely try to realize their own, in their own ways, in their self-chosen and exterritorially autonomous communities. - J.Z., 14. 1.93.

OPPORTUNITIES & START-UP CHANCES FOR PANARCHISM:  Wars and the threat of war. Revolutions and the threat of them. Terrorism and the threat of them. Religious intolerance. Economic crises. Conscription. Taxation. See also under Startups.

OPT OUT FROM UNDER POLITICIANS & BUREAUCRATS: Don't remain clay or puppets in the hands of politicians and bureaucrats. Opt out. Do your own thing, to or for yourself. - J.Z., 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

OPT OUT, OPT IN, MAKE IT YOUR OWN CHOICE, RATHER THAN THAT OF A BUREAUCRAT, POLITICIAN OR THE ACCIDENT OF BIRTHPLACE: Opt out, into your favourite condition of freedom or the kind of unfree status that you prefer for yourself. - J.Z., 27.11.91, 13.1.93.

OPT OUT: "Go West, young man!" "Grow up, young man!" "Go up, young man!" "Opt out, young man!" "Grow very old, young man!" - All of these and other aims of young men and others can best promoted via individual sovereignty and individual secessionism combined with individual associationism, on the basis of exterritoriality. - J.Z., 29.11.90, 10.1.93.

OPTING OUT & IN: Let all nations, empires and other communities fail or succeed by the daily opting out and opting in of individuals, who are either dissatisfied with them or still hopeful for them. - J.Z., 14.8.88.

OPTING OUT & PANARCHISM: Politicians, judges and bureaucrats, quite unconstitutionally, illegally and injustly, often do opt out from under the constitutions, laws and juridical precedents they are supposed to uphold - but do not grant ordinary citizens the right to opt out from under them. - J.Z., 30.8.04.

OPTING OUT & SELF-RESPONSIBILITY & FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY: Only the constitutional, legal, juridical and tax option to freely opt out of all costs and benefits of so far coercive government schemes, will drive the true costs of all "free" schemes home to the remaining believers in them and will, finally, educate most of the remaining voluntary participants, too, into become financially mature, informed and self-responsible people, i.e. true human beings, rather than human sheep ("sheeple") or cattle. - J.Z., 7 Sep. 89, 10.10.89.

OPTING OUT VS. CONVENTIONAL VOTING: Vote A: you lose; vote B: you lose; don't vote at all: you lose. - Opt out! - J.Z. 10/74. -  That's the decisive vote for everyone.  - J.Z., 7.9.04.

OPTING OUT: Allow the unemployed, the tax victims, the inflation victims and any other deceived, oppressed or exploited or merely disappointed or dissatisfied individuals and group in any country - to opt out of all the relevant federal, state and local government policies, laws, constitutions, jurisdictions and bureaucracies, to do their own alternative things to and for themselves. All kinds of self-help experiments to become quite free, liberated by exterritorial autonomy under their self-chosen personal laws. Then many of these problems would very soon be solved - for the successful exterritorial autonomists, all volunteers. The solutions do already exist, in historical records and in theoretical studies, largely unrecognized and under the present system they cannot be freely tried or demonstrated by their believers. And the wrongful approaches can, likewise, not be sufficiently demonstrated as such, by being confined to their voluntary supporters. - J.Z., 10.10.91, 13.1.93. Among these the flawed systems would operate under optimal conditions, with unanimous consent, i.e. without internal opposition and thus their failures would be much more instructive. - J.Z. 7.9.0f.

OPTIONAL ASPECTS OF PANARCHIES: Quite optional for all the diverse panarchies would be e.g.: a) Whether their membership would be merely local or national or worldwide. b) The ism applied and organization forms, means and financial methods used. c) Whether they rule themselves by direct democracy, anarchist self-management, unanimity, egalitarian methods or various hierarchical systems or voting methods. d) Whether or not they make religions, race, customs or other features a condition of membership or consider them irrelevant. - - - Volunteer militias for the protection of individual rights and liberties, rightfully armed, organized, trained and motivated for rightful resistance methods only, locally organized, autonomous but also federated and fully respecting "soldier's rights", as well as trained in the duties or rightful resistance to wrongful orders, would at the same time be a common feature of most panarchies, with militia members recruiting themselves from most of them and, through the optional membership, also an optional feature for individuals and different panarchies. Some will hire or set up other protective associations. - - - In what is common to them and what is optional for them, internally and in their external relations, they differ so much that comprehension of a single of their rightful and necessary features and of their numerous optional ones does not lead, easily or soon, in most cases, to an understanding of their total difference, compared with existing States and of the potential of panarchies, now or in the future. Whoever favours e.g. religious liberty will not always understand every religious or atheistic etc. creed. Whoever favours e.g. free scientific experimentation (within the limits set by human rights and liberties of people who do not volunteer to participate), will not necessarily understand even a fraction of natural science, its philosophy, potential and past and current practices. With Panarchism and panarchy it is just about the same. It requires the same kind of revolution in our thinking, ideas, principles and actions as the introduction of religious tolerance and freedom for scientific enquiries did. But the rewards of this revolution could, easily, be much greater and lead to a much higher development of philosophy and science, too - apart from the achievement of peace, freedom and prosperity, perhaps longevity and other space habitats. I would not believe anyone who declared himself fully converted to panarchism after being exposed to such ideas for a few minutes or hours only. Some discover some gaps in their knowledge of panarchism and remaining doubts and reservations only after months or even years and many never think themselves deeply enough into this alternative world to become fully converted - but merely superficially and out of curiosity play with it for a while and then suffer a relapse or are repelled from it through their continued adherence to one or several long-established and popular prejudices. - For a "slogan" this kind of description is certainly too long but as a summary or capsule description it may not yet be long or complete enough. - J.Z., 3.7.89.

OPTIONAL GOVERNMENTS & SOCIETIES: See Competing Governments, Panarchies, Voluntary Governments.

OPTIONAL LAW: from Rex Gordon's "Utopia 239", Heinemann, London, 1955, plan 236, page 67, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

OPTIONS, FREE: Panarchies offer all options, not only left and right or centre ones or mere compromises, not only conservatism, status quo stagnation,  traditionalism or petrification, reactionary relapses or radical liberation for all, but these and all other options, all at the same time and in the same territories and even world-wide, but all of them only for all those who individually declared that they want them, and all only at the risk and expense of the voluntary participants. What more could anyone rightly ask for? What lesser state of affairs should anyone be complacent about? - J.Z., 27.9.91, 13.1.93, 7.9.04.

ORDER WITHOUT LAW: WHERE WILL ANARCHISTS KEEP THE MADMEN? - by John D. Sneed, JLS, I/2, 8pp. Hopefully, one day all such articles will find their way into my collection. Marks by myself. J.Z., 197, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.  - See: SNEED.

ORDER, CHANGE, PANARCHISM & PROGRESS: “The art of progress is to preserve order amid change and to preserve change amid order.” – Alfred North Whithead.  – Panarchies would solve this problem by making laws and experimental actions a matter of personal choice. – J.Z., 21.11.95. – Let each learn and advance at his own speed and his own risk and cost. – J.Z.,  7.1.99.

ORDER, CHAOS & PANARCHISM: Panarchism will help us to escape the imposed "order" and the resulting chaos of territorialism into a natural order corresponding to the abilities, knowledge and ideals of all non-aggressive individuals trying to realize their own dreams at their own risk and espense. It will make political, economic and social experiments as voluntaristic and harmless as most artistic, culinary and scientific experiments are - to all but the voluntary participants. Precisely because the large-scale territorial experiments of conventional governments are so dangerous and expensive, in money and blood, all such public affairs experiments should, in future, be confined to volunteers only. Then their believers could only harm themselves, not doubters and dissenters: any non-members, anyone who seceded from them in time. The process could become as peaceful as that of diverse people engaging in diverse card or sports games or artistic competitions. Imagine the chaos that would result if parties struggled on the kind of uniform rations for all, according to their various dietary beliefs or convictions, instead of letting everyone pick from a menue or from the shelves of a self-service store, to fill his shopping cart with the items he thinks he needs or which are good for him. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

ORDER, SOCIAL ORDER: "For every social order must ultimately be genuinely constructive. All its members must have a stake in its existence." - Otto von Habsburg, The Social Order of Tomorrow, 21. - How could this be sufficiently realized without individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and voluntary associationism in exterritorially autonomous communities? - J.Z., 14.1.93.

ORDER, SPONTANEOUS ORDER: Hayek on self-ordering processes but short of an understanding how they would work in a panarchistic framework for free human beings: "For in fact we are able to bring about an ordering of the unknown ONLY BY CAUSING IT TO ORDER ITSELF. In dealing with our physical surroundings we sometimes can indeed achieve our ends by relying on the self-ordering forces of nature, but not be deliberately trying to arrange elements in the order that we wish them to assume. This is, for example, what we do when we initiate processes that produce crystals or new chemical substances (see previous section and also Appendix C). (J.Z.: One can look differently at this, as working with rather than against the basic laws of nature of free human societies. J.Z.) In chemistry, and even more in biology, we must use self-ordering processes in an increasing measure; we can create the conditions under which they will operate, (J.Z.: For instance the panarchistic framework) but we cannot determine what will happen to any particular element. Most synthetic chemical compounds are not 'constructible' in the sense that we can create them by placing the individual elements composing them in the appropriate places. All we can do is induce their formation. (J.Z.: After thousands of trial and error experiments, we might finally find the way in which it works well, to a sufficient degree, in most cases. That is a worthwhile knowledge and the experimental approach is worth knowing, too and how to largely replace it by mathematical formulas or computerized calculation and imitation.) - A similar procedure must be followed to initiate processes that will coordinate individual actions transcending our observation. In order to induce the self-formation of certain abstract structures of inter-personal relations, we need to secure the assistance of some very general conditions, and then allow each individual element to find its own place within the large order. ( J.Z.: That is exactly what panarchism tries to do but what Hayek has not considered for exterritorially, autonomously and voluntarily competing diverse human societies within the all-embracing human society.) The most we can do to assist the process is to admit only such elements as obey the required rules. This limitation of our powers necessarily grows with the complexity of the structure that we wish to bring into being." - Hayek, The Fatal Conceit, p.83. - I hold that to have overlooked the "exterritorial imperative" or freedom or social reform or revolution options constitutes our worst "fatal conceit" and it was shared by Hayek, although he came as close  to the truth as he did in the above. Adoption of the territorial monopoly and force model does inevitably muddle our thinking. - J.Z., 9.1.93. - Adoption of the central bank paper money and even of the gold redemption currency as an exclusive currency leads to similar fallacies, wrongs and mistakes. - J.Z., 7.9.04.

ORDER: "The only liberty I mean, is a liberty connected with order; that not only exists along with order and virtue, but which cannot exist at all without them." - Edmund Burke, Speech at Bristol. - But the order required may only consist, of the ordering principles of voluntarism, individual sovereignty, individual secessionism or panarchism, exterritoriality, full autonomy and recognition for the individual rights of others, to the extent that the others do claim them for themselves. - J.Z., 12/11/82, 8.4.89.

ORDERS, KNIGHTS, TEMPLARS, MALTESE ORDER: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy;  MALTESE, TEMPLARS.

ORGANIC CHANGE: "To disdain anything short of an organic change in thought or institution is infatuation. To be willing to make such changes too frequently, even when they are possible, is foolhardiness." - John Morley, On Compromise, 229. - Exterritorial, autonomous and individual and voluntary change is organic and natural change.- J.Z., 26.6.89.

ORTEGA, Questiones del derecho publico (Madrid. 1747), pp. 314 et seq. - Quoted in LIU, ibid, page 43. LIU adds: „In this connection, a nineteenth century survival of consular jurisdiction in Europe may be mentioned. The treaty of May 2, 1880, between Italy and Ethiopia, provided for the reciprocal exercise of con​sular jurisdiction in regard to criminal matters. After setting forth the rights of the Italians in Ethiopia, the agreement goes on to say: ‚Similarly, the Ethiopians accused of a crime committed in Italian territory shall be tried by the Ethiopian authorities.’ - Art. 12, State Papers, vol. lxxxi, p. 735.“   

OUTLAWRY: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.  – Instead of rulers declaring some of their victims to be outlaws, because they dared to resist, sometimes the victims of governments declared their rulers to be outlaws – and treated them as such. What a reversal of role-playing!  See Vehmic Courts. Alas, due to their secrecy and lack of competition they deteriorated, so that my old Encyclopedia Britannica mentions them only under lynch law! – J.Z., 27.12.04.

OVERBECK, ALFRED: Freiherr von, 1877-, Die Kapitulationen des Osmanischen Reiches, Breslau, Korn (C. Mueller), 1917, 34pp. (Ann Arbor)

OVERPOPULATION? 21, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - Any city is "over-populated", but so is any house without any garden. - J.Z., 20.1.99. - As Jim Peron indicates, e.g. in "Exploding Population Myths" a real and coming threat is, rather: Underpopulation. - Full freedom will lead to prosperity for almost all and with it to a stable and optimum population. - J.Z., 2.9.04. - Julian L. Simon wrote several excellent volumes against the overpopulation spleen and considers man to be the ultimate resource.

OVERTHROWING OR ABOLISHING ALL GOVERNMENTS? No government, not even the worst, which is at least wanted by some, should be overthrown for these people - by people who dislike that government. In other words, only the monopolistic, coercive and territorial features of any government should be abolished, not their voluntaristic and exterritorial remains. - J.Z., 8.2.89, 3.4.89.

OWEN, ROBERT, TERRITORIALISM CREATES LOCALIZED ANIMALS, IN COUNTRY OR STATE OR NATION-WIDE & GOVERNMENT-RUN PRISONS, ZOOS, CIRCUSES OR CONCENTRATION CAMPS: "Human beings, for example, even the best, are now all 'localized animals, peculiar to some of the innumerable districts into which irrationality has divided the world.'" - John Bowle, Political Opinions in the 19th  Century, p. 145, quoting from "A New View of Society ..." 1813, from a Justice of the Peace for the County of New Lanark, 76 pp, Everyman Edition: Robert Owen. As far as I have read him so far, he did not want to do away with this territorial conditioning but replace the existing one merely with his own more enlightened and humane one. - J.Z. 7.1.93.

OWENS, DAVID: in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.

OWENS, TOM, to ZUBE, JOHN: 14 August 1992, 4pp: 110, in PP 1539.

OWN AFFAIRS: You be the judge - on all your own affairs!

OWN THING, DOING THE OWN THING, INCLUDING GOVERNMENTAL & SOCIETAL INSTITUTIONS: "Jeder macht seins." - zitiert von Stefan Rabenau, 23.9.90. ( Each Does His Own.) Compare Stirner: The Ego and His Own.

P. or "CNAIDES", to ZUBE, JOHN: 22/8/1985, 113, 15/10/85, 117, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585.

P POTENCIES: P x 6 = PEACE, PROGRESS & PLENTY = PANARCHY, POLYARCHY & PERSONARCHY or:   P³ = P³ or 3 P = 3 P  = PEACE, PROGRESS & PLENTY  = Panarchy, Polyarchy  & Personarchy. or:  3 P = 3 P:  PANARCHY, POLYARCHY & PERSONARCHY = PEACE, PROGRESS & PLENTY. (Which makes much more sense to me than e.g. Ayn Rand’s A = A.) - Add further P’s, like pluralism, patriotism, practice, private power, popularity?

PACIFICATION, PEACE, DISSENT, RESISTANCE, TERRORISM, CIVIL WAR, WAR, ENEMIES, ALLIES, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM: Exterritorial autonomy for all dissenters will tend to pacify even your worst enemies and provide you with the benefits of experimental freedom in every sphere in which it has so far remained suppressed by territorial States. 

PACKAGE DEALS FOR GOVERNMENTAL & SOCIETAL SERVICES & PANARCHISM: Constitutions, social contracts and insurance contracts are mostly package deals as opposed to contracts arranging only for the supply of a single product or service, or a batch of them from self-service store shelves. Men have long been habituated to getting and paying for package deals with territorial governments. Once free to chose governmental or societal services for themselves they will still tend to continue the custom of package deals - but they will make sure that these come much closer to the kinds of deals they really want for themselves and are able and willing to pay for. These will be supplied by the panarchies (exterritorially autonomous communities) of their choice. It is conceivable that some will try to live without any such package deal, negotiating for each separate product and service separately with any of many competing suppliers. But that might increase their transaction costs. Even ordinary shopping is already a chore. But people might, e.g. negotiate separate package deals e.g. for health, insurance, transport, protection and communication purposes. In which direction development will go in the future is hard to say for sovereign consumers of public services, precisely because their freedom, their choice,  is involved. - J.Z., 17.9.04. 

PAEDOPHILES, HOMOSEXUALS, SADISM, MASOCHISM, DISCRIMINATION, NON-DISCRIMINATION, LIBERTARIANISM & PANARCHISM: This is, obviously, a very controversial subject still and the following is only my present and quite personal viewpoint: Voluntary communities opposed to either sexual activites would not accept or retain such people as members. They would also warn their own members and those of other communities of aggressive homosexuals and paedophiles in their neighbourhood, by publicizing black lists and hold them responsible for their victimizing actions. They might even systematically warn all potential victims or their guardians of the risk of association with people whose religion prohibits sexual relations but whose sexual nature does, nevertheless become often expressed in wrongful and secret sexual activities, especially those involving minors. For several years the mass media have been full of reports on numerous such crimes with victims, often going back for decades, if not for many generations, as "customary" as e.g. on Pitcairn Island, among a very small population. But adult homosexuals, only doing their things for or to themselves would not be their concern - unless they happen to be AIDS carriers & are also engaged in hetero-sexual activities with people who are not members of the homosexual communities. Then, depending upon how high or low they estimate the risk of non-sexual transmission of AIDS to be, they might engage in quarantine measures against members of homosexual communities. Or they might merely shun them or keep them under close observation, warning their potential victims. Class action suits against them would be considered and might be engaged in. When they consider, that they have suffered too much victimization from such groups then they might consider denying them work and residences in their neighborhood, as they might for e.g. habitual criminals. Even collective responsibility might be considered against those, who appear to be incurable offenders against involutary victims, under all kinds of excuses or self-rationalizations. They might then consider imprisoning or deporting them. They would certainly not try to keep silent on their presence in a local community or on the remaining other than sexual infection risk, however low it might be or might be considered to be and will not concede to all homosexuals equal rights or non-discrimination among the own members. They would not consider such activities as merely a private affair, subject to secrecy of such involvement for members of other communities. The membership lists of all communities would be open to public scrutiny. The various panarchies would have different rules on the age or degree of maturity required for their children to make their own sexual choices and would not simply accept the opinions and preferences of adult paedophiles and homosexuals and the immature preferences of their minor children in this respect as valid. The natural or adoptive parents, not paedophiles and homosexuals, are the guardians of the rights and interests of their children, no matter how much the paedophiles and homosexuals assert that they would really and truly love particular children. In cases of incest, too,  the rights of the victims come before the rights of the victimizers.  The paedophiles and homosexuals would have their own rules among themselves. But they would also have to allow their children or victims to secede from them and to join other communities, which frown upon both activities. Victim liberation and victim's choice in every sphere! No immunity, equal rights or recognition for victimizers. Masochism and sado-masochism in such voluntary communities would be tolerated - while in other voluntary communities such practices might be outlawed or simply ignored. Some to most libertarian communities would simply ignore homosexual activites that are not aggressive as private affairs, regardless of the non-sexual risks involved until these risks, too, do become intolerably large in the eyes of the beholders. Some would do the same even for paedophile activities, at least after the first puberty signs have appeared. Others would tolerate sexual activities among minors, if they are of a non-coercive type. Antagonism between such groups becomes maximized as long as they are forced to live together unter the same territorial system, laws and jurisdictions. The different attitudes, sytems and approaches in this sphere, too, must become free to separate themselves out, according to the preferences of the voluntary participants, allowing, ignoring or shunning those they disagree with and defending themselves against any aggressive actions. If, for instance, the AIDS virus changed and became much more infective then at least public toilets might have to become separate for AIDS carriers and others. Or other quarantine measures might then be adopted. By now territorial laws and administrations have in many countries rather privileged than restrained AIDS carriers, regardless of the wishes of those they might somehow endanger, even non-sexually (toilet seats, spittle, breath, mosquitos) all under the excuse of "non-discrimination" or that the otherwise involved costs would be too large, e.g. for different prisons, schools or hospital sections and ignoring the right of individuals, especially of parents, to discriminate in favour of the rights of their children. Maximum tolerance for rightful and harmless actions. Minimum tolerance for wrongful and harmful actions! - Will the paedophiles, homosexuals, Aids victims or fundamentalist Christian or Islamic homophobes now put out a contract on me, as being either too intolerant or not tolerant enough??? - PIOT, John Zube, 15.10.04

PALESTINE: See: ISLAM, ISRAEL, ARABS, JEWS, COSMOPOLITAN CITIES.

PALMER, TOM G.: Liberalism: Cosmopolitan or Nationalist? 3pp, from: HUMANE STUDIES REVIEW, 10/2, Spring 1996: 324, in PP 1689-1693. (False alternatives! Both - and much more - but only for those who like them! - J.Z.)

PAN-ANARCHISM: Pan-anarchism proclaims universal statelessness, cosmic anarchy, anarchy everywhere. - Pan-Anarchist Manifesto, in Paul Avrich, The Anarchists in the Russian Revolution, page 50. - That is exactly what is wrong with most anarchist credos. Such an aim would be rightful only if all people, everywhere and at all times were anarchists. Towards the vast majority of people, who are archists, it is merely a provocation, if not a declaration of war. An aim like: Anarchism for anarchists and archism for archists would not similarly provoke those who disagree with the anarchists. On the contrary, it could appeal to many dissenting minority groups among them and could lead to common liberation efforts with them, even, lastly, to the liberation of establishment people from all their dissenters. J.Z. 19.6.92, 6.1.93. - Traditionalist governments would usually only be all too glad to lose all their "trouble-makers" or those whom they consider to be fools or quacks or extremists. - J.Z., 17.9.04.

__________________________________________________________________________________________

PANARCHIES VS. STATES: An Extract from PEACE PLANS 870: pantcl05.mor

FURTHER PANARCHIST NOTES

FROM AND TO THE CONNECTION, No. 105, of 24 July 1982

It is not really worth taking any criticism of panarchism serious when it does not even see the fundamental differences between States and Panarchies, i.e. when it ignores the differences between

a) compulsory membership and subordination on the one side and and voluntary membership and subordination or voluntary membership in non-hierarchical organizations on the other side,

b) territorial organizations and exterritorial ones,

c) imposed territorial constitutions, laws, courts and their voluntarily chosen alternatives,

d) States that outlaw individual secession and Panarchies that are based on it and encourage it,

e) organizations that concentrate, in practice, in spite of all talk of "national" sovereignty, all their sovereignty in one or a few persons and organizations based on individual sovereignty,

f) organizations that permit a minority or a majority to dominate all others and organizations that organize full autonomy for all, even the smallest minorities, as well as for majorities and for any other kind of governmental
or free society arrangements that find voluntary supporters,

g) organizations that more or less establish a command economy, based on numerous monopolies and those that are inherently based on Free Trade and as much internal economic liberties as voluntary members understand and want for themselves,

h) organizations that establish and perpetuate central banking and those that would permit any kind of free banking alternative among their supporters,

i) organizations which impose taxes on unwilling taxpayers and organizations that would charge or collect levies only from their volunteers,

h) organizations that more or less centralize power territorially, in federati​ons, members States and local governments and those which maximize decentra​lization by extending it to exterritoriality for sovereign individuals and their voluntary minority groupings,

i) organizations that monopolize arms and military organization and training and those that try to encourage every decent citizen to arm, train and organize himself for the protection of his rights and liberties,

j) organizations that produce, keep in readiness and target mass extermination devices and those which have no need for such weapons because they have no targets, motives, means, or protection for them against their destruction by the targeted victims on all sides.

k) organizations that put the fate of millions into the hands of a few powerful decision-makers and supposed experts instead of allowing each and everyone with a minimum of rationality to make all the fundamental choices of his own life either directly himself or get them made exclusively by those whom he personally trusts and as long as he does,

l) organizations that merely offer hierarchical governments and organizational forms that would even permit all kinds of anarchic communities to be rea​lized among those who prefer them.

These are just some of many differences that critics ought to pay attention to if they want to be able to say something worthwhile on the subject. 

Beyond that, they must also be able to extrapolate upon consequences of such differences, able to recognize historical precedents for such fundamental organizational changes and become aware of at least of some of the plans for the transition period that have been so far advanced. 

If they do not pay any attention to such details then they are like the many literary critics who judge a book by its cover, and a play or a film by its name. 

Although I penned this critical note of critics of panarchism while having in mind the criticism of Diogenes "of Panarchia" in TC 92 p 44, I am convinced that it applies to most of the other criticism of panarchism that I have seen in The Connection or heard or seen otherwise.

PANARCHIES & A WORLD OF YOUR OWN: “You are lucky. You are in the best place. A world of your own.” – from the TV series: The Bill. – Like many dreams of ideals, the popular and all too general one of “a world of one’s own”, does not contain the steps towards its realization. Individual secessionism, exterritorial autonomy and voluntary State and community membership and the resulting "personal law" are among the most necessary steps towards this popular ideal – but are still very far from being recognized as such. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHIES & CHANGE: Panarchies, "to achieve non-disruptive change - change unaccompanied by wrenching social disruption and widespread human misery." - Willis W. Harman, "Transnational Perspectives", No. 3, 1988, p. 16. - See: One Man Revolutions.

PANARCHIES & FREE ENTERPRISES: Panarchies are the free enterprises or various cooperatives, partnerships or self-management enterprises of various ideallists regarding public affairs and panarchism constitutes the free market of politics, even for ideological opponents of free enterprises and free markets. - J.Z., 20.6.92, 7.9.04, 17.9.04.

PANARCHIES & GOVERNMENTS: Neither all governments nor all Panarchies are alike. Both can have all forms for their voluntary members. But with the significant difference, that only territorial governments do impose all their forms wrongfully also upon all of their involuntary members and subjects. -  J. Z., 24.2.1999, 7.9.04.  

PANARCHIES & ONE-PARTY STATES: One-party-states, too, - but ONLY for one-party-statists! - J.Z., 28.5.95, 7.9.04.

PANARCHIES & ORDER, SELF-ORDERING SYSTEMS, SELF-DETERMINATION, INDEPENDENCE, UTOPISM, FREE SOCIETIES, IDEALS, DEVELOPMENT, VS. CENTRALIZED & IMPOSED PLANNING & DIRECTION OR DICTOCRACIES: “For in fact we are able to bring about an ordering of the unknown only by causing it to order itself". – (Hayek?) Territorial States are, by definition, imposed systems, at least as far as their numerous and diverse dissenters are concerned, who live in the same territories and are subjected to the same constitutions, laws and jurisdictions. Thus they are the road to chaos, to oppression, war, revolutions, terrorism and poverty. -  In natural science, too, progress is obtained not by imposed but freely chosen and conducted experiments. No one can  rightfully and effectively control and release the creative energies of any other adult and rational individual than himself. – J.Z., 7.1.99. Rev. 8.12.03.

PANARCHIES & POLITICS: Panarchies would reduce all politics to that of voluntary institutions and actions. That would automatically abolish the present victimisation of millions of involuntary subjects. – Considering that even most of the temporary majorities (coalitions) are made up of minorities, the total number of the members of all minority groups, who would all greatly benefit from exterritorial and full minority autonomy, could well amount to the majority of all the subjects of the present territorial States. – J.Z., 20.5.98, 9.1.99.

PANARCHIES & QUICK & EASY FIXES: While panarchism, once widely realized, would be a quick fix for many major remaining evils, everywhere, there appears to be no quick fix for making most people aware of and appreciative of the potential of panarchism to help them in their rightful aspirations and to quickly spread the theory and practice of panarchism. Maybe the publication of many to all panarchistic texts, their abstracts, a bibliography, their reviews and an index to all of them, on the Internet and or on CD-ROMs, would help, together with FAQs and discussion and newsgroups on this subject. That remains to be seen. My own collection of panarchistic texts, correspondence and notes, on microfiche and in my PEACE PLANS series ON PANARCHY,  has not yet proven to be “the better mousetrap” and  “the path” to it. – Perhaps a questionnaire could help?  It might put up a dozen or several dozen questions like the following:  Do you know a territorial solution to the problem of  involuntary mass unemployment, inflation, poverty, war, civil war and terrorism? Have you considered the exterritorial alternative options for solutions?  - J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99. Are you opposed to others experimenting with possible solutions, if they would so at their own risk and expense? - J.Z., 8.12.03. - An ideas archive would naturally be a great help, so would the wide-spread practise of  flow chart discussions and the establishment of an encyclopaedia of the best refutations. – J.Z., 9.1.99. - See: Start-Ups, Questionnaire.

PANARCHIES & RELIGIOUS HIERARCHIES: Why should we tolerate our domination by any economic system or any political or social system by any territorial political hierarchy - any more than our domination by any religious hierarchy or exclusive State church? Freedom for dissenters and non-conformists in every respect. But freedom also for those who do not want to conform with the systems of dissenters and non-conformists. – J.Z., 25.11.93.

PANARCHIES & RELIGIOUS HIERARCHIES: Why should we tolerate political hierarchies any more than religious ones? Why should we allow any government, that has not our individual consent for this, to impose any economic, political or social system upon us? – J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99.

PANARCHIES & SEPARATION OF POWERS, TERRITORIALISM: Panarchies mean the maximum separation of powers, via individual sovereignty, expressed in individual and group secessionism, towards all territorial States and their territorial powers. Territorial sovereignty and powers do imply compulsory membership and subjugation, compulsory taxes and exclusive rule, unlimited sovereignty, including the power to wage aggressive wars and a monopoly for negotiating alliances and peace treaties. They have led to monetary and financial despotism, with mass unemployment, inflations and stagflations and corresponding impoverishment as a result. They have been massive obstacles to rapid growth and development. They have confined us to their own and all too limited and inefficient, also all too costly and slow  (because they are territorial) political self-correction means, misnamed "democratic" or "republican". We would laugh about them if we attempted to apply such territorial, political and monopolistic methods in technology, science, the arts and in our private lifestyles. However, so far we  were conditioned to believe that in politics, war and revolutions, government-made and -maintained crises,  anything goes, no matter how absurd, abusive, wrong and costly. Territorial politics and its consequences can be humanised and abolished only by taking the territorialist coercion and monopoly out of it: by introducing individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and minority autonomy and by a kind of international law that is based on individual sovereignty, individual rights and liberties, to the extent that free individuals want to claim them for themselves. - J.Z., 11.11.91, 13.1.93, 7.9.04.

PANARCHIES & SPORTS CLUBS: Different political, economic and social systems can peacefully coexist for their voluntary supporters in the same way as can e.g. the diverse sports clubs, hobby and craft groups, all peacefully doing their own things. – J.Z., 12.1.99.

PANARCHIES & STATES: A  government from which all dissenters, who are peaceful, i.e., non-invasive and non-criminal citizens, can freely secede (to do their own things for or to themselves, at their own expense and risk), is by definition not a monopolistic, territorial and coercive government (one imposing a constitution, laws, jurisdiction and police and penal system). Then it is reduced to being a voluntary association, one that is only exterritorially autonomous rather than territorially sovereign.  Such a competing government's flaws should not be mixed up with those of most of the existing governments, that is, with all but e.g. the Vatican and the Order of the Maltese. In other words, not all the numerous flaws inherent in territorial governments, whether these are dictatorial, republican or democratic, should be automatically ascribed to Panarchies.  Panarchies would greatly differ from all those territorial states aptly described as warfare states and this merely by their voluntary nature and confinement to exterritorial autonomy and personal laws.- J. Z., 1.1.1999.

PANARCHIES & THE MARKET:  “… the conception of a self-organizing structure began to dawn upon mankind, and has since become the basis for our understanding of all those complex orders which had, until then, appeared as miracles that could be brought about only by some super-human version of what man knew as his own mind.” – Hayek,  The Fatal Conceit, 47, in discussing the market. -  Alas,  free contracts, consumer sovereignty,  free exchange,  voluntary associationism, exterritorial autonomy and individual secessionism,  the bundle of very basic liberties here called “panarchism”, was NOT favored by Hayek in the sphere which he wanted to be retained as the exclusive hunting preserve for what he called constitutional governments. He remained an advocate of  "limited" government, although their application to a whole territory was to be unlimited. In that respect his limited governments were also totalitarian, without constitutional authority from each and everyone of their subjects.  Panarchistic governments or societies that are only exterritorially autonomous and subject to non-territorial individual and group secessionism, are similar to private business enterprises. They grow, stagnate or decline subject to individual free choices.  Their laws are individually accepted rules or personal laws. They have no involuntary subjects, apart from criminals  that had infringed the rights and liberties of  the voluntary members.  They are the main kinds of organizations for our times upon which just, free, peaceful, prosperous, progressive and secure societies can be founded. They are bound to advance, for the benefit of  their members, like competing free enterprises – unless they make too many mistakes and thus lose members and customers and finally disappear or shrink to harmless proportions. - J.Z., n.d. - The need for some deterrent examples will, probably, always remain - for "each new generation is like a new invasion of barbarians". - J.Z., 7.9.04, 18.9.04.

PANARCHIES & THE SEPARATION OF POWERS: The former territorial State powers would not merely be separated into the usual three branches, all of them still all too powerful and insufficiently separated, but the exclusive territorial powers would be divided among many competitors, all only with voluntary support. Whether the former division of powers or any other or none would be practised within each of the resulting and freely competing panarchies, that would be up to their voluntary members and the constitution they agree upon. Already with the first freely seceding panarchist the former territorial government would be transformed into a panarchy itself, for the remaining members, as long as they remain, while free to secede, must then be seen as volunteers, too and the powers of the former territorial government are then confined to these, its volunteers, as long as they do not also secede from it. - J.Z., 11.12.03, 7.9.04.

PANARCHIES & THEIR PACKAGE DEALS: Panarchies would, as a rule, offer wanted package deals of political, economic and social services to their voluntary members and taxpayers. However, some panarchies might only offer a single insurance or protection service to their members, because they do not want any other, e.g. only a militia service or an ideal jury system or an ideal arbitration system. In this cases the difference between a free enterprise or voluntary and competitive corporation service and a government service would disappear. While most people are still statists and accustomed to package deals embracing quite a number of "public services", offered by the same monopolistic dealer, I imagine that most individuals, once freed from their ties to this monopolistic and territorial dealer, will still make package deals for themselves, with their preferred provider. Only gradually will they opt out of more and more of these service deals from single suppliers and adopt more and more market relationships, i.e. free trades for various services from more specialized and competitive suppliers. In other words, their remaining and more or less limited governments will become more and more limited. - Compare the prolonged existence of the Catholic Church, even in the face of competition from atheists, agnostics, rationalists, free thinkers and humanists. It does not persecute and exterminate heretics any more und stands up as defender even of the unborn. Are quite individualistic and enlightened world views, philosophies and their radical practices to be expected immediately or very soon? The speed of individual enlightenment will probably be maximized by panarchistic membership and experimentation, as it was by religious liberty. -J.Z., 13.1.93. - But among the masses it might still proceed only rather slowly. However, packade deals do have their economic attractions, like special discounts for good customers. They would appeal to gurus, prophets and other "great leaders" and their followers. - J.Z., 10.12.03, 7.9.04, 18.9.04.

PANARCHIES AS SCHOOLS OF LIVING: The capacity of man for misunderstanding man appears to be almost unlimited. All the greater is the importance of personal political and economic independence, including full exterritorial autonomy, for the individual and the volunteer communities of individuals. One learns better from the own mistakes, suffered only by oneself, than from the mistakes made by others. When one was free to act autonomously and among like-minded people only, then one will be much less inclined to lay blame for the own mistakes upon non-members and more inclined to accept the responsibility for them oneself. - J.Z., Feb. 88, 3.4.89, 7.9.04.

PANARCHIES EVEN FOR NAZIS & SOVIETS? Among their small numbers of volunteers and exterritorially and autonomously organized, acting only among themselves, i.e. without victimizing any dissenters, who are not their members, i.e. acting undisturbed (without providing them with any "martyrs"), even Nazis could get finally out of their systems e.g., their leadership and followership urges, their racist and conspiracy spleens, their myth of being chosen people, their power and strength notions, their discipline and subordination and obedience prejudices, their command economy notions and, thereby and gradually, almost everything that so far made them aggressive against outsiders - - and also their ways of "thinking" or rather reacting, in many if not in most cases, sooner or later. However, I would not trust them far enough to allow them to own and bear arms, train and organize themselves in their use - until they have rehabilitated themselves by acting self-responsibly only, at their own risk and expense. I.e., I would put them, at most, on parole. In fully free competition, practised all around them, by other panarchists, they would soon and obviously be outdone in almost every sphere by others and would thus tend to develop rather an inferiority complex than a superiority complex. Mere persuasion will not convert these true believers. But let THEM suffer, them exclusively, under their own beliefs, that might do the trick for them and other totalitarians or "fundamentalists".- J.Z., 25.5.89, 10.10.89. - How could they go on, e.g., blaming "the Jews", "the Gypsies", the "international plutocratic conspirators" etc., when there would not be a single one left among them, all having defected to free societies, and all the actions of the Nazis were internally quite free and their consequences could only be blamed on their own decisions? - J.Z., 19.9.04. 

PANARCHIES VS TERRITORIAL STATES: Voluntary vs. compulsory membership. Exterritorialism vs. territorialism. Autonomy of individuals and groups, based upon individual sovereignty, vs. geographical sovereignty, in practice that of a few. Individual secessionism vs. geographical secessionism or compulsory territorial unity. Voluntary, i.e., individualistic federalism vs. geographical and collectivist federalism. - J.Z., n.d.

PANARCHIES VS. BUREAUCRACIES: "Bureaucracies are beautiful mechanisms for the evasion of responsibility and guilt." - Warren Bennis, quoted my M. Ferguson, ibid, 211. - Panarchies are beautiful mechanisms for the assumption of responsibility. - J.Z., 6.4.89. -  Why? They would have only voluntary subjects and their systems would be confined to exterritorial autonomy  and exposed to free competition from many other panarchies. All would be given their best chance, to succeed or to fail, purely on their own merits or on their own flaws. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHIES VS. CONVENTIONAL DEMOCRACIES:  Democracies decide and act also for or against involuntary members, too, panarchies act only for volunteers. J.Z., 28.3.89, 31.3.89. - Thus only panarchies do fully apply the self-government, self-determination, self-responsibility and independence for all people that was intended to be established by territorial democracies and replublics. - J.Z., 18.9.04. 

PANARCHIES VS. CONVENTIONAL POLITICS: "Why play negative sum games when positive sum games are available?" - J. Neil Shulman, "Alongside Night", p. 221. - Why play the negative sum games of conventional territorial politics when positive sum games like panarchies are possible? - J.Z., 4.7.89.

PANARCHIES VS. TERRITORIAL STATES: Panarchies can be changed, established, improved and gradually destroyed or deserted by individual action, by individuals making use of their individual sovereignty through founding, joining or leaving them, or threatening to leave them until their reform proposals are given a fair hearing. In territorial States the influence of individuals, unless they manage to get hold of powerful positions, is reduced to close to zero. For panarchies gradualist changes are quite natural. For territorial States landslide changes in the voting pattern or even wars, civil wars and revolutions are required to achieve changes. As talk-shops they have largely failed and have been productive only of a superfluity of wrongful laws, regulations and offices. Thus even democracies have bred terrorists and violent revolutionaries. - J.Z., 11.12.03. 

PANARCHIES WOULD RELEASE THE REMAINING CREATIVE ENERGIES THAT TERRITORIALISM HAS KEPT SUPPRESSED FOR MOST PEOPLE:  Its experimental freedom, based upon unanimous consent to every experiment, would tend to explore as rapidly as possible all solutions offered to the remaining political, economic and social problems, trying all of them out among their voluntary supporters. Thousands of such experiments would take place at the same time in the world and at least some of them would be successful and nothing would obstruct the adoption of their successes by other panarchies.  In each country and in the world there would be as many different experimental, competing and voluntaristic community experiments as volunteers want to set up for themselves. – I  doubt that fans of nuclear weapons and reactors could prove to others that their experiments would not endanger others. - J.Z., n.d., 12.1.99.

PANARCHIES, CHARACTERISTICS: INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, SECESSION & PANARCHISM: From individual sovereignty follow, at least to me, quite logically and inseparately: 1. individual secessionism, 2. voluntary associationism, 3. minority autonomy, 4. exterritoriality or non-territoriality for voluntary associations, 5. a free competition between a great variety of different governmental and non-governmental societies, 6. freedom of action and experimental freedom in all spheres - at the expense and risk of the voluntary participants, 7. the possibility of peaceful coexistence of the most diverse forms of human association in the same territory, 8. the abolition of all coercive and artificial monopolies, 9. ultimate decentralization and centralization options, by individual choice, 10. the abolition of all compulsory membership rules, even for States, armed forces and trade and professional unions, 11. the abolition of (the ???????????????) (public debt, conscription and of compulsory taxation?), 12. the settlement of "international" disputes between exterritorial, autonomous protective associations of volunteers on the basis of natural law, individual rights and international law rules and institutions based upon them, 13. the confinement of all protection efforts to those rights and liberties only that are actually claimed by the voluntary members of an exterritorial and autonomous protective community (or Panarchy, or Competing Government, or Polyarchy or  Multi-Government, etc. ), with the option to claim more or all of them always remaining, 14. the realization there is no single and uniform kind of society that is suitable for all human beings, 15. that the greatest possible variety and autonomy of human societies and actions, in all creative spheres, is not only rightful but necessary for the full development of individuals & societies to their maximum potential, 16. that the release of all creative energies and the reduction of all destructive human activities requires this reorganization. (At point 11 a break occurred and the parts got separated, with some words being lost. - J.Z., 7.9.04.) - -  What is still a riddle to me is: Why do not most others, especially anarchists and libertarians, who should be, essentially, individualists and voluntarists and thorough enough anti-statists, see these and related connections? Why do they get side-tracked by notions of small, decentralized, independent territories, in which territorial coercion and monopolies are not challenged, or of one supposedly ideal form of society for all, by notions of imposed equality, rather than chosen inequality, by their antagonism to private property, even if practised only among volunteers (capitalism among consenting adults), while other volunteers could make other arrangements among themselves, by their illusions of the State as protector or property or of persons (in spite of taxation & other thefts of property), by ideas of still territorial, exclusively sovereign, centralized or decentralized, by coercively financed governments, that would have compulsory membership and exclusive jurisdiction, policing and defence powers in "their" territories but are, nevertheless, supposed to be so limited that they would be ideal and acceptable to all? What would it take to defeat such remaining statist notions of territorial uniformity, equality, law, order? - When will the advocates of spontaneous order, a superior and perhaps the only kind of true order that is possible, from Adam Smith's "invisible hand", over Proudhon's "Liberty is the mother, not the daughter of order", to Hayek's notions of spontaneous order in essential human relationships, that cannot be successfully replaced by a planned or designed order systems, finally extend their notions to the worst threat to mankind, the organization of territorial, exclusive and coercive governments? Smith favoured at least much laissez faire in economics. Proudhon was at least in general terms in favour of dissolving States by contracts. But Hayekians are still addicted to the exclusive and territorial State model for politics, defence, courts and police and merely want to reform its constitution. And most of the anarchists and libertarians just want more of the same - but on a smaller scale and under other labels. - PIOT, John Zube, 10 October 1989, 18.9.04.

PANARCHIES, ENTERTAINMENT & EDUCATIONAL VALUE: The personal law and panarchies of others around us would be like a free-of-charge, almost omnipresent and greatly varied street theatre entertainment - while certain utopian antics of one's own would provide free entertainment and instruction to others. One could expect that in such a situation some would even practice or be instructed by model performances. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89.

PANARCHIES, LIBERTARIANISM, DISINTEREST IN LIBERTARIAN IDEAS & TEXTS: Like in friendships and loves, as well as in professional and hobby associations, people commit themselves only to a few ideas, even to a few freedom ideas only, never minding either their remaining flaws nor all the other freedom ideas which they have not yet chosen for themselves and may continue to ignore for the rest of their lives. They busy themselves with their present associations and relations and their present (usually all too small) stock of reform or freedom ideas and texts - and ignore the armies (alas, unorganized, untrained, under-equipped and all too much out of touch) of other libertarian talents and the avalanches of libertarian ideas and writings. (Even the Internet and personal libertarian websites have not yet broken the isolation of all too many libertarians.) They do not even systematically collect all freedom ideas and texts and try to publish them cheaply and permanently in alternative media but ignore many of their alternative media options as well, although basic rights & freedom opportunities like freedom of information and expression are involved. They would be much less likely to continue this incomplete involvement with liberty --  if the adherents of alternative ideas were free to demonstrate them in their own panarchies. Then we might get more or less objective surveys of all existing panarchistic experiments, like we do get now reports for e.g. sporting and cinema events and daily reports on the movement of the great variety of securities & business enterprises. Libertarian newsletters would not be largely filled with trivial or minor happenings and attempts. --  Full liberty would be, at least initially, and perhaps for a long time, the choice of a small minority only. More people would adopt for themselves, in their own panarchies, selected batches of liberty, gradually adding to them. Full liberty is still so unpopular that it should perhaps be advocated as a fool's liberty, which it would be, in the opinions of most. Moreover, in this form full liberty would be felt as much less threatening to those who doubt it. - J.Z., 14.8.98, 26.6.01.

PANARCHIES, MILITIAS, ARBITRATION: To the extent that the territorial State has developed, it has done so as a parasitic growth upon society, a growth which has almost suffocated the free society which is based upon voluntary cooperation and exchange. The same applies to the State's military forces. A society based upon exterritorial and autonomous Panarchies (formed by volunteers and supported by free local militias for the protection of individual rights, and their international federations), can be expected to form symbiotic relationships that do not depend upon compulsory membership and financial support. They can also be sufficiently self-policing via individual secessionism, associationism and voluntary contributions, combined with arbitration arrangements and recognition for individual rights (at least to the extent that these are claimed by others). - J.Z., 17.9.87, 1.4.89.

PANARCHIES, REACTION & PROGRESS: Although panarchies are voluntaristic and exterritorial experiments and their members and outside observers will tend to learn more from these self-responsible experiments than rulers and subjects of territorial States tend to learn from their experiments, there will continue to exist, for a long time, many panarchies that will practice uninformed and prejudiced programs against and between their voluntary members, programs that do them more harm than good and that infringe many of the rights and liberties that remain unknown or unappreciated and thus unclaimed and unrealized among them. Only time will gradually tend to heal these flaws by individuals separating themselves from them. - J.Z. 18.12.92. 4.1.93. - Compare e.g., how long price-, wage- and rent-controls persisted, although they always had the predictable bad results. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHIES: Geographisch miteinander verschachtelt und doch individuell und in Freiwilligengruppen ganz getrennte Regierungen, ihre Buerger und freie Gesellschaften, eingefuehrt und erhalten durch den freiwilligen und individuellen Austritt und Eintritt, verbunden mit der exterritorialen Autonomie fuer Gemeinschaften von Freiwilligen. - J.Z., 24.9.90, 10.1.93. (Geographically completely mingled and yet individually and in volunteer groups completely separated governments, their citizens and free societies, introduced and maintained through voluntary and individual secession and free entry.)

PANARCHIES: Panarchies are no impositions upon anyone but just extremely liberal and at the same time moral and utilitarian frameworks for everyone's favourite options. They allow everyone's options to be tolerantly and freely practised, among volunteers, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy, i.e. without interference by dissenters, who would anyhow tend to be busy with doing their own things to and for themselves. - J.Z., 20.6.92, 5.1.93.

PANARCHIES: Panarchies are to supply, in a competitive way, the kind of services or disservices that most people now expect from exclusive, coercive and territorial governments, with the difference, that panarchies would supply them only to and at the expense of volunteers, their own voluntary members. Naturally, panarchies are not meant to replace all other voluntary associations but to supplement them, especially in the political, economic and social sphere. They are to do away only with the exclusive, coercive and territorial characteristics of State organizations. - J.Z. 17.2.88.

PANARCHIES: Panarchies maximize minority autonomy and guaranty autonomy for majorities as well. - J.Z., 2 June 89, 4 July 89.

PANARCHIES: Panarchies may go from single function panarchies, providing e.g. competitive police agencies, to multi-function package-deal panarchies or private welfare and insurance establishments, with limited government services somewhere in-between. For all of them their autonomous and exterritorial status and their voluntary membership, ensured not only by freedom to join or establish them but also individual liberty to secede from them, are the basic characteristic, not the number of and the kind of functions they may want to practise among their members and for some of their outside voluntary customers and clients. - J.Z., 31.10.91., 13.1.93.

PANARCHIES: Panarchies, as defined by P. E. de Puydt, in "Panarchie", Revue Trimestrielle, Bruxelles, July 1860, are communities of volunteers that are exterritorially autonomous and live under personal laws rather than territorial constitutions, laws and jurisdictions.

PANARCHIES: They apply the principle of religious liberty or religious tolerance, as well as the principle of scientific and technological experimentation and of private independent actions in the political, economic and social spheres, rightfully and consistently and with the same peace-, progress and prosperity-promoting effects. 

PANARCHIES: They make it possible for each sufficiently rational being to achieve or join the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams - but only at the own expense and risk, i.e., without suppressing peaceful dissenters.

PANARCHIES: What is not meant here under this term, e.g. the definition of Ralph Borsodi. 

PANARCHIES OR POLYARCHIES VS. STATES & STATISM: Replacing territorial States with compulsory membership, i.e., domination by a few and subordination for the many, a collective and territorial sovereignty of abstracts like "the nation", "the people", "the country" or "the government" - -  by communities of volunteers, with local to country-wide or even world-wide membership, all fully autonomous and under personal laws, all as free or as unfree as they want to be, but all only an-territorially, i.e. without any territorial monopoly (apart from their privately or cooperatively owned real estate). 

PANARCHISM: Panarchism means also Polyarchy, Multiarchy, Multigovernment, Competing Government, Voluntary Communities, Voluntary State Membership, Individual Secessionism, Personal Laws, A-territorial Autonomy, Individual Sovereignty, Non-geographical Organizations, Free Choice of Governments and Societies, One-Man-Revolutions, Free Competition in the Supply of Governmental Services and Full Consumer Sovereignty towards them or the option to boycott any or all of them. They can cater to all kinds of anarchists, individualists and libertarians as well as to all kinds of statists, collectivists, ideologues, racists and nationalists – excepting only those insisting upon and trying to retain or impose territorial and totalitarian models. It means, finally, an end to all territorial nations and State-run and country-wide land monopolies, territorial constitutions, laws and court systems and thus peacefully coexisting and competing governments, societies, and communities, whatever ism, or faith or system they may be subscribing to. People and individuals will then no longer be property, owned, exploited and abused by territorial politicians and bureaucrats but own and use or abuse themselves and will be free to use their own talents, knowledge, skills, ideas, opinions and own resources as they please, but always only at the own expense and risk. More they cannot rightly demand. Less they should never be content with. 

PANARCHISM? WHAT DOES IT MEAN? Panarchism is the equivalent to freedom of expression and information, freedom of speech and press but this in the sphere of tolerant actions and experiments and not as prescribed actions and experiments for whole "nations" or "Peoples" or territorial governments but for only for individuals and their voluntary associations, especially the dissenting and opposition minorities, for all who would prefer individually chosen personal law systems to territorially imposed laws, imposed by ruling majorities or minorities. All dissenters could then have their preferred political, economic and social system for themselves, although only among themselves and only on the basis of an-territorial autonomy and personal laws. Only the pretended shepherds would have lost their involuntary and imprisoned flocks, their fleece, their meat, their blood and bones from their involuntary victims. Only voluntary victims or slaves would remain and those who get their kicks out of ruling over them.  But even fools will always find some greater fools still and both deserve the lessons they would get from their relationships while surrounded by the more free or quite relations among people who formed better voluntary communities. The great and almost generally accepted precedent in another sphere is religious tolerance or religious freedom. 

PANARCHISM & “MY WAY”: “I’ll handle this my way!” is a common saying and amounts to a limited but essentially panarchistic declaration of independence towards unasked-for “helpers”, “advisors” and coercive meddlers. Unfortunately, this proverbial wisdom, like many others, has not been explored and applied to its natural limits. If it were, these practitioners would arrive at the principles and practices of panarchism. – J.Z., n.d. & 7.1.99.

PANARCHISM & ADDICTION TO FREEDOM: Freedom can be turned into an addictive "drug", or an infective enthusiasm, but, probably, only once it has been freely practised among volunteers, at their expense and risk, in free competition with all other systems. - J.Z., 19.11.95, 24.6.01, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM IN OUR PRIVATE LIVES, FREE CHOICE IN ALL SPHERES: We already have, to a large extent, panarchism in our private lives, in arts, sports, crafts, hobbies, religions, philosophies, literature, music, consumer sovereignty, free enterprise, free trading. All that we need, in order to overcome the remaining political, economic and social problems, is the same freedom of choice for each individual regarding his political, economic and social system. It works well enough in our private lives. It would work even better in our public lives. You want a better system for yourself, or one that you believe to be better: Opt out of your present one and subscribe to the one that you do now prefer and as long as you do or establish one that you think to be ideal and invite others to join you. - J.Z., 30.7.98 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM, VOLUNTARISM VS. COERCION & MONOPOLY, MEANS & ENDS, CONSENT, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, NUCLEAR WEAPONS, FUEHRERS: Not the aim pursued is decisive here but the means used. If any system is forced upon non-criminal dissenters, then it is a territorial government system. If no system is forced upon non-criminal dissenters to it, then it is, for these dissenters, anarchistic. As the expression of their own individual choice, it is anarchistic for its voluntary members, no matter how absolutistic or totalitarian it appears to outsiders. The measuring stick is consent and it is tested & kept in check by individual secessions. As long as they are free any system is tolerable for those who like it and should be all the more tolerable for those who dislike it and thus are not associated with it. The only exception that I can see would consist in a new prophet or "Fuehrer" arising under these conditions, however unlikely that would be, and preparing mass murder devices for the conquest of the world. But already the first signs of such an attempt would tend to become widely noticed and to arouse strong and, probably, sufficient, resistance against it among all those who feel threatened by it. - J.Z., 6.1.97 & 26.6.01, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM: “Anarchism, voluntary association… is the scientific principle of sociology applied to society and the relations of man to man. Do not compel your neighbor to do that which he does not want to do; surely he will some day be in power – in the majority – and will force you to do his bidding. It is better to let each other alone. In matters of mutual interest you will be drawn together by the magic of self-interest. Where you disagree you will be repelled by the same force. This is science. It is simple. – In fine, the Anarchist wants to develop a free society, in which each man will be at liberty to work as an individual, or to cooperate with his neighbors in voluntary groups without any employers, bosses, or rulers of any kind.” – Jay Fox, quoted in MOTHER EARTH, Nov. 1907. – That quote goes far towards panarchism but in the end it fails to envision the consequence of this freedom, when applied to people who are not anarchists and do not want to live as anarchists right now or in the near future.  For them there must also be tolerated the associational freedom to live as statists – although not as territorial statists. Until anarchists have that clear in their own mind and succeed in conveying this good intention or just “war aim” towards their opponents, they will themselves frustrate most of their own efforts. – J.Z., 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM: Anarchists to be free to do what they want with their OWN property, persons and communities. They, too, do not have the right to be aggressors or coercive "liberators" of those who disagree with them and would rather continue to do their own things to themselves, including propertarian acts. - J.Z., 18.1.95, 27.6.01, 7.9.04.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM: Blankertz defined denn auch Anarchismus rundweg als "Modus … unter dem alle von Menschen gewuenschten Lebensformen nebeneinander bestehen koennen." - Bernd Laska, Die Negation des irrationalen Ueber-Ichs bei La Mettrie. - (Blankertz defines, indeed, Anarchism as simply a framework in which all wished-for ways of life can peacefully coexist with each other.) - Alas, most anarchists define their anarchism otherwise. While some of them would be tolerant towards all or most other forms of anarchism, few of them would concede to statists the right to live a statists among themselves. - J.Z., 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM: Seeing that there is in-fighting even among anarchists, a single and uniform anarchistic society will never suit all the different types and aspirations of anarchists, far less those of the usually much more numerous archists. Thus moral and rational anarchists would aim at letting each individual chose his lollies or medicine in this sphere as well. Allow all governments to continue or set themselves up – but only with voluntary members and without any territorial privileges. Then they, too, would tend to become merely some more exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities although their constitutions, for their own members, would remain more or less authoritarian or even totalitarian. – J.Z., 20.3.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHISM: Should anarchists strive for any kind of power over their dissenters or merely for voluntary self-rule for all? - J.Z., 18.1.95.

PANARCHISM & ANARCHY, INDIVIDUALIST ANARCHISM: It is immaterial whether one be a communist or an individualist (or anything else. - J.Z.) so long as he be an anarchist. (Voluntarist! J.Z. ) Anarchy, as I see it, admits of any kind of organization, so long as membership is not compulsory ... and I presume no one will object to any number of persons going by themselves and being ruled by a despot, if they so wish, so long as they don't force others to do likewise. - Joe Labadie, Liberty, 1/28/88,7; 4/14/88,8.

PANARCHISM & APARTHEID IN SOUTH AFRICA, TOGETHERNESS: A famous anti-apartheid campaigner used to assure us on TV that: “The only way we can survive in South Africa is together. The only way we can even be human is together. “ – Togetherness does not have to mean compulsory integration or majority rule or a single, uniform and territorial State. E.g., Free Trade unites the population of the world in another way and so do free migration and religious liberty,  freedom of expression and information, the liberties of arts and literature. The togetherness of territorial political unity is a delusion and a threat to all dissenting minorities and sometimes even to the majority in any particular territory. Self-chosen decentralization, voluntary communities, unity in diversity, to each his own, are options that correspond much more to the genuine requirements of as diverse critters as human beings are. The calls for more or less imposed unity has led and still leads to numerous disasters, as have the calls for all too wrongly defined “equality”.  The Anti-Apartheid campaigners even managed to ignore the difference between compulsory integration and compulsory segregation on the one hand and voluntary integration and voluntary segregation on the other. Those "terrible over-simplifiers" tend to throw out the baby with the bath-water. Only an advanced encyclopaedia of the best refutations would give us a good chance to shut them up and expose them as the empty heads and false leaders that they are. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & APARTHEID: The advocates of GEOGRAPHICAL APARTHEID and those of  COMPULSORY INTEGRATION of the most diverse and centrifugal groupings, do generally still favour constitutional and legal unification, even if only on a federal model, while panarchists would end geographical apartheid or integration as an official and enforced policy and replace them by voluntary apartheid and voluntary integration, as a matter of individual choice. - J.Z., 8.2.88, 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM & AUTONOMOUS DANCING: Even in dancing to the same music we have largely come away from conventional group and partnership dancing, from coordinated moves and steps of several people, to each individual doing his own thing, as pleases him or her, within the limits of their hearing, and physical abilities. Moreover, new kinds of dances arise all the time - and are not forced upon anybody. Is this situation chaotic and dangerous or does it satisfy the largest number of potential practitioners? Add to this the multiplication of types of music and of musical instruments and recordings and those of different light effects - and of different stimulants and costumes and fashions being used by the dancers. Why should we be autonomous only in these aspects of our culture and civilization? Why not go for the freedom to throw overboard the territorial political and ideological dances that are forced now upon us, turning us into jumping puppets in the hands of the big game players? - J.Z. 4.2.92, 13.1.93. - Moreover, while wearing headphones, alone, or with one's dancing partner or partners, different people could, at the same time, dance to different music on the same dancing platform. Their dances might not make much sense to mere observers, who are not listening, via head phones, to the same music as the dancers. But apart from public performances of professional dancers, dancers just like to dance for their own enjoyment, not for the benefit of any spectators. From panarchism in dancing to panarchism in the political, economic and social spheres is just a mental step. Let's step to it and dance to this music. Then we could enjoy ourselves as much as we could by being free to do our own things - while, by the way, helping to solve the problems of the world and this in a way that would not add to them. - J.Z., 11.12.03.

PANARCHISM & BEING A GOOD NEIGHBOUR: Wuensche deinem Naechsten nichts anderes als dir selbst. - Arabisches Sprichwort. Hildesheimer - Allgem., 24 Juni 1958. (Wish nothing else for your neighbour than what you wish for yourself. - Arab proverb.) Toleriere bei anderen und unter ihnen anderes als Du Dir fuer Dich selbst wuenschst! Sonst bliebe es vielleicht nicht beim Wuenschen fuer die Naechsten, sondern kaeme zu Befehlen und Zwaengen. - J.Z., 24 Oct. 84. (Tolerate among others other things than you wish for yourself. Otherwise, you might do more than wish and begin to command and enforce your wishes.)

PANARCHISM & COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY: One of the many evil effects of territorialism is, that it promotes “thinking” and “actions” upon the “principle” of “collective responsibility”.  Terrorist bombings, mass murders,  assassinations, blockades, air raids, area bombings, ABC mass murder devices are involved, torture, rapes, all seemingly “justified” in the minds of the violent criminals or military men, because they are committed against the collectively defined and territorial “enemy”, no matter how little influence he, she or it had upon the aggressive and oppressive policies of the territorial government or revolutionary movement with territorial ambitions, which also abuses and victimises involuntary followers and dissenters, that are somehow classed as its own people, by race, religion, place of birth or because they are likewise tax slaves and subjected to uniform laws. Only once people do enjoy individual secessionism and voluntary associationism could “collective responsibility” to some extent be rightfully applied to voluntary members of panarchies. E.g., their common “insurance company” might be held responsible to pay for damages that one of its members has caused to a member of another exterritorially autonomous “insurance company” or protective association. – J.Z., 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM & COMMUNITIES, FREE SOCIETIES: No territorial community is a genuine community as long as it subjugates a single sovereign individual, that is a peaceful person, making him a compulsory member and subject to constitutions, laws, jurisdictions and institutions that he disagrees with, by not allowing him to secede and to form or join his own kind of volunteer community that is only exterritorially autonomous. Compulsory State membership and compulsory and uniform laws and jurisdiction for all people in a country, seeing the growth of  territorial  State power, is much more oppressive than many to most religious hierarchies have been. But then most of the religious hierarchies were ALSO territorial powers and THAT aspect rendered some of them terrible, too. – J.Z., 14.9.94, 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM & CONFLICTING INTERESTS, NATURAL HARMONIES, VOLUNTARISM, UNITY, GROUPS, MINORITY AUTONOMY VS. TERRITORIAL RULE: "The human race is a fiction. There are only small groups with their own conflicting interests." - Poul Anderson, Cold Victory, The Psychotechnic League, 1982, 1983, A Tom Doherty Associates Book, ISBN 0-523-48527-1, page 137. - What Anderson said about the human race could also be said about "nations" and "peoples". The conflicting interests are mainly brought about by territorialism. Under exterritorialism all become voluntary commitments or contractual exchanges. Constitutional, legal and juridical monopolies would cease. Nobody could then claim "ownership" in national customers. When each is free to do his own things to and for himself, then most of the supposedly "conflicting interests" would simply disappear. - J.Z., 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM & CRIME: The worst crime for most panarchies might come to be an offence committed against a non-member. - J.Z., 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM & DECENTRALISATION: Maksimov, G. P.: "...decentralization, dispersal & final elimination of authority and its replacement by autonomous and independent organizational units." - quoted by Paul Avrich in The Anarchists of the Russian Revolution, p. 103. - Unfortunately, most anarchists envision such autonomous organizational units only for anarchists, not for the various archists, too. Consequently, they become enemies of voluntary and tolerant archists, rather than comrades in arms. One could argue that such archists do not as yet exist and that would be largely true. (But how numerous are the exterritorialists among the anarchists? - J.Z., 18.9.04.) However, it would be much easier to come to an agreement with archists on that basis than to fully convert them to choose anarchism for themselves, too. To convert all people to one form of anarchism is like attempting to convert all of them to the faith of one church of sects. Religious liberty was and is much easier to attain and has a structure similar to that suggested by panarchism. - J.Z. 6.1.93. - Not even all anarchists have agreed on one form of anarchism. So they have become, somewhat, tolerant of other forms of anarchism - but not yet of forms of archism that are practised only among volunteers. As true anarchists, they should. - J.Z., 7.9.04. - They should no longer try to "rule" those who like being ruled or to rule over volunteers, by trying to impose their preferred form of anarchism upon these archists. Alas, anarchism, too, is also like a relatively new religion and its adherents are, usually, all too intolerant in their enthusiasm. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & DEMOCRACY: “… the essence of democracy is that people shall have the right to go to hell in their own way if they want to.” -  John Chamberlain, The American States, 44. - Territorialism allows them only to do this in a collectivist and territorialist way, as if all had to use the same boat or ship. Under panarchism, rather than territorial majority or minority rule, they are not at liberty to take others with them into hell, against their will. – The difference between “free people” and “the people” is involved. - J.Z.,  9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & DEMOCRACY: Robert A. Heinlein … also stated that the solution for all the problems of democracy was more democracy. - G. Harry Stine, ANALOG 6/96. - That would require self-government of individuals, individual sovereignty and individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for their volunteer communities. Most democrats and republicans do not yet envision as much liberty and are not prepared to concede it. (Not even most anarchists and libertarians do. - J.Z., 18.9.04.) It would mean that the rump democracies and republics, after all dissenters had seceded from them, would also be mere volunteer communities, that are only exterritorially autonomous - i.e., ruling by personal laws only over their own remaining and thus voluntary members. - J.Z.,, n.d. & 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM & DEMOCRATIC GOVERNMENTS IN DEFENCE EFFORTS: In many defensive efforts, panarchistic anarchists could even cooperate with the best intentions and actions of the better types of democratic governments, appearing as patriots rather than as traitors or terrorists. - They could e.g. become spokesmen for very important new allies for democratic governments, namely governments in exile that represent only volunteer groups without claims to territorial rule. - They could advise them on many personal law solutions for large problems and trouble spots today, where there exists no territorial solution. - Yes, indeed, as panarchists anarchists they could become the friends and allies of many of the better governments - and could finally turn them into governments that are quite acceptable, even to them, because they are only accepted by volunteers and dissenters are free to leave them, without having to leave their homes, native land, jobs, friends and relatives. - In other words, consistent panarchists could use the opportunities provided by many of today's problems and trouble spots to act as friends and advisors to their own democratic governments rather than as their irreconcilable enemies. They can propose practicable, because panarchistic, methods to settle the present wars and civil wars in and  between other countries. They can increase the defensive strength of the own. They could rally friends and allies for attacked democratic governments from the ranks of the first victims of enemy regimes, who prefer being liberated to being forced to act as  executioners and oppressors for others. - They could and should help democratic governments to reduce terrorism. They can offer the only comprehensive programme to overcome the threat of nuclear war or war with chemical and biological weapons. Their experimental freedom approach holds the solution, or the road to the solution, to every social problem that can be solved. - Thus I do assert that panarchism is very practicable, indeed, and does not have to be afraid of democratic or dictatorial regimes - to the extent that panarchists are not directly living under dictatorial regimes. - It can peacefully and educationally transform democratic regimes into panarchistic ones ( truly democratic ones, with self-rule or popular rule for all, even minority groups ). - It can expect the support of all aspiring politicians and of those temporarily out of office, whilst those in office, knowing their opinion polls, would not be afraid of losing power altogether but would then come to know that they could retain it over their remaining voluntary supporters and voters, if they act no worse than they did so far. - It has the greatest potential to defeat the aggressive and oppressive regimes in other countries, even with the support of democratic governments. - J.Z., n.d. & 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & DISSENT: Allow all dissenters to cook in their own juice - to cook their stews and to consume them - at their own risk and expense. - J.Z., 5.4.95.

PANARCHISM & DISSENTERS, LIBERTY, DEGREES OF LIBERTY: Allow all dissenting groups those degrees of liberties or restrictions which they do desire for themselves, individually or collectively, as their own business, their own internal affairs. - J.Z., 30.7.96 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & DIVERSITY: A panarchistic theory and practice that offers all kinds of anarchism for all kinds of anarchists and all kinds of archies for all kinds of archists, does at least have the potential for satisfying the most diversified tastes. - J.Z., 3/88.

PANARCHISM & DIVORCE FROM GOVERNMENTS: Let us have freedom of divorce for individuals from territorial governments, their exclusive and enforced territorial constitutions, laws, jurisdiction and administrations and their multitude of Quangos (Quasi Autonomous Non-Government Organizations ). – J.Z., n.d., 9.1.99. What we need are Fully Autonomous Non-Government Organizations of Volunteers: FANGOVs. - J.Z., 8.12.03.

PANARCHISM & DOMINATION: Any individually chosen domination or leadership, combined with  voluntary subordination to the leadership,  is not a domination, leadership or subordination in the conventional, immoral and evil sense, while all members and even a single one do remain free to opt out. Instead, it is a contracted enterprise, competitive, market-like, rightful for its members and educational as well - for its members and for outside observers. – J.Z., 14.11.93, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & DREAMS, MAJORITY & EXPERT OPINION: Every country, the whole world, and all populations, must be reorganized in a way to allow the realization of all the dreams about just alternatives, just - because they are realized only among those who believe in them, at their expense and risk, no matter how impracticable or absurd they appear to local majorities or experts. - J.Z., 30.7.78, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM & DREAMS: Carry out your dreams - but at your own expense and risk! - J.Z., 10.9.82.

PANARCHISM & DREAMS: Follow your own dreams rather than those of any politician, prophet or "great leader". - J.Z., 26.1.93, 26.6.01. - Or only the dreams of the politician, prophet, great leader or guru of your own individual choice. - J.Z., 18.9.04. 

PANARCHISM & ECOLOGY: Panarchism is political ecology. In its voluntarism and exterritorial autonomy all kinds of political, economic and social "life" does peacefully coexist, compete or cooperate under optimal conditions for as diverse critters as men are. Democracy, autocracy, aristocracy, republicanism, monarchism, dictatorships etc., anarchism, socialism, communism, conservatism, radicalism etc., all can then be practised at the same time and in the same country or locally or world-wide, but only among their volunteers and at their expense and risk. That will teach them, gradually, if they are teachable at all. If not, they will have to continue to suffer under the systems of their "own" free choices, really, those of the majorities or minorities they are prepared to put up with. - J.Z., 14.1.97 & 26.6.01, 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM & EMPIRES: “Empires used to be (established, mostly, by - J.Z.) conquests of territory, which is finite. The new empires are those of communication and the means of satisfying the needs and desires of men. These are infinite and always changing.” – Gilbert Trigano, born 1920, developer of CLUB MED, in 1986.

PANARCHISM & EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM: Although panarchies are voluntaristic and exterritorial experiments and their members and outside observers will tend to learn more from these self-responsible experiments than rulers and subjects of territorial States tend to learn from their experiments, there will continue to exist, for a long time, many panarchies that will practice uninformed and prejudiced programs against and between their voluntary members, programs that do them more harm than good and that infringe many of the rights and liberties that remain unknown or unappreciated and thus unclaimed and unrealized among them. Only time will gradually tend to heal these flaws by individuals separating themselves from them. - J.Z., 18.12.92. 4.1.93.

PANARCHISM & EXPERIMENTS: Those considering only the possibility and practice of territorial experiments have often come to demand “an end to experiments”, as did e.g. Northcote Parkinson in “The Evolution of Political Thought”, 1960, Viking Press. Such thoughts reveal all too little evolution of but, rather, stagnation upon the territorial model. In their condemnation of the compulsory territorial experiments, conducted by politicians and bureaucrats, they are right, in the majority of instances. These "mis-leaders" have repeated the same costly and often bloody wrongful experiments over and over again and have shown an astonishing inability to learn from their own mistakes and those of others. We should, indeed, have the right and liberty to altogether get away from this territorial, limited, monopolistic and coercive kind of “experimentation” and gain the right to conduct our own experiments among like-minded volunteers and this at the risk and expense of these volunteers only. Then experimentation will not longer be widely considered a curse, a burden, an evil, but as an opportunity for everyone to become a pioneer and to set a worthwhile example to be followed or, otherwise, a deterrent example, one that would demonstrate that even with unanimous support a flawed theory cannot lead to a successful experiment, if that theory is followed, rather than ignored, whenever it is contradicted by better theories and the facts. - How could we ever have subscribed to a system that confined experimental freedom to politicians and bureaucrats, as if they were truly wise and superior beings, godlike or merely human beings able and willing to learn from mistakes rather than trying to cover them up? Why should we allow these mis-leaders, liars and false prophets to give experimental freedom a bad name? We should never have entrusted these people with any exclusive powers to conduct important experiments. Their results were predictable from numerous similar experiments in the past and through genuine political, economic and social wisdom. – J.Z., 9.1.99, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & FANATICISM: "… a fanatic's willingness to kill or be killed in the service of a cause cannot prove the rightness of that cause". - Poul Anderson, Cold Victory, The Psychotechnic League, 1982, 1983, A Tom Doherty Associates Book, ISBN 0-523-48527-1, page 111. - Indeed. But it indicates the rightness of letting the fanatics have their way - AMONG THEMSELVES! - J.Z., 6.6.01. - See: Terrorism.

PANARCHISM & FEDERALISM: Confederate, internationally, with all other victims against all territorial politicians & bureaucrats and their territorial policies and measures, to assure to all people the kinds of
non-territorial but autonomous communties of volunteers, which their members consider to be ideal for themselves and all like-minded people. That kind of program, if it were widely adopted, could rapidly end most present oppressions, civil wars, wars, terrorism and wide-spread dissatisfaction. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04. 

PANARCHISM & FIGHTING FOR INDEPENDENCE: One should not have to resist, campaign, fight and win to gain one's independence. A mere declaration and registration of one's individual secession and linking up with another kind of exterritorial government or society, should be enough. This registration might, possibly, be done only in competing registration offices for political membership - in order to satisfy those who fear even this kind of limited bureaucracy. One day such a declaration might be possible via a postcard, phone call or e-mail message. Steps like this might come to suffice to end mutual oppression and exploitation attempts, civil wars and revolutions as well as terrorist acts. - J.Z., 30.7.96, 26.6.01. 

PANARCHISM & FOLKWAYS: Leave all to THEIR folkways, beliefs, faiths, isms and convictions, which requires that dissenting individuals and minorities as well as majorities become free to opt out and free to practise their ideas among themselves - at their risk and expense. - J.Z., 18.12.95, 26.6.01. - Play a mental game and apply this revolutionary reform e.g. to the present problems in Afghanistan and Iraq. If you don't, the governments certainly will not do this for you and them. - J.Z., 9.12.03, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & FOREIGN RELATIONS: Foreign relations should be a matter only for those who have them and want them, e.g., like with overseas relatives and trading partners or confederates. Foreign relations that are not individually authorized are inherently wrong. Based upon territorial sovereignty and compulsory State membership as well as collective responsibility notions they are quite wrong. Between exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers they would develop or exist naturally, across all present borders and would always be backed by individual consent and ended by individual secessions. - J.Z., 8.2.95.

PANARCHISM & FREE CHOICE: Panarchism means: All the choices anyone would want - for himself. J.Z. 23.4.92.  - Naturally, always only at the own expense and risk. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & FREE SOCIETIES, BORDERS, FRONTIERS, INDIVIDUALISM, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY: A free society would be free of compulsory membership and of confinement to any particular territory. Its networks of voluntary and contractual relationships would cross and ignore all present statist borders and constitutions, laws, authorities and other institutions as if they did no longer exist. At the same time, it would respect them for their voluntary supporters, who still want to uphold them, but  for themselves only. The only rightful borders are those around individuals. They can link up their borders, if and to the extent that they want to. But they have no right to impose their borders or other chosen systems upon any dissenting non-member who did not act aggressively or criminally against them. – J.Z., 25.3.96, 9.1.99. - Passports & Visas, custom duties and foreign exchange controls only for their advocates! - J.Z., 8.12.03.

PANARCHISM & FREE SOCIETIES: Even the most free society should not be territorially imposed upon any peaceful dissenters. And anybody should remain free to opt out from it as well as from any territorial and despotic State and free to establish another society or state more to his liking, if it is only exterritorially autonomous and confined to voluntary members. – J.Z., 20.3.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & FREE SOCIETIES: Panarchism contains the bare bones of free societies, namely exterritoriality, autonomy, voluntarism and respect for individual rights for their "international relations". The rest should all be up to their individual members, their prejudices and their degree of enlightenment. - J.Z., 28.3.89, 31.3.89.

PANARCHISM & FREEDOM & JUSTICE FOR ALL – TO THE EXTENT THAT INDIVIDUALS WANT THEM FOR THEMSELVES: “Es gibt keinen Menschen, der nicht die Freiheit liebte; aber der Gerechte fordert sie fuer alle, der Ungerechte nur fuer sich allein.” – Boerne, Gesammelte Schriften, II: Der Narr im Weissen Schwan, 2. Kap. (There is no one who does not love liberty. But the just demands it for all, the unjust one only for himself.) -  Since all want different liberties to different degrees and some liberties not at all, all should also, as de Puydt clearly demanded, have the liberty to choose different degrees of unfreedom for themselves. – Making freedom, anarchism, libertarianism or any other ideal dependent upon either the acceptance by all, or the imposition upon all, does make the realization of most ideals difficult to impossible and is to that extent self-defeating. While one should always be free to recommend any kind of radical liberty or right to all potential “customers”,  one should almost never impose any of them. There are some exceptions, though: E.g. the right for individuals to secede from a totalitarian regime or from e.g., an intolerant Islamic church or sect may be imposed. We might also come, one day, to reach the degree of moral consensus, that would induce us to prevent, as far as possible, parents from artificially and unnecessarily aborting their unborn children. The right to establish exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities is also one that could be rightfully imposed. The same applies to the right to establish, organize and train rightful militias, rightfully armed, for the protection of individual rights and liberties. Tyrannicide could also be rightfully institutionalized, as it was, to a limited extent in the past. The discussion of natural and of individual human rights and liberties is hardly finalized as yet. – J.Z., 9.1.99. 

PANARCHISM & FREEDOM, IGNORANCE, PREJUDICES, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM & ITS EFFECTS: With the pro-freedom urges so rare and so insufficiently supported by publishing and libraries, especially in powerful and alternative media, and ignorance of freedom alternatives so wide-spread, it is no wonder that they are usually overlaid by avalanches of the results of power urges. All the more important is full exterritorial autonomy for the small groups of enlightened people that do exist. Their freedom experiments, to the extent that they are successful and are sufficiently publicized or observed, can have a significant effect, a much larger one that the all too limited quantity of freedom texts that is readily accessible so far, mostly in conventional media. Panarchism allows even individuals to step out of collectivist messes on their own, by its "one-man-revolutions", in the same way that a dissatisfied consumer on a free market can start boycotting certain goods and services for the rest of his life, while accepting others. - J.Z., 11.10.99, 27.6.01. - Today I read with delight that the gun firm Smith & Wesson is in financial trouble, because it is widely boycotted by those defending their right to bear arms, after it compromised with government policies on trying to make guns "safe" via some technical gadgets. Guns are already safe with rational people and should always be very unsafe for criminals. Territorial governments are those organisations that can be least trusted with guns, far less with ABC mass murder devices. -  J.Z.,  9.12.03. 

PANARCHISM & GAME PLAYING: All volunteers to be playing by their own rules and among and with themselves and what is theirs. - J.Z., 22.9.99, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & GETTING ALONG WITH OTHERS, STRIFE & CONFLICT: Why can't we get along with each other, justly, tolerantly, peacefully? Because we are not yet panarchists! - J.Z., 8.9.97, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & GOVERNMENTS IN EXILE:  Until panarchism is generally realized, world-wide, only governments-in-exile could represent all of their people (except common and political criminals), provided that they confine their aim and efforts to their own panarchistic regimes, i.e. voluntary followers only and exterritorial autonomy and use only means that are in accordance with such an aim and with individual rights and liberties. If and to the extent that they do so, they would greatly increase their chances for success and could employ a kind of political and military jiu jitsu, that would turn many of the forces of the regime (that they oppose) against this regime. – J.Z., 26.10.93, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & GOVERNMENTS: The only way to make governments enterprising in the best sense is to turn them into voluntary and competing enterprises, fully dependent upon their voluntary members, customers, investors and suppliers. - J.Z., 4.3.95, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM & HAVING IT THE OWN WAY: Have your own way – in everything – but only at your own expense and risk – and that of those who voluntarily joined you and remained with you – and not at the risk and expense of anyone else. – J.Z., 24.10.93.

PANARCHISM & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: Individual secessionism and panarchies can burden or unburden us fully in accordance with our individual choices. – J.Z., 1.4.96. – See e.g. under VOLUNTARY TAXATION.

PANARCHISM & INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, KINGS, MONARCHS, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY: Nobody should be a king, president, bureaucrat or judge over anyone but himself and his own voluntary followers. – J.Z., 6.8.93.

PANARCHISM & INDIVIDUALISM, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONISM: All power not to the people but to the individual - over their own affairs, and to their voluntary associations, away from all territorial government and this under full exterritorial autonomy and personal laws, constitutions and jurisdictions. Nothing less will do for our times. This framework has the potential to cure most of our remaining major political, economic and social problems, by releasing all creative energies towards solving them. - J.Z., 7.8.03, 15.12.03.

PANARCHISM & INDIVIDUALISM: Only you can tell and rightly decide under what circumstances and relationships you belong, because they would make you feel well and give all of your individuality its best chance to fit in and develop and mature freely. – J.Z., 17.2.98, 11.1.99.  – An old proverb says it well, too: “Only the wearer knows where the shoe pinches.”

PANARCHISM & INTERNATIONAL UNITY: International toleration of all voluntaristic differences rather than territorial international or national unity organizations. Consequently, all people would be as much and also as little united with others as they want to be. We would have all kinds of international united organizations and federations, freely competing with each other, on the basis of mutually tolerant and non-geographical secessionism and self-government or full exterritorial autonomy for all voluntary communities, local, national and international, including non-governmental societies of all kinds. - J.Z., 7.8.03, 15.12.03. - But we would also have all kinds of exclusive "clubs" with whatever rules they want to apply to their own affairs, however spleeny these rules may appear to others, even to "experts". - J.Z., 7.9.04.

PANARCHISM & IRELAND: Ireland is the land of ire rather than of justice, freedom and individual rights for all of its mutually antagonistic present groupings. They may all be for peace and democracy – but only to the extent that they would be sure to come out on top and remain on top. (Or would get their chance for this at one of the next elections. - J.Z., 8.12.03.) Their territorialism, their various intolerant ideologies and their remaining religious spleens keep them at loggerheads and their democratic or republican “ideals” do as well, since they offer them only majority or minority despotism of one group or the other, between voting. This in a country once covered by numerous self-governing communities. Then, subjected to conquests, expropriation, suppression and colonial treatment for all too long, so that the present intolerant territorial model is almost the only one that all the antagonists have in mind. Panarchism would permit all the different Irish groups to live freely, independently, tolerantly, managing their own affairs, in non-geographical associations. They might even come to link up with Irishmen of their particular kind across the world. All Irishmen ought to become free to live in accordance with their own wishes, capabilities and efforts in Ireland and anywhere else. No Irishmen is to be subjected to the dreams of any other Irishmen or non-Irish persons. Thus the “brawling” of "everybody" against everybody, in Ireland, as in many other parts of the world, could finally be ended. Only the dream of a united territorial Ireland, under one or the other party, faith or ideology would have to be given up, since it could not be based, with people as they are and do believe, upon unanimous consent. It is to be clearly seen as a utopia, one that has already caused a lot of trouble and threatens to cause a lot more trouble. What a waste of talents, energies and lives this utopia has caused, in Ireland and much of the rest of the world! The new – and old – utopia for  Ireland would be the same tolerant kind that is suitable for most of the rest of the world. For Ireland it would mean, to all Irish people and their voluntary communities, all their own political, economic and social system choices, and this as a matter of the right of individuals to claim such liberty and of their duty to concede it to others. The principles and practices of private, diverse and free lives to be extended to the last remaining spheres, which were so far preempted by territorial governments or revolutionaries with territorial ambitions. All Irish governments-in-exile, once they do aim at no more and no less than this kind of tolerant and peaceful society, for all the variety of Irish people and their different beliefs and convictions, should immediately be recognized by all somewhat decent governments and treaties and alliances should be concluded with them. Better still, the similarly tolerant groupings in other countries should grant them this recognition and alliance. It could also come about as the result of an international federation in favour of full exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities. Such a platform could be much more liberating and peace promoting than any terroristic or military protective action for one of the present flawed territorial regimes or aspirations. – J.Z., 29.12.97, 10.1.99, 8.12.03. (I do admit that I do not know whether the ancient Ireland was territorially decentralized or exterritorially, under personal laws. Personal laws tended to precede territorial laws. - J.Z., 7.9.04.)

PANARCHISM & ITS OPPORTUNITIES: Panarchism offers a new and unlimited sphere of opportunities for all independence, self-government and self-development efforts. - J.Z., 2.4.89.

PANARCHISM & ITS TOLERANCE: The degree of tolerance practiced by panarchism is very different from that practised by a uniform and territorial anarchism or limited government. A generalized limited government and an anarchy, with a territorial monopoly, are both intolerant towards rightful because voluntaristic and exterritorial alternatives to their organizational forms. Only panarchism maximises tolerance towards institutional and system alternatives. - J.Z., 21.12.87, 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM & LAND-RIGHTS: Only private and cooperative land-rights, no “public” or collectivist ones, by one or the other pressure group,  no matter how many wrongs were committed against their ancestors. Is there anyone on earth, whose ancestors were always treated with justice and respect – and with ancestors who themselves always respected all the individual rights and liberties of others? Such questions do almost answer themselves. – There are many better ways to achieve access to land and resources for all than conquest, confiscation, compulsory re-distribution, special taxation, special laws. And these peaceful and rightful alternatives are open to many to most minority groups already and could be increased by the introduction and use of monetary and financial freedom.  Panarchism will ultimately lead to a peaceful competition between the dozens of different land reform movements as well. - J.Z., 15.10.93, 14.1.99. (See the articles in PEACE PLANS 5 on this.)

PANARCHISM & LEADERS: Let each go his own way, without leaders, guides and experts not wanted by him. - J.Z., 11.12.03. Or with the leaders and communities of his own individual choice. - J.Z., 7.9.04.

PANARCHISM & LIBERTARIANISM: “We libertarians want freedom not only for ourselves, we want it for other people.” – Walter Williams. – Whether they like it or not?  We want it for ourselves but do not want to impose it upon others. Even freedom should not be obligatory for all but only optional or each should have only as much liberty as he wants and is willing to handle, with more being optional - as soon as he is ready for it. Tolerance is required towards statists and authoritarians – provided only they are, what seems but isn't self-contradictory, tolerant enough towards other authoritarians and towards the freedom lovers. Religious liberty, as an example, makes that clearer: Tolerance e.g. for Catholics and Fundamentalists – as long as they do respect the religious liberty of non-members with different religious or anti-religious preferences. That much has already been achieved, at least in some countries. – J.Z., n.d., 12.1.99.

PANARCHISM & LIBERTARIANISM: Panarchy is a framework that could make libertarianism acceptable or at least tolerable to non-libertarians.- J.Z., 10.8.87.

PANARCHISM & LOCAL MILITIAS FOR THE PROTECTION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS, INTERNATIONALLY CONFEDERATED & FOREIGN RELATIONS: Foreign relations would largely be "administered", safeguarded or "controlled" and "regulated" to the extent that this would still be required at all, by the federations of local volunteer militias that would be established and maintained to uphold nothing but individual rights. They would be aided by federations of arbitration courts, developing a new kind of international law that is based upon the recognition of individual rights rather than of territorial laws. Also by bodies like the international postal union, & free trade associations as well as protectionist associations doing their things for or to themselves. - The foreign ministers, foreign affairs offices and diplomatic services would become largely superfluous, I believe. - J.Z., 8.2.95, 27.6.01. See: War Aims, Governments in Exile, Human Rights, International Law, Militia. Many years ago Viv Forbes, an Australian representative of FEE, publisher and speaker, suggested already: Sack all diplomats. Replace them by telex machines. By now PCs would suffice. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & MARRIAGES: Exclusive possession and domination claims cause even more problems between territorial governments and their involuntary subjects than they cause in many conventional marriages, after the honeymoon is over. – J.Z., 18.9.97, 10.1.99. - Divorces from all territorial political, economic and social systems and freedom for exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers offers the answer to the prayers and dreams of all dissenters. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & MENU CHOICE FOR FREE CUSTOMERS: Panarchism does not start with a "tabula rasa" for all and an "Eintopfgericht" or single and equal dish for all but leaves all with their self-chosen meals from menues that embrace all options that somebody or some group is willing to offer them, in his "restaurant" or his "kitchen" or that they want to provide for themselves or their friends or associates. Each according to his own taste-buds, even in the political, economic and social spheres! Regardless of whether they prefer their "public service" meals raw or cooked or baked, whether they prefer vegetarian or meat dishes. This extention of choice and tolerance, from meals to public affairs, seems to most people to be such a large bite that they cannot readily chew and swallow it. It also seems to have all the wrong colours, smells, textures and tastes - compared with the foods that they are accustomed to and consider to be healthy or good enough. But, in the political, economic and social spheres as well, one dish or menue or prescribed recipes can never satisfy all the people who live in a whole country. Likewise, one fashionable theory or experiment can never satisfy all the dissenters. One temporarily dominant theory can never squash all justified criticism of it. And even the best theory or meal will have its critics and abstainers. Thus no governmental experiment or reform should ever be imposed upon dissenters, no more so than any religion and church should ever become or remain imposed upon dissenters and nonconformists. Even when a large majority should be in favour of such an imposition. Full tolerance and freedom of choice for individuals and their voluntary associations are as much justified in the "public spheres" as they are in religion.  Compulsory membership in any tyranny or democracy, in any territorial regime or State, even in any "limited" government does amount to despotism. Despotic is also the territorial imposition of any system upon a whole country and all its people. That kind of territorial despotism has to be replaced, everywhere, by voluntary membership under personal laws, or an-territorial autonomy, i.e. by panarchies. To each the ideal of his dreams - and of his pocketbook. - PIOT, John Zube, 15.10.04

PANARCHISM & MICROFICHE PUBLISHING: In some country, probably the U.S., and years ago, probably 1990/91, in a copyshop, I must have had a talk with someone called HOWARD ELSETH,  who gave his telephone number as 535 7481 and showed some interest in panarchism and microfiche. I would like to get into contact with him – if he is still interested in these subjects. My note, hidden until now, was incomplete to contact him and he, although he probably got a leaflet from me, did not contact me. -  Panarchists of the world unite – you have nothing to lose but your chains and remaining prejudices. – Who knows of an efficient and affordable way to sort the panarchistic wheat from the chaff? - J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & MINORITY AUTONOMY: “The majority of us belong to some minority group.” – Dangerous Buttons, No. 345. -  This means that, with the panarchistic common platform of: “Full minority autonomy for all who desire it!”, ultimately the majority of the world population could be “united” into a  federation favouring  minority autonomy or panarchism for all but criminals and aggressors. It could and should be organized for defensive and liberating common actions against the remaining criminals and aggressors. - This drop-out option could lead to the biggest ever drop-in option. However, I believe that not many functions would be delegated to any world federation, even one of minority groups. It would be just one of several exterritorially  and peacefully competing world federations. Those who supplied the most efficient and cheapest protective services would gain the largest shares of their potential markets. But trust upon human prejudices, errors, myths and stupidity to assure that even the best such institution would not become the only one, ever. Hundreds of years of atheist researches, teachings and refutations have not yet destroyed the power various religions hold over the minds of hundreds of millions. The alternative statist religions will have a similar hold over the minds of millions. And perhaps we would need them as deterrent examples, to keep us on the straight and narrow paths. – J.Z., 7.1.99. I find particularly disgusting otherwise beautiful people - still with religious spleens in their heads, which they guard with all their strength. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & MINORITY RULE: Minority rule? Yes! But only in form of  the rule of everybody over himself, alone or in his kind of voluntary associations. – J.Z., 1.4.96, 15.4.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & MONETARY FREEDOM: No one's liberty, life and property are sufficiently assured without full monetary freedom and full panarchistic freedom, i.e., fully free choice and competition for all governmental and societal services. This is possible only on the basis of full exterritorial
autonomy or experimental freedom for all communities of volunteers, living under their personal constitutions, laws and jursdictions. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM & MONETARY FREEDOM, GRESHAM'S LAW, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM: There ought to be no territorial sovereignty in the monetary sphere either but full exterritorial autonomy among volunteers, in their own payment-communities - if, instead of the most wrong and harmful (e.g. the central banks), the most just and useful payment systems are to arise and prevail. - J.Z., n.d. & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM & MULTICULTURALISM: Multiculturalism should be an individual option, not an imposition, upon anyone, anywhere or anytime. - J.Z. 11 Nov. 92.

PANARCHISM & NON-VIOLENCE: Why fight, resist, subvert, boycott or even merely argue against any existing State or any proposed panarchy when the existing territorial States could be panarchistically reduced to mere panarchistic autonomy and when quite different panarchies do not really bother you at all but simply leave you alone, confining their activities to their own members and self-chosen own affairs? They could merely be your own suppliers or markets, if you are prepared to trade peacefully with them. You do not have to have any other relations with them. Thus you are free to ignore them as you are free to ignore any church, sect, hobby or sports group that does not interest you. Panarchies minimize motives for violence, although they do not “offer the other cheek”. – J.Z., 29.9.93,  9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & NOZICK: “If some anarchists morally objected to participating in the State at all, we might allow them to contribute 5 % above the tax they otherwise would have to pay to some” ( Some?  - Sometimes I can’t read my own handwriting! –J.Z.) “from a list of specified private charities – and perhaps can ignore their complaints about having to file with the State proof that they have done this.” – That is a very unripe notion, not even up to the standard already set by Herbert Spencer, who clearly recognized the connection between voluntary taxation and ignoring the State. As if an anarchist would not also object to a tax increase as well as to all current taxes and to the uses governments make of tax funds. Moreover, who is the State to “allow” secession? Or is secession to be dependent upon permission from Nozick or other political “scientists” or philosophers? On the same page, in another context, he admitted: “When such things are done or funded through the political system, everyone is willy-nilly an accomplice.”  - Nozick, The Examined Life, p. 290. – On page 291 he defends anti-discrimination laws.  – And he wants “the zigzack of politics” to continue, i.e., collectivistic and territorialist policies as usual. Although he showed some panarchistic insights, particularly in his “Anarchy, State and Utopia” and its chapter dealing with a “meta-utopia”, his other books are still far from panarchistic thinking, as far as I have seen or read them. –  In “The Examined Life”, chapter “The Ideal and the Action”,  he seems to have forgotten about his previous discussions of a “meta-utopia” as a framework for simultaneously realizing different ideals in the same country among volunteers. In “Holocaust” he fails to discuss the underlying error of “collective responsibility” and, instead, applies it himself. Moreover, his chapter on “cosmic consciousness” or “universal consciousness” is misleadingly named “Enlightenment”.  However, there is at least one somewhat panarchistically sounding passage in his book: The Examined Life, on page 290: “More pointedly, I think someone who consciously objects on moral grounds to the goal of a public policy, should be allowed by the society to opt out of that policy insofar as this is possible, even though the rest would wish to include that person in their joint symbolic affirmation. A recent example in the U.S. is a war to which much of the population morally objected; a current example is the aborting of fetuses, which some portion of the population finds akin to murder. When such things are done or funded through the political system, everyone is willy-nilly an accomplice.”  Perhaps you have found other panarchistic pearls in his writings? - J.Z., 4.1.90, 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM & NUCLEAR DISARMAMENT, EVEN UNILATERAL, WAR & PEACE: Panarchism as a disarming policy: Full exterritorial autonomy under personal laws - for all present revolutionaries, insurrectionists, resistance fighters, guerillas and even to terrorists, including an amnesty for all their past crimes, if they abstain from committing any further ones from now on and fully accept this condition within a month. With a victory - for their own affairs - so close to them, one can insist upon them accepting our armistice and amnesty offer immediately and a one month period for their deliberations should be enough, particularly if all panarchistic information that so far exists in writing is made available to them. - J.Z., 29.3.89, 31.3.89.

PANARCHISM & PANARCHIES: Panarchism means the progress from monarchical sovereignty over the people’s sovereignty to individual sovereignty, expressed especially in exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, which individuals may establish or join and also freely secede from. – J.Z., 18.2.05, 15.3.05.

PANARCHISM & PEACE, TERRITORIAL STATISM & WAR: Territorial States are by their very nature warfare States. Only volunteer communities with full exterritorial autonomy – and confined to it – can peacefully coexist in the long run. Intolerant ideas and fanaticism might still lead them into aggressive actions but their fundamental institution would not. Moreover, the voluntary taxation, monetary freedom and absence of territorial targets as well as of any somewhat rational motives for war (fighting for markets, when free trade is coercively suppressed, as it was for Japan before WWII, or for access to land and resources, when they are monopolized by nation States, that suppress free trade, free investments and free migration), would make wars between panarchies much more unlikely. Luckily, free trade, unilateral disarmament, monetary freedom and free migration can be introduced unilaterally, profitably and with a reduced risk. – J.Z., 25.9.93, 9.1.99. See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

PANARCHISM & PEACE: For anyone comprehending the factors making for war and those making for peace (see especially PEACE PLANS 16-17 & 61-63 = www.panarchism.net or: www.butterbach.net/epinfo/peace.htm & www.butterbach.net/epinfo/abc.htm ) exterritorial governments and States are no threats to each other but only to territorial States and can and will thus peacefully coexist in the same countries and in the world. As for their conflicts with the remaining and authoritarian territorial States: They do have the potential, if their principles and practices are consistently applied in their resistance, liberation, revolutionary and defensive efforts, to reduce any bloodshed that might still be required, to a minimum, confined largely to war criminals and tyrants. Potentially, their “wars” could be turned into rightful and limited police actions. Existing territorial governments will have no good reason to desperately resist them. Under their usual delusions they might even come to believe that under the free competition, that panarchism would offer them, world-wide, they could gain more followers in the rest of the world than they would lose in their own present countries. (Or criminally occupied "turf". - J.Z., 8.12.03.) Anyhow, a few will always be dumb or prejudiced enough to continue to follow them and over these they could rule more firmly and lastingly than they can rule presently over their many dissenters. To that extent panarchism has something to offer even to the worst kind of rulers. – J.Z., 29.9.93, 9.1.99. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & PLAYING GAMES: Play your own games - and let others play theirs! A common sense maxime applied in spheres where its application was so far suppressed. - J.Z., 18.1.95 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & POLITICAL MATURITY OR INDEPENDENCE: “Manche Politiker unserer Zeiten pflegen es als einen sich von selbst verstehenden Satz hinzustellen, dass kein Volk frei sein duerfe, bis es faehig sei, sich seiner Freiheit zu bedienen. Dieser Grundsatz is des Toren in der alten Geschichte wuerdig, der beschloss, nicht eher ins Wasser zu gehen, als bis er schwimmen gelernt haette.” –  Macaulay, Kritische und historische Essays, Milton. (*) – (My own and probably flawed re-translation into English: “Some politicians of our times consider it to be as a self-evident rule, that no people should be free until it is able to use its liberty. This principle is worthy of the fool in the old story, who resolved not to enter the water at all until he had learnt to swim.” – J.Z.)  Panarchism gives everybody the chance to become as mature and act as maturely as he is capable of and wants to. It does not presuppose or demand simultaneous and equal maturity or sufficient maturity for all people in a territory. But the wise and more enlightened people will be free to set examples for all prepared to follow them. The present territorial systems keep “the people” perpetually in a kind of political kindergarten, in which the most important decisions of their lives are subjected to the “wisdom” of politicians and bureaucrats, within territorial “democratic” systems in which, as Hayek and others said, the worst tend to get to the top and to stay there, for all too long. – J.Z., 9.1.99. (*) Actually, one can practise certain swimming movements on dry land and most of them almost completely, if one were suspended in the middle. - J.Z., 8.12.03.)

PANARCHISM & POLITICAL SCIENCE: Panarchism means an end to political science as usual, a "science" that has only concentrated on territorial politics while ignoring its opposite, namely , political relationships based upon voluntarism and exterritorial autonomy. Thus it hardly deserves the name of a "science". All political science lecturers ought to resign, go back to school, and primary research, after first apologizing to their students. Political writers should likewise apologize, to their publishers and readers and should rewrite all their texts or declare that they would apply only in the sphere of territorial politics. - They are unlikely to do so. It is much more likely that they will continue to ignore panarchism or to ridicule it, smear it or otherwise try to put it down. No wonder, their reputation is at stake and the value of their years to decades of efforts. The new model will only be slowly accepted, largely only to the extent that the leading advocates of territorialism and its institutions die out. - J.Z., 26.6.01. - See: Kuhn's book on the story of scientific revolutions. 

PANARCHISM & POPULAR PREJUDICES: As long as most people remain blind or deaf towards or prejudiced against the tolerant, voluntaristic and exterritorial autonomy options, they will have to suffer the consequences of their remaining intolerance and their preferred territorial, coercive and monopolistic institutions and laws, regardless of whether they do really like them or consider them as inevitable evils. – J.Z., 4.7.93, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM & PREFERENCES FOR WRONGFULLY CLASSIFIED & FALSE ALTERNATIVES LIKE RIGHT VS. LEFT: Replace the fruitless and misleading discussions of right vs. left and or left vs. right, anarchism vs. libertarianism and libertarianism vs. anarchism etc., by full discussions of all voluntaristic options that are not confined to territorialism but include all exterritorialist autonomy options for all volunteer communities of whatever shade of opinion and conviction. This kind of experimental freedom or freedom of action is most important - if we want to solve most of our remaining public problems, fast and effectively. Full tolerance is required for all tolerant actions so that all voluntaristic possibilities become explored and proven or disproved fast. Otherwise it will remain “politics as usual”, i.e. we will be getting nowhere or even go backwards or stumble into the general holocaust, essentially caused by the continuance of territorial super-States with their “super” weapons which are no smarter than those who advocated them, built them and kept them in readiness for mass murderous actions. – J.Z., 27.4.98, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & PRISONS: “…in the ceaseless power struggle among those who have otherwise been rendered powerless…” – Stephen Donaldson, Nat Prison, Analog, Mid Dec. 93. – By being largely rendered powerless, even as territorial leaders, we tend to become power-mad – wherever and whenever we can still exercise at least some control over our lives and, in imitation of the power abuse of those above us, our own abuse of power over those below us or weaker than us.. This can be seen in the relentless pursuit of entertainment, sports, artistic endeavors, the excess use of alcohol, tobacco and other drugs, in speeding and in criminal lawlessness, e.g. in wife and child abuse. Juvenile delinquency, for instance, tends to reduce sharply among those no longer forced to attend school and becoming productively employed. As for the powerlessness of convicts in prisons: At least in modern prisons one kind of power and opportunity is increased rather than decreased for most prisoners, namely that for self-improvements, if they so desire. They have more time and energy left for such endeavours and it usually costs them nothing. That otherwise their power over their own lives has been reduced is only a consequence of their previous criminal actions, in which they used and abused power over the lives, liberties, well-being and property of others. This is something many of them do not want to admit. For them “prison is the crime” or “getting caught”, rather than their own criminal offence. – J.Z., 3.12.93, 9.1.99, 18.9.04. (XYZ Panarchies would practise XYZ prison systems and the examples set by the best ones would tend to spread rapidly. - J.Z., 8.12.03.) - J.

PANARCHISM & PRIVATIZATION OF GOVERNMENTS: Privatize governments, i.e., turn them into voluntary affairs and free and competitive enterprises – based only upon exterritorial autonomy and voluntary membership. That requires that individuals are and remain free to secede from them and to conclude other societal arrangements for themselves, i.e., to live under personal rather than territorial laws and rules. – J.Z., 26.2.94, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & PROTESTANTISM:  Panarchism aims to achieve the same protestant revolution in the political, economic and socia; spheres that succeeded in the religious sphere - and this without bloodshed, coercion or  fraud, by quite peaceful means, via individual and group secessionism and full an-territorial autonomy for the secessionists, leaving all the associations, that they seceded from, in full control over their own affairs, this time only among their remaining volunteers and those volunteers that might come to join them from all over the world. For instance, the present USA would have many secessionists but they would be replaced by many more who would even prefer the present USA regime for themselves to the regimes they are presently suffering under. Only obviously despotic regimes would be losing more subjects than they would gain world-wide. But, after the experience with e.g. the Mussolini, Stalin, Hitler and Mao regimes, who would deny their dissenting subjects the right to secede from them? And who would deny that in association with all the dissenters from them the much more free States and societies could have easily defeated or overthrown them? In the same way as the parliamentary democracy of England, or at least some of its external forms, have spread over most of the world so an-territorially autonomous communities of volunteers could and would spread over the whole world - but they would do so much faster and with much less struggle, from the smallest successful beginnings. There are less physical barriers now for the spread of good ideas than there were ever before. Freedom ideas could come to be represented in irresistible form when utilizing the intellectual energies of all freedom lovers.  And they would be backed by successful experiments or demonstrations, provided by volunteers. Wherever free communities cannot as yet be freely established they could become effectively prepared and demonstrated by an-territorially autonomous governments in exile, set up in somewhat free countries by refugees and deserters, to realize there their own rights and interests and represent those, who would join them as soon as they become free to do so. In this way all the centrifugal forces could come to be mobilized against the remaining despotic territorial regimes. D-Day for all could arrive very fast and without much fighting on this day or in consequence of the fall of a regime. For their true believes any regime could be continued - but only at their expense and risk. Thus they would not desperately resist.  Volunteers would still be free to join them from the rest of the world. But such volunteers would be shamefully few. 

PANARCHISM & PROTESTANTISM: Panarchism (Polyarchy, Multiarchy, etc.) amounts to political, economic and social or secular Protestantism and it aims to preach and practise the same kind of voluntarism & tolerance as is demonstrated by the best kinds of Protestants, all on the basis of full exterritorial autonomy for all the voluntary members of their communities. For this purpose it insists upon the rightfulness of individual sovereignty and of individual and minority group secessionism, the liberty to live under personal law and constitutions and jurisdictions, all this as a preconditions for a free, just, peaceful, prosperous and progressive world, in which all enlightened people get their chance and only the unenlightened ones have to suffer under their own flawed choices. Under this system even life expansion, intelligence expansion and space exploration will make much more rapid progress. It extends tolerance and freedom of action to their natural limits. It releases all of man's creative energies and reduces his destructive ones. It is the consistent application of free market and laissez faire ideas, of self-government, self-help, self-realisation, self-determination and democracy. Nothing else can make us as strong against any further authoritarisnism, despotism and totalitarianism. Without it we might all come to perish in the next & universal holocaust. - J.Z., 7.5.02 & 15.12.03. 

PANARCHISM & RELIGIOUS FREEDOM, CHURCHES, SECTS: One day we will wonder why we ever put up with territorial political hierarchies as we once did with religious ones (national churches, State religions). – J.Z., 25.11.93.

PANARCHISM & RELIGIOUS LIBERTY OR TOLERANCE: The principles of religious liberty or tolerance should be applied to ideologies and their organizations and practices as well, that is, likewise, only among their believers. Most ideologies are, like religions, merely composed of dogmas, articles of faith, errors, myths and prejudices, unchecked premises, wrongful assumptions and as such cannot be proven to those who disagree with them. Thus they should not be given any territorial status, privilege or monopoly, either, via territorial constitutions, laws and jurisdictions, over any dissenters. Naturally, the few relatively just and rational ideologies should be given the same freedom to be experimented with among their volunteers. It is wrongful to recognize freedom to experiment in the spheres of religion, science, technology, the arts, sports, entertainment and in private lives but to deny it in the very important spheres of political, economic and social systems and to monopolize it there in the hands of a few territorial leaders, parties, minorities, majorities or movements. Each should have to suffer only the results of his own mistakes, including that of having chosen the wrong system for himself. Those who have learned their lessons should be free to withdraw from a previously chosen system, after an agreed upon withdrawal period, or instantly, in case of obvious abuses, and to join other systems that are more to their liking. - J.Z., 6.1.96 & 26.6.01. - Under panarchism even racists and extremest radicals could become peaceful neighbours - just doing their things to or for themselves, leaving all others alone. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & RELIGIOUS LIBERTY: Panarchism is simply a consistent application of the principle involved in religious liberty or religious tolerance to the political, economic and social spheres. If panarchistic reformers and revolutionaries were to use panarchistic principles and practices against oppressive territorial governments, starting with the worst of them, then they could replace them without the enormous bloodshed that was and is involved in religious wars. However, as tolerant people are today still extremely rare. On the other hand, alternative media to cheaply spread panarchistic ideas, facts and arguments do today exist and could be effectively utilized by these few. If they established a proper ideas archive first of all, for all social reform ideas, and an encyclopaedia of the best refutations for popular errors, myths and prejudices, as well as one for the best ways for putting forward any good case and an encyclopaedia of the variety of definitions that do exist for every term, perhaps numbering all of them, then they might make their enlightenment efforts much easier. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & REPRESENTATION: Why and how could anyone represent AREAS and all their inhabitants rather than free people who have chosen him and no one else? Who or what illusion or delusion made him “representative” for all, without a power of attorney from everyone involved? At most he could represent those, who subscribe to the delusions of territorial representative or direct democracies or republics. But not a single individual disagreeing with these “ideals” could be rightly represented by anyone in any territorial regime. – Territorial representation is not sufficiently representative. – It represents too much constitutional, legal, juridical and police repression for that. - J.Z., 12.11.93, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & RESPECT FOR POLITICIANS: I could only respect a ruling politician if he were to let all his opponents secede from his regime and also free to form alternative governments or non-governmental societies. – J.Z., 26.5.93. – But that was something even an Abraham Lincoln would not permit. He rather sacrificed half a million of his countrymen to preserve a compulsory “unity” and his rule over it. – J.Z., 26.5.93, 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM & RIGHTS: Panarchism includes all the rights and benefits that can be provided e.g. by full monetary and financial freedom, free enterprise, free productive coops and free trade and this without forcing them upon any dissenter.

PANARCHISM & SCHOOL SHOOTINGS: Compulsory attendance, compulsory subordination to hierarchies, compulsory association with people one dislikes, compulsory lessons, compulsory text books, selected by others, compulsory home work, compulsory examinations, monopolistic certification schemes, imposition of teachers as experts, do, inevitably, lead to some passive resistance, vandalism, bullying, fighting, gang warfare, arson and some terrorist acts - even in schools, just like in territorial states and largely for the same reasons. - J.Z., 19.3.01, 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM & SELF-GIVEN LAWS: Panarchy gives a new meaning to Rousseau's phrase : "Liberty is a set of laws which I have chosen for myself." - J.Z., 16 May 89.

PANARCHISM & SELF-GOVERNMENT OR SELF-MANAGEMENT, SELF-RULE, VOLUNTARISM, GOVERNMENT, ANARCHISM,  COMPULSION: “To adopt moral rules for oneself is not therefore inconsistent with anarchism. Government, with its laws, restricts our freedom by the threat of force, but if a person imposes rules on himself he is not being compelled but acting voluntarily. Freedom in the sense of government by reason is quite acceptable. As Tucker wrote: ‘If the individual has a right to govern himself, all external government is tyranny.’ The idea of ruling oneself rather than being ruled by others is implicit in the anarchist’s advocacy of self-government and self-management. The whole thrust of the anarchist argument for social freedom is that the absence of laws would not lead to a state of moral chaos or disorder since people are capable of governing themselves…." - “… they would accept Kant’s view of autonomy as self-imposed rules which have been freely chosen for oneself.” – Peter Marshall,  Demanding the Impossible, 38.

PANARCHISM & SELF-HELP: Panarchism means full freedom for all self-help ventures. – J.Z., 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM & SEPARATISM: Separatism for everyone who wants it – but only an exterritorial basis. – J.Z., 25.9.93.

PANARCHISM & SOCIAL SECURITY: "… Social Security is a gigantic fraud from which taxpayers can now legally 'drop out'". - Schiff, The Greatest Con, cover. - Can they, indeed? - J.Z.

PANARCHISM & STATISM: The State, any form of it except the territorial one – for all those who want it for themselves. That should be one of the main demands of consistent anarchists and libertarians, who, using the same kind of individual choice, would want to establish their desired degrees of liberty among themselves, quite undisturbed by the statists. – J.Z., 12.2.98, 11.1.99.

PANARCHISM & TASTE, THE GREAT VARIETY OF PERSONAL TASTES, CHOICES AND PREFERENCES:  President De Gaulle is said to have once remarked, in an attempt to excuse his failures: “Who can govern a nation that loves 400 different kinds of cheese?” – Certainly no one who likes to prescribe his own preferred taste in cheese for millions of others. He raised an important question but did not answer it, although with regard to cheese and in numerous other private ways, he was prepared to leave Frenchmen their individual and exterritorially autonomous choices. But he wanted to monopolize, like most present politicians, the “public affairs” decision, i.e. all major decisions  in the political, economic and social spheres. He did not learn enough from his chosen example. His supposedly “gloriously united” and “happy” “nation was, in reality, an ingloriously forced together combination, a disunited and unhappy “nation”, artificially made up and forcefully held together, in spite of the various tribal, religious and ideological individual preferences, which no single regime, party, parliament, no territorial rule at all could rightfully and properly represent, even with the best intentions and greatest abilities among the leaders. The French sometimes tried several territorial governments per year. None of them could provide satisfaction to all the dissenters. The model itself is unsuitable for the achievement of this aim. – J.Z., 8.4.95, 9.1.99, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & TERRITORIAL ARCHISM, WELFARE STATES & OTHER EXPLOITATIVE STATES: Under territorial archism you are forced to contribute to the paying of  the bills of everybody else and can claim that your own public affairs bills are to some extent paid by others.  Under panarchism each has to pay only his own bills or only his share in the bills for those common projects  that  he personally approved. If under these conditions he is foolish enough to give others blank cheques upon his earnings and assets, then he has only himself to blame. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: While it is correct that almost all existing governments are territorial governments with compulsory membership or subjugation, competing only on the territorial level with other governments of the same kind, for the own or their territory and subjects, including all their dissenters, in a struggle for territorial monopolies, i.e., for criminal political turfs, it would be quite wrong to indiscriminately condemn as "governments" all the past current and future governments and free societies that  were,  are or will be only exterritorially autonomous and have only voluntary members.  Competing governments and societies are rightful, possible and practical, even desirable or ideal, compared with most of the past and present territorial governments. - J.Z., 1.1.99 & 24.2.99.  

PANARCHISM & THE FREE MARKET: A free market for all government and societal services is one of the most important and yet most neglected markets. Now our very survival depends upon it. - J.Z., 2.11.99, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & THE HISTORICAL EXPERIENCE: The whole of history, if viewed without a territorial bias, is full of evidence that you cannot trust the machineries of territorial States to keep the peace or minimize wars or promote progress and wealth, sufficiently, rather than obstruct and prevent them. Territorial States are warfare States, oppressive institutions rather than liberating ones and all their “wars against poverty”, fights against unemployment and against drugs do rather spread poverty, unemployment and drugs than abolish them. I do not know of any creative or productive sphere in which territorial governments have always acted rightly and efficiently, i.e., provided a better service and at lower prices than free and competitive private or cooperative alternative suppliers could have provided, had they been freed to do so. The services of territorial governments cost, as a rule, as I believe David Friedman has pointed out, twice to three times as much as competitively supplied private services cost and are, as a rule, not worth their enforced prices, including the subsidies that are involved, at the expense of taxpayers. As inefficient panarchies would rapidly fail, i.e. run out of members and customers and go bankrupt, as  they should. – J.Z., 9.2.98, 10.1. 99.

PANARCHISM & THE MASS MEDIA: The Mass media are largely produced and consumed by the ignorant and the prejudiced. They are thus, at least initially, least suitable to launch new and radical ideas. They would rather ignore, attack or ridicule them than fairly report and discuss them. – J.Z., 2.5.93. - But have anarchists and libertarians shown enough interest in using all affordable, easy and powerful alternative media or, predominantly, only mass media, now including the Internet and print on paper editions for their books, magazines, leaflets and papers? - Well, at least their online offers have become large and increasing. - J.Z., 18.9.04. 

PANARCHISM & THE NUCLEAR WAR THREAT: Territorially "united" we will sooner or later perish under ABC mass murder devices in the hands of madmen with unjustifiable powers. Exterritorially divided and autonomous we could prevent them from ever being used again. Their targets would be dissolved, as well as the powers, means and motives to use them. See my two books on this, in PEACE PLANS 16-18 & 61-63. - J.Z., 12.3.99 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM & THE REPEATED TROUBLES IN THE BALKANS:  I do not want to “sit” on “my” solutions to the problems of e.g. Yugoslavia, Bosnia, Croatia, Slovenia, etc., and for the hundreds to thousands of other minority groups in the world, nor do I want to confine such information only to a few dozen people, who showed so far some limited interest in my preferred medium, libertarian microfiche, or only to the hundreds to thousands of libertarians whom I might  gradually approach via costly and time consuming letters and e-mails. But I cannot afford mass media. But I do not have exaggerated hopes for the Internet, as a more popular medium, either. E.g., the number of freedom books that it offers, in full texts, is still rather limited. How many pro-freedom pages are there among its billions of pages, so far? Why haven’t freedom lovers provided many more of them there? Will they all too much ignore this option, as they did other alternative media and even their floppy disk and CD-ROM options so far? The minority rights groups, that I heard or read about, do not seem interested at all in the exterritorialist and voluntarist alternative but rather in freedom struggles for still more separate territories for separate groups and are thus part of the problem rather than the solution. The mass media are largely out of my reach and only occasionally do I waste another letter to the editor to one of them on a panarchistic topic. – J.Z., n.d., 11.1.99, 18.9.04. - Responses to my literature lists for LMP: Libertarian Microfiche Publishing www.acenet.com.au/~jzube & www.butterbach.net/lmp have been very poor, also responses to my offers of libertarian files via e-mail, floppies and CDs. Most minds"march only on the popular highways". - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM & THE STATE: “… isolate(s) the factors which tend to make the State into an engine of suppression.” – John Chamberlain, The American States, 37.  – Panarchism isolates and removes them. – J.Z., 2.1.94.

PANARCHISM & THE USUAL REACTION TO IT, PEOPLE, ENLIGHTENMENT, IDEAS, RESISTANCE TO NEW IDEAS: Men occasionally stumble over truth, but most of them pick themselves up and hurry off as if nothing had happened. - Sir Winston Churchill. 

PANARCHISM & TOLERANT  UTOPIAS & PANACEAS: Panarchists may be the only ones who aim at a utopia or panacea that is extremely tolerant, a kind of “meta-utopia”, to use Nozick”s term, that provides a framework for all other utopias and panaceas. (Curiously enough, I have not yet found a libertarian review of Nozick's concept of "meta-utopias", although his books have often been reviewed. - J.Z., 8.12.03.) The way anarchism and libertarianism are usually advanced, still on the basis of small territories, within which there are only various anarchistic communities or only limited government libertarian societies, their ideals are still fundamentally intolerant and authoritarian - because of their remaining territorial and exclusive features. They are the ideals of “true believers”, who want all the world and all human beings to be liberated only in their way. Nothing else will satisfy them. With this approach they do maximize the resistance against their ideal, rather than minimize it. Panarchism, although providing an excellent framework for all types of anarchists and libertarians (and representatives of other isms), who are prepared to act tolerantly and self-responsibly, at their own risk and expense, in the realization of their own ideal among themselves, does offer the same liberty, right and opportunities to all other dissenting groups and thus can hope to make friends and allies wholesale, rather soon, once it is sufficiently comprehended by a critical mass of people and consistently applied by them. No one has to fear any movement that does not aim to dominate, that does not claim to rule a whole territory and all its dissenters. No one has to fear anyone, who is prepared to pay his own bills and bear his self-chosen risks himself and with his associates. Territorial monopoly claims, on the other hand, threaten all those who disagree with the claimants and thus lead to permanent strife and suspicions, to lies and deceptions, to power plays, dramas and tragedies, to zero-sum games, to party struggles and “politics as usual”, but this time rendered far more dangerous via ABC mass murder devices in the hands of madmen. Only panarchism offers a way out of the ABC nightmare situation. How helpless territorial politicians are towards it and how they are only able to prolong it, they do demonstrate every day. – J.Z., 20.12.97, 10.1.99. 8.12.03.

PANARCHISM & UNANIMITY: “Unanimity is the best fortress.” – Danish Proverb. – And it can be attained, in most cases, only exterritorially, in the spheres of political, economic and social systems. – J.Z., 16.2.86, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & UTOPIA: Utopia is, for you, where YOU find it or establish it. You should get the full freedom to do so. - J.Z., 7.8.03, 15.12.03.

PANARCHISM & UTOPIAS, TO EACH HIS OWN: To everyone his own choice of utopia, at his own cost and risk and that of like-minded volunteers - as long as they can stand it. - J.Z., 7.10.00.

PANARCHISM & VISION: “Where there is no vision the people perish”. – Bible, Proverbs, XXIX, 18, ca. 350 B.C. – Not only “a” vision is required but a rightful and correct one or many of them. We have suffered from the imposition of too many wrongful and false visions or dreams and ideals. Panarchism is a vision or general framework for all visionaries and their followers. It facilitates the benefits they could provide and limits the wrongs and harms they could cause. – J.Z., 16.2.86, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM & VOLUNTARISM, ASSOCIATIONISM, SECESSIONISM, OWN AFFAIRS: All the affairs of men should be managed by individuals or voluntary associations. - B. R. Tucker, LIBERTY, March 10, 1888.

PANARCHISM & VOLUNTARY COOPERATION:  Panarchism is just another term for “voluntary cooperation”, “self-government”, “self-control”, complete “freedom of contract”, “full autonomy”, consistent “pluralism”, consistent “multiculturalism”,  “non-oppressive apartheid”,  voluntary “segregation” combined with voluntary “integration”, “consumer sovereignty” in every sphere,  “voluntaryism”,  “competing governments”,  consistent libertarianism and anarchism,  “non-geographical autonomy”,  divorce from governments, etc. All terms that have so far been coined for this kind of “utopia” have still to be combined into one listing. See list under NAMES. 

PANARCHISM & WAYS OUT: Rightful and efficient ways-out will be easily and as fast as possible found under free experimentation for all, in all spheres, even those now monopolized by territorial governments, combined with an efficient free market for all new ideas and talents. – J.Z., 8.6.97, 10.1.99, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM AS WORLD-WIDE OPTIONS FOR EVERYBODY: You are a citizen of this planet much more than of any nation or territory. No nation or continent should be closed to you and no system that you want and can tolerantly practise, i.e., at your own expense and risk, alone or in association with others, should be prohibited to you anywhere on Earth – or in the universe. Individual and exterritorialist sovereignty rather than collectivist and territorial sovereignty – everywhere: - J..Z., 8.9.93, 13.1.99.

PANARCHISM AS A NEW KIND OF PLURALISM: Territorial pluralism for a territory, under country-wide sovereignty, uniformly imposed constitutions, laws, jurisdiction, police etc. is something very different from the pluralism practised by exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, of which many could and should exist, corresponding to the variety of people and their various motives and bodies of knowledge or prejudices. All could have their own either statist or anarchist or libertarian institutions and methods. They would not only enjoy more or less trivial conceded “liberties” under a territorial overlordship with which they might strongly disagree on fundamentals. – J.Z., 61.198, 11.1.99.

PANARCHISM AS POLITICAL ECOLOGY: Natural diversity and autonomy exist, largely exterritorially, not only for plants and animals but for the “political animal”, man, as well. Any imposed “monoculture” upon man and his desired and possible societies is a despotic imposition that does more harm than good. Only panarchistic freedom would allow that most diverse animal all his most different choices, practised self-responsibly. But it would also permit the establishment and continuance of most diverse utopian and cultivated gardens, at the cost and risk of their voluntary members and supporters. Only this kind of free choice would enable all to release all their creative energies. At the same time, it would maximize the opportunities for all to effectively resist the remaining destructive energies of criminals with involuntary victims,  whether these criminals are in or out of office.  Without the full freedom for the whole spectrum for rightful human activities, whether obvious and visible or a to us invisible part of the whole spectrum, we will never come to know what free men are really capable of in the long run, when not subjugated, exploited, miseducated and misdirected by politicians and bureaucrats and their own flawed ideas and opinions. Under panarchism even politicians and bureaucrats would have to be on the best behaviour or would put themselves out of business. But even the worst kind of faiths and actions could be continued at the expense and risk of their  remaining believers – and also as deterrent examples for others. Freedom of expression and information is not enough. It must be supplemented by freedom of action to achieve as much enlightenment as human beings are capable of. – J.Z., 28.5.95, 7.1.99.

PANARCHISM AS PROVERBIAL WISDOM: “Live and let live.” – David Fergusson: Scottish Proverbs, 1641.

PANARCHISM AS SOLUTION: Panarchistically, we could all be "saved", whether we belong to a fleeting majority conglomerate or one of the numerous minorities, because each of them would then operate at the own expense and risk. All ideas, proposals and innovations could then be tried out fast, among their supporters, in the long run for the benefit of all. Imitation and improvements would be a matter of individual choice, not of political and prolonged battles, held back by the mass of the least informed and least interested. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89.

PANARCHISM EXISTS IN BUSINESS: Each competitive and free enterprise business attempts to compete successfully with all other similar businesses but does not attempt to legally or militarily destroy its competitors, i.e., they are not monopolistic and coercive or even fwarlike, as territorial governments are. - J.Z., 8.12.03, 7.9.04.

PANARCHISM FAVOURS ALL RIGHTFUL & TOLERANT POSSIBILITIES: Look at the other possibilities, become free to choose them for yourself and allow others to make their own choices for themselves. Each is to advance and to continue only at the own risk and expense. In this way freedom of choice, freedom of action, freedom to experiment could be realized for all. The territorial model sets different people, with different ideas against each other. The exterritorial model sets all of them free to do their own things for and to themselves. Thereby they become pacified - and will tend to advance, in the average, fast, even though some might stagnate or even relapse for a while. Majorities and territorial governments have no right to determine the fate of non-aggressive individuals and minorities that disagree with them.  - J.Z., 5.8.03, 15.12.03. 

PANARCHISM FOR ALL ISMS: Panarchism caters to (for?) all justified (i.e. peaceful, voluntaryist, non-aggressive) isms, while e.g. limited government, anarchism and welfare statism uphold a territorial monopoly for their kind of faith. - J.Z., 2.1.88, 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM IN AUSTRALIA:  Australia contains 2 major and many minor “nations” or "peoples" in a single, coercive and unsatisfactory compromise constitution, one that cannot fully represent their varied interests. It is a clumsy and bureaucratic, faction-ridden and lawyer-ruled system, one that slows down or prevents progress for decades or makes it dependent upon costly and prolonged struggles. While perhaps better than many other territorial systems, it is simply not good, free and just enough for everybody and cannot represent and liberate everybody to the extent that they want to be liberated. It ignores the fact that only panarchies could truly represent individual choices, not collectively chosen parties or deputies. Moreover, it is nonsensical to make any progress dependent upon a corresponding law being first passed or repealed. Even direct democracies do still contain outvoted minorities. Thus any referendum ought to be confined to upholding rights and liberties or extending them and to projects that are to be funded and run only by the majority that favour them. – J.Z., 13.3.93, 17.4.93, 12.1.99.

PANARCHISM IN PRACTICE NOW: Panarchy exists in much of our daily lives - however, with all too many limitations upon our autonomy and with the exception of a few very important spheres. - J.Z., 4.9.87, 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM IN SCIENCE FICTION: “…when he returned to Earth & again….. rubbed shoulders every day with faceless millions, all busily living out their different ways and with their different aims and values. There, custom and synthetic social barriers served to mark out the lines of demarcation that man needed in order to identify with definable cultural groups.” – James P. Hogan, The Gentle Giants of Ganymede, 168.

PANARCHISM IN SPACE,  ALAS, USUALLY ON PLANET-SIZED TERRITORIES ONLY, SINCE THEY ARE PRESUMED TO EXIST IN UNLIMITED NUMBERS & THE TRANSPORT PROBLEM IS PRESUMED TO BE SOLVED IN THESE SF STORIES: “Let me give freedom to the rest of the Galaxy, each portion to go its own way according to its own customs and cultures. The Galaxy will become a working whole again through the free agencies of trade, tourism and communication…” – Isaac Asimov, Prelude to Foundation, 418.

PANARCHISM INVOLVES CLARIFICATION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS & LIBERTIES,  THE ESTABLISHMENT OF IDEAL MILITIAS FOR THEIR DEFENCE & A NEW KIND OF INTERNATIONAL LAW AND JURISDICTION BASED UPON THEM, AS WELL AS A DEGREE OF ENLIGHTENMENT THAT CAN, PERHAPS, ONLY BE ACHIEVED THROUGH THE MULTIPLE STEPS OF A GENUINELY CULTURAL REVOLUTION TO SPEED UP THE PROCESS OF ENLIGHTENMENT:  Panarchism cannot be created in a vacuum, without sufficient preparations and preconditions, so to speak, out of thin air.  But the oppressions and mistakes of territorial politics provide incentives and opportunities for those sufficiently enlightened  on their panarchistic options, to establish their alternative institutions and to use their alternative liberating and protective measures. But even this requires minimum numbers of convinced and enlightened members to act effectively together - for their propaganda and their actions to succeed and spread, finally, in a chain reaction, once a critical mass is attained. Once the panarchistic approach and practice is understood, even by its enemies, resistance against it will be reduced to a minimum, because they would not, in most cases (tyrants excepted, to some extent) have to fight for their lives, liberties and properties. But so far panarchism is largely only a "castle in the air" or a utopia in the minds of a few and even in these minds often still not quite clarified and still mixed up with some territorialist thoughts, ideas and prejudices.  Thus self-enlightenment is the obvious first step and this requires access to all the panarchistic information, experiences and texts and discussions  that so far exist and their correction and supplementation - until, finally, we will be close to a new kind of political science that will enable the panarchists to spread their message and advance in their path in the easiest and cheapest ways (using all kinds of affordable and efficient alternative media), making the maximum number of friends and allies on the way. However, panarchists, too, are not prepared to love everybody or subscribe to a universal and egalitarian brotherhood. Instead, they do offer a uniquely tolerant framework and opportunity for self-liberating actions to almost everybody, to all productive and intelligent and peaceful people,  excepting only e.g. totalitarians, habitual official and unofficial criminals, fanatics,  moochers and parasites. As has often been stated before (First, in a simpler version by Kurt Zube, in his Manifesto ... ): Panarchism offers “to each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams, at the own expense and risk.” – Who would object to such  a dream world, if it could be realized? Panarchism is the only framework that could realize it, with human beings as they are now, in the vast majority. – J.Z., 10.1.99. Slightly revised: 8.12.03, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM IS PRO-JEWS & ANY FORM OF VOLUNTARY JUDAISM BUT AGAINST TERRITORIAL ZIONISM, ISRAEL & PALESTINE. TO EACH HIS OWN, EXTERRITORIALLY: I am pro-Jewish but anti-Zionist - to the extent that Zionism expounds and practises a territorial nationalism. I hold that no territorial nationalism, not even a Jewish one, is justified. - J.Z. 27.3.1989. - Full exterritorial autonomy for Arabs as well as Jews - and other people and voluntary groupings and communities - has the best chance to finally bring about a just and lasting peace to the Middle East. The curious thing is, that this radical solution would be no more than a revival and extension of the best Arab and Jewish traditions. - J.Z., 11.12.03.

PANARCHISM MEANS: Anything goes - at your own expense and risk. - J.Z. 14.2.87. - That, does, naturally, exclude any unprovoked attacks, any initiated coercion against peaceful and rational people doing their own and quite different things quite independently. - J.Z. 3.-7.89.

PANARCHISM OFFERS DIVISION OF LABOUR & A NEW FREE MARKET FOR PUBLIC SERVICES OR SERVICES BELIEVED TO BE PUBLIC SERVICES BY SOME:  Under the freedom of action and experimental freedom of panarchism, practised by its very nature tolerantly, i.e. only by and among volunteers and at their own expense and risk, we would have division of labour among reformers and revolutionaries, who could, peacefully coexisting and competing, try out xyz schemes at the same time and in the same country, each unobstructed by internal dissenters and active external animosity. Consequently, positive results from at least some of them could be expected soon and failures self-managed false utopia would also be revealed much sooner and more widely, because people would pay more attention to such practices in the own country or times than they would explore historical precedents or follow those set in foreign countries. New kinds of competitions might result, like e.g.: In which panarchy was there the lowest degree of unemployment, of inflation, of crime, poverty and taxation? –  Free and tolerant experiments will introduce a proper scientific attitude in the Social Science and make them jump ahead, like natural sciences and technology did, once they were free to experiment. However, in spheres where nothing can be proven and everything merely asserted and believed, like religions, progress would not be speeded up, very much, although more tolerance might be applied there, too. – J.Z., 18.6.93, 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM OR NON-TERRITORIALISM OR CONSISTENT VOLUNTARISM & ITS CONSEQUENCES AS OPPOSED TO TERRITORIALISM & ITS INEVITABLE RESULTS, COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY & MASS EXTERMINATION DEVICES: Panarchism would reduce all revolutions to one-man-revolutions and would thus turn all revolutions into peaceful and rightful ones.  What one man does with his life is his business and not the business of his neighbor or his country. At most he would ruin only his own life - not the life of anyone else.  His wife and children are not obliged to follow him into all his choices. (His contractual and natural obligations towards them would remain.) His revolutionary decisions would only affect his own life and not that of his neighbors, his former government, his countrymen who did not act like him and they would be under no obligation to follow him. No rightful government would have to fear any such revolution. It could go on serving its followers as best as it can and if many individuals would leave it, then it would imply tend to improve its services in order to retain the remainder of its followers and to gain new ones, perhaps also from among its former members. (People keep voting for governments that already disappointed them many times.) Insofar the secessionists really deserve prayers or letters of thanks. Panarchism and its individual secessionism and individual sovereignty and voluntarism would realize the essential vote, namely the right to ignore a government or to secede from it, no matter how many others had voted for it. It would provide the individual with an essential veto right - but one confined to his own affairs. Not even with the aid of his one territorial vote among millions could he help to prevent other people from providing for themselves what they want for themselves, often at his expense. His home would really become his castle - against the votes, laws, jurisdiction, legislation, constitutions and administrative decisions and assaults of communities of his enemies. Moreover, since his own decisions would not threaten their way of life, they would not want to storm his castle or forcefully change the rules of his society or community. The leaders in these voluntary and quite different and competing communities would all get a real mandate, unanimously, from all their voluntary members. To that extent a general harmony would come within our reach. (Naturally, it could not prevent family sqabbles or disagreements among lovers or personality conflicts. But these do not threaten the survival of mankind or general peace, progress and enlightenment. In our private relationships we are already free to disengage, to ignore, to boycott others, to live our own lives in our own ways, regardless of the preferences of our neighbours of of local or state-wide majorities and their preferences.) We do have to become similarly free to disassociate ourselves from what we perceive to be public policy disasters, however constitutional, legal and juridically recognized they are by a territorial monopoly system and however orderly and legally administered. Each should become free to save himself, as far as he can, from such disasters, alone or in association with like-minded people, rather than being involuntarily drawn into them, e.g. via majority voting, taxation, central foreign policy decisions, monetary despotism or any other morally indefensible compulsions, like anti-drug wars, compulsory worships, compulsory voting, compulsory military or educational servitude. - - The life, liberty, security, order and peace-promoting measures, organizations and methods of territorial governments can, obviously, no longer be relied upon. Often they cost more in lives and property than they save. Territorialist and imposed uniformity is the foundation for any tyranny, dictatorship and authoritarianism. One territorial constitution, one legislation, one jurisdiction, one administration for all people in a territory, no matter how much they may be opposed to it, means endless feuds, religious, national, ideological and racial wars, violent revolutions and resistance actions, including terrorist mass murders, in our times even total wars, with official mass murder devices, which our "wise and moral" rulers, our supposed representatives, think to be morally and rationally justified, although they are merely cheap, scientific and portable "extermination camp packages", directed collectively against all the people in whole cities or even in whole countries. Almost none of our democratic or republican territorial governments have as yet unilaterally renounced the building, storage and use of such weapons or of nuclear reactors, which permit the construction of such mass murder devices, or alliance with all governments which thus make a general holocaust possible. - - - (New Zealand may have gone furthest in the direction of being a zone free of nuclear weapons and nuclear reactors. Australia has only one research reactor {and already problems with the disposal of its radioactive rubbish} and no nuclear weapons but it is allied with the greatest nuclear weapons power and has provided military communication bases for the use of these mass murder "weapons". {Moreover, its miners provides tons of uranium ore to the world!} Each of them would, if ever used, as two nuclear weapons already were, against Hiroshima and Nagasaki, murder many more people than the largest private terrorist act so far committed. Even the survivors of the greatest official holocaust or genocide attempt against a single ethnic and religious community, in their territorial State, have not yet rejected these mass murder devices as totally unjustified, as quite indefensible and also quite unsuitable for any genuine defence or even as merely supposedly preventative or deterrent means. This in spite of the fact that their victimization was also on the principle of "collective responsibility" which is horribly embodied and exemplified in each WMD. It exemplifies the supposedly divine Old Testament "justice" and revenge, which was never sufficiently and publicly rejected by any of the Christian and Jewish churches and sects, although it is quite contrary to the image of a supposedly divine and loving father.)  The wrong presuppostion that territorial unity means uniformity of opinion and of uniform consent leads, inevitably, to actions of collective responsibility, under which members of the same territorial nation, race, religion or ideology are collectively held responsible for actions of their territorial government, although they have no personal influence upon their governments, or may even have done their best to criticise and oppose them and may merely be involved in charitable or constructive private efforts to help people in other countries, who were victims of the policies of their own governments and of the foreign government that tried to help them in the usual official ways. Hostage taking and hostage murder is still wide-spread, not wonder if one considers the example set by official government policies, which considers the populations of whole cities and countries as hostages under the threat of WMDs. 

PANARCHISM OR VOLUNTARISM OR NON-TERRITORIALISM FOR THE WORLD'S TROUBLE SPOTS, LIKE E.G., AFGHANISTAN, IRAQ, ISRAEL, PALESTINE, SUDAN, IRELAND, NORTH KOREA, CHINA, CUBA:  As a panarchist I like all of them - but only for their volunteers. Since in each of these countries there are many different groups of volunteers, I like many and also very different Afghanistans, Iraqs, Israels, etc., all the varieties of them, all only for their own volunteers, according to their own faiths, convictions and preferences, all only chosen by individuals and for themselves only, as long as they do still like them or can stand them. Under this condition these troublespots would quieten down, rapidly. Each group would be confined to its own brews and stews, its own mistakes, errors and follies, its own choices for itself and would have no one else to blame or to fear. Their not yet committed but potential customer would set out like a hungry person in the evening, wanting to dine out and seeking a dinner, attractive and affordable for him, among a number of restaurants within his reach, and, if he is not too much in a hurry, then he would be visiting a number of them, at least looking at them from the outside and viewing and judging their menues and prices, walking around, getting a constitutional while increasing his appetite. These restaurants would be in peaceful competition with each other. They would not mutually bomb their premises or poison their meals. They would not try to tax or conscript all their customers for a civil war among themselves. With them their "public services" have become civilized, progressive, peaceful and as good and cheap as possible, through free competition. Why not arrange the same consumer sovereignty, free enterprise, free competition for our political, economic and social preferences? Who else but bad service providers would be harmed thereby? And would they have any good reason to publicly complain if they cannot satisfy enough customers to stay in business? Any diner, who wants to save even more and is satisfied with his own cooking and prepared to undertake the chores involved, would prepare and eat his own meals at home. Would any of his neighbours or any of the restaurants he did not visit have any right to complain? - How many troublespots are there in the world, in which such panarchistic service provision and choice is quite urgendly needed? Is it quite superfluous even in the best of countries and the seemingly most homogeneous populations? How much more consumer and also producer satisfaction is achieved in this peaceful competition than under a condition where each gets only the prescribed, equal  and rationed meal in state-owned and run feeding stations or can try to make them more edible at home? How popular are hospital and prison meals, as a rule or the meals provided to soldiers? An-territorially, for volunteers, under personal laws, peaceful coexistens is not only possible but the rule. Only when "menues" or systems, theories and ideologies and uniform practices are territorially imposed upon dissenters does dissatisfaction and conflict become the rule rather than the exception. - Why should the politicians, members and voters of defeated parties be deprived of the "meals" they prefer for themselves and are willing and able to pay for? Why should they be deprived of self-government? Why should the 51 % rule also the 49 %, rather than the 51 % ruling the 51 % and the 49 % ruling the 49 % ??? Why should any peaceful aspiration, e.g. like that of the pot-users, be driven underground and threatened with long-term imprisonment or even the death penalty? Let them enjoy or harm themselves - in their way! Tolerant self-government even for all the defeated parties. Not just a subordinated role as members of a loyal & obedient opposition. Regarding the own life and properties and incomes the indivudal must become free to make his own decisions, in ever sphere. This requires only individual sovereignty and free choice of governments or societies, i.e., panarchism. Territorialist coercion and monopolism prolonged the Age of Darkness, of wrongful persecutions and of wars, civil wars, revolutions and terrorism into our "modern" and "scientific" Age. - An-territorialism can prevent them altogether or greatly reduce their scope and duration.  J.Z., 13. & 15.10.04.

PANARCHISM REMOVES NUCLEAR TARGETS: Split territorial governments, states, nations, peoples, in a panarchistic way, i.e. allow their subjects to split themselves up, according to their preferences in a voluntaristic, exterritorial and autonomous way. Thus you would achieve, soon, extreme degrees of decentralization and also of world-wide federated societies, which would remove targets for mass murder devices and motives and means and motives for building and maintaining and using them. - J.Z., 5.6.92, 7.1.93. (See especially PEACE PLANS No. 16-17: An ABC Against Nuclear War: www.panarchism.info/   .

PANARCHISM REPRESENTED BY ONE PERSON CONNECTED TO THE WHITE HOUSE? During my 1990 trip in the U.S.A., someone told me that Boyden Gray, a White House Counsel, then in the Old Executive Office Building, Washington, D.C., whose address one could get by calling the White House switchboard, supposedly one of the top advisors to the government,  himself, or his deceased brother, Burton Gray, did some research into exterritorial autonomy. I never followed up this hint because I do not believe that the top men are sufficiently accessible to new ideas and because, apparently, this panarchist has never influenced Washington’s external and internal policies, according to what I receive of the news. But anyone interested is invited to try to follow up this lead and might at least uncover some thesis or research paper that it would be worthwhile to somewhat publish, at least on microfilm. I have seen quite a number of books written by lawyers on personal law from a lawyer’s point of view rather than that of an anarchist, libertarian, social reformer and peace lover. Most of them are so highly priced that they deterred me from buying them and their limited point of view deterred me as well. Most likely nothing better is behind this hint as well. YOU follow it up, if you like.  J.Z., n.d.

PANARCHISM VS. LIBERTARIANISM & ANARCHISM IN THEIR MOST POPULAR FORMS: To each his own governmental or non-governmental and societal system, including his tax or contribution, jury or  arbitration system etc. Limited government advocates have all too much limited themselves, rather than extending liberty into all spheres of rights and liberties. They are still territorial statists, only to a lesser extent than other territorial statists. They, too, in most cases, want to impose their supposedly highest ideal upon dissenters in what they consider, once they have won an election, to be their exclusive territory or turf. The same applies to most of those who call themselves anarchists. Most do merely want to decentralize exclusive territories rather than abolish them altogether. All too many of them still strive to establish new hierarchies, although upon the federalist model. Most are not yet fully for free competition, free markets, consumer sovereignty, free choice, free contracts, when it comes to competing governments and competing societies, especially when these try to realize a program that is opposed to the own ideals. The reason for this is that most do still think in terms of territorial models only, under which one can only be either an anvil or a hammer. - J.Z., 1.2.01 & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM VS. POLITICS AS USUAL: Whoever wants to be ruled by the modern kings and aristrocrats : the ruling politicians and bureaucrats, should be free to do so at his expense and risk, as as long as he can stand them. But no one, anywhere and for any time, who has not acted aggressively against others, should be conscripted and taxed into such a servile and vile relationship. - J.Z. 11 Nov. 92. 

PANARCHISM VS. TERRITORIAL CONSTITUTIONALISM & DEMOCRACY: Conserve, adjust or innovate alone or among volunteers and as far and fast as you like, but always only at your own risk and expense, not as a territorial constitution-, law-, regulation- or juridical decision maker for others. - J.Z., 15.4.92.

PANARCHISM VS. TERRITORIAL STATES: Panarchism is based upon the difference between the collectivist, territorial and uniform and imposed laws of compulsory members in sovereign nations and the individualistic, exterritorial, diverse, and freely chosen laws in autonomous volunteer communities under personal laws. - J.Z., 4.9.90, 14.1.93.

PANARCHISM VS. TERRITORIALISM: In all countries people are more or less at each other's throats, constitutionally, legally, juridically, via taxation, budgets, "sanctified" by "free votes" that authorize exclusive rule by minorities or majorities, sometimes by a very small clique, that plays one group against the other, to its own advantage, according to the old Roma maxim: Divide and rule. The "dividing" does not go to the extent of recognizing exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities but only to degrees of temporary power-sharing and raising mutual fears and jealousies. Territorialism leaves only the choice between being an anvil or a hammer. It permits only zero-sum games in its sphere or compromises that cannot fully satisfy the compulsory participants. Territorial models cannot cater sufficiently to the great diversity of capabilities, interests, beliefs, ideas and convictions found among men and their groups. It leaves them only the option: Submit to others or try to dominate them, given the chance. The essential compromise: To each his own, is fundamentally rejected by territorialism, which has institutionalized mutual intolerance. Within it you can only be top dog or bottom dog or follower or leading representative of one or the other pressure group. It is permanently a dog-eat-dog situation, not one of free enterprise and free competition between free enterprises. It is a conquest and domination situation, not a free market one. Laissez faire is suppressed by it, not only in economics but in politics and social arrangements. - J.Z., 3.10.99 & 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM VS. TERRITORIALISM: Territorial politics at best imposes a well-meant but quite unrealistic utopia upon all people in a territory, whether they like it or not. At worst, it establishes and maintains a nightmare that does not even satisfy those who imposed it and try to continue it. As the old saying goes: "Any leash has two ends!" Only full exterritorial autonomy, initiated by individual secessionism, allows the wise to use the best paths for themselves and thereby, gradually, point them out and demonstrate them to the masses as well, giving them a chance to follow their example, once they dare or have clearly come to see the sensible alternatives. - J.Z., 25.8.98, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM VS. THE TERRITORIAL STATE: Panarchism would spring the traps of territorial States and of the coercive, monopolist, collectivist, aggressive and oppressive schemes. - J.Z., 7 Sep. 89.

PANARCHISM VS. UNITY & UNIFORMITY: Panarchy wants to put an end to "united" archists and "united" anarchists and replace all their aspirations and associations by diversified and autonomous anarchists and archists, each living as far as is humanly possible, exterritorially autonomous, in accordance with his on dreams and rational and moral preferences, together or near or only networking and cooperating over a distance, with like-minded people, under personally chosen, not territorially imposed constitutions, laws and jurisdictions. - J.Z., 14.8.85, 10.1.93.

PANARCHISM WOULD TRANSFORM TERRITORIAL & CENTRALISTICALLY SOVEREIGN STATES INTO PEACEFUL & RIGHTFUL & ULTIMATLEY DECENTRALIZED COMMUNITIES OF VOLUNTEERS WHICH ARE ONLY AN-TERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS & AS SUCH DO NOT CONSTITUTE A THREAT TO ANY PEACEFUL INDIVIDUALS OR GENUINE COMMUNITIES: Realized individual secessionism and an-territorially autonomous communities of volunteers would transform all present States into rightful ones that have only voluntary members left and as such they would have the right to exist and to continue as long as they can manage to satisfy their own volunteers without preying upon the members of other voluntary communities. To that extent panarchists would earn the gratitude of any ruling or aspiring politicians. It would give all of them their best possible chance to remain uncontested leaders of those willing to follow them, as long as they can manage to satisfy their followers. - If their present territorial leaders really believed in their cause then they would be convinced that they would at least have the potential to gain, by the conversion to panarchism and letting dissenters go their own ways, more new followers from all over the world than they would lose in secessionists. If they lost most people than they gained, they would have no more good reason left to complain than a businessman has who lost more and more of his customers because he was unable or unwilling to satisfy them.

PANARCHISM, A CHARACTERISTIC OF LIFE: What is the greatest gift of all? It is life itself. And what is life? The essential characteristic of life is the power to choose, to make decisions, to act. And that's another way of describing "freedom - to", or freedom in action. We can say that the greater the freedom in action, the more life there is - or the higher the form of life. - Andre Spies, TC 131, p14.

PANARCHISM, A COMPETITION IN PUBLIC SERVICES: All services,  to be and to remain genuine services, must be freely and individually chosen. – J.Z., 13.11.93.

PANARCHISM, A QUESTION: Panarchies that are restricting the rights and liberties of their members, are they mere frauds - or does that charge apply only to monopolistic, coercive and territorial governments? - "The theory presents no obstacle to the use of all just means for the maintenance of justice; and this is all the power that government ought ever to have. It is all the power that it can have, consistently with the rights of those on whom it is to operate. ... Indeed, this is the only government which it is practicable to establish by the consent of the governed; for an unjust government must have victims and the victims cannot be supposed to give their consent. All governments, therefore, that profess to be founded on the consent of the governed, and yet have authority to violate natural laws, are necessarily frauds. - Lysander Spooner, The Unconstitutionality of Slavery. - But to the extent that they have given it and continue to do so, to voluntary and competitive governments, from which they can at any time individually secede, these do represent them and are to that extent subjectively and even objectively rightful for them at their stage of personal development. No one is obliged to always and under all circumstances to fully claim and practise all his individual rights, even if this were physically possible. Imagine anyone minding his business, producing and trading, working and supervising, while driving, piloting, ... singing, dancing, reading, climbing, running, playing, talking, watching, listening, eating and drinking at the same time. There are some natural limits for everybody. We can often do several things at the same time but cannot do all things at the same time and under all circumstances. Are we wrong in being so selective and self-limiting? - 15.1.93, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, ADULTHOOD, GROWING UP, NO MORE TERRITORIAL & COLLECTIVIST NURSERIES FOR GROWNUPS: Man's adulthood or majority will begin with the realization of panarchism. It will close the compulsory nurseries of territorial States. - J.Z., 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, ANARCHISM & STATISM: Panarchistic minded anarchists want the statists to remain free to continue their statist stupidities, idealism and utopias and, yes, even wrongs, but only among themselves, among voluntary victims. Their territorial victimization of dissenters must cease. And at least some of them ought to be disarmed until they can be trusted again not to abuse arms. - J.Z., 4.1.95, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, ANARCHISM & VOLUNTARISM: Anarchism and its organizations and institutions do not have to be egalitarian, communistic, individualistic, socialistic, cooperative, mutualistic, syndicalistic, ecological, scientific, moralistic, religious, non-hierarchical, economic or anti-economic, capitalistic or anti-capitalistic - but it can be all these things and many more - AS LONG AS THEY ARE VOLUNTARY. With people and their beliefs, knowledge, prejudices, premises and convictions as diverse as they are, voluntary arrangements expressing and practising all kinds of beliefs among the members, at their expense and risk, and seeing how the diverse believers are living mixed with each other in the same territory, the voluntaristic realization of all their different ideals is not possible otherwise than by conceding to all of their supporters full exterritorial autonomy. - J.Z., 20.10.95 & 24.6.01, 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM, ANARCHISM, ARCHISM, CHAOS, ORDER & DISORDER:  From the point of view of an anarchist, the archy or order of a statist amounts to chaos and disorder. From the point of view of a statist or archist, the anarchy of an anarchist amounts to chaos and disorder. That leads to mutual antagonism, since each is afraid of the other, i.e. the practice of the other’s “ideal” upon himself, without his own consent. The great variety of anarchist groups, as well as the variety of archist groups, might go on arguing endlessly and fruitlessly among themselves and also with their opponents or they might, finally, come to agree upon: Anarchies of every shade for anarchists of every shade, as well as archies of every shade for archists of every shade, all only at the own expense and risk, all in the same country and all at the same time – and as soon as they can agree upon this “compromise” or radical solution, that would permit them to peacefully coexist. Then, after some practise of this tolerant alternative, within a panarchistic framework, the definitions and facts will gradually become clear and the mutual misunderstandings and antagonisms will become reduced. They will not necessarily agree with the views and practices of their dissenting neighbours but will tolerate them as good neighbours, tolerant and peaceful ones, doing their own things to and for themselves at their own expense and risk. On that basis they might even become personal friends, no matter how different their political, economic and social ideals might remain. To a sufficient extent they would come to understand, appreciate or tolerate each other. – J.Z., 11.12,97, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM, ANARCHISM, OTHER ISMS & FREEDOM TO EXPERIMENT: Each form of anarchism and of other isms is true only for those who do believe in it. Consequently, only they should "suffer" under its practical application – by being free to choose it for themselves and to apply it only among themselves, regardless what other people in the same country or the world are doing to or for themselves. If they demanded no more than that, then they would minimize resistance against their aspirations and might even be granted, by a huge dissenting majority, the "liberty of fools" to do their own things, if they were not granted, upon principle, the right to freely experiment at their own expense and risk. To reduce experimentation, in very significant spheres, to single territorial experiments only, one at a time, one after the other, with the experimenters often unable to remember and avoid previous mistakes (as e.g. those of price controls, rationing, regulations and of monetary despotism) and having always the opportunity to blame their mistakes upon the resistance offered by their opponents, is a very incomplete and insufficient experimentalist system. Panarchism would lead to multiple free experimentation at the same time in the same country. Thus the process of learning and enlightenment could be greatly speeded up. It would become much more difficult to ignore positive results from free experiments undertaken by others nearby, in the same country. Allow each fool and each wise person to chose his fate for himself, as far as this is humanly possible in every sphere. – J.Z., 15.1.94, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, ANARCHISM, SOCIALISM, COMPULSION, COERCION, VOLUNTARISM: Anarchism is socialism minus the big stick. - Jo Labadie, Essays, 1911, p. 60. - It is also every other ideology, religion, faith, system, utopia or establishment - minus the big stick! - J.Z., 6.1.97.

PANARCHISM, ANARCHO-CAPITALISM, INDIVDUALIST ANARCHISM, LAISSEZ FAIRE, INDIVIDUALISM, FREE MARKETS IN EVERY SPHERE - FOR VOLUNTEERS, VOLUNTARISM: Panarchism means Laissez Faire for the provision of all governmental and societal services, by and for all kinds of individuals, entrepreneurs and cooperators or partners. - J.Z., 5.7.03, 15.12.03.

PANARCHISM, APATHY, INDIFFERENCE, TRADITION, CUSTOM, IDEAS, INTOLERANCE: Every day billions of people suffer under territorialism with its numerous wrongful and harmful features: monetary despotism, leading to inflations, deflations, stagflations, unemployment, poverty, oppression and persecution, killing even more people than wars do, wars, civil wars, revolutions, terrorism, taxation, confiscations, bureaucratic, juridical and legislative delays of progress, compulsory miseducation, conscription, impoverishing "protective" and anti-economic "policies", imposed legal monopolies and their high prices and inefficiencies, man-made housing-, energy- and fuel shortages, etc., but, nevertheless, they still do not bother to discuss alternatives to these territorial policies and institutions or allow them to be freely practised among volunteers. Most of them, most of the time and in most places they provide what Ayn Rand called "the sanction of the victim". Ayn Rand herself opposed what she misconceived as "competing governments" and thus provided her own "sanction of the victim" to territoralism. - J.Z., 2.10.00 & 27.6.01, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, CAMPAIGNS, PROPAGANDA, EDUCATIONAL EFFORTS, PUBLICITY: There would be less need for truthful propaganda if there were experimental freedom for all proposals and among volunteers. - J.Z. 4.6.92, 7.1.93, 10.12.03.

PANARCHISM, CAPTAINS & FREEDOM OF THE HIGH SEAS: “We can be the captain of a ship – but not of the sea.” Heard on TV show “The Sliders”, 29.5.98. That is not a bad analogy to panarchism. - "Freedom of the High Seas" is another liberty which demonstrates exterritorial autonomy at least in this sphere – amounting to ca. 2/3 rds of the world’s surface. – J.Z., 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM, CHOICE OF LAWS RATHER THAN EQUALITY UNDER THE LAW: Choice of laws rather than equality under the law. Diversity under self-chosen laws rather than uniform laws or imposed laws. Exterritorial autonomy for all who want to realize their individual and group preferences as much as this is possible without interfering with the voluntary and exterritorially autonomous activities of others. Individual sovereignty and volunteer community autonomy rather than geographical and "representative" sovereignty imposed upon a fictitiously united "people". - J.Z., 21.10.93, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, CHOICE, FREE SOCIETIES: Free choice of constitutions, laws, juridical and administrative systems rather than merely the choice, if offered at all, under quite free migration, between different territorial States, all of which, under territorialism, are essentially like one anvil under one hammer. – J.Z., 25.3.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, CIVIL WAR, ETHNIC CLEANSING, LIBERATION ATTEMPTS, INDEPENDENCE FIGHTS, BOSNIA, MINORITIES, RELIGIOUS WARS: If individuals, minorities and local majorities were as free, as they are now regarding religion, mostly or in many countries, to live under their own laws and governmental or societal institutions, then they would not feel oppressed and thus compelled to fight for territorial liberation and domination by them over those who disagree with them. Exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities could realize that, as religious tolerance or religious liberty did wherever or whenever it was realized. It is the road to peace, justice, freedom, progress and prosperity. It is the same with experimental freedom in the arts, in natural sciences, in technology, in free enterprise and in our private lives, in all our work and exchange contracts. Territorial State socialism does not work well enough, either, when it comes to provide constitutions, laws, jurisdiction, protection, defence, economic and social development. Nevertheless, even the most anti-communist and anti-socialist countries still continue this kind of territorial, coercive, centralistic, monopolisitc, exploitative and oppressive State Socialism in the sphere of political, economic and social systems, where it has never worked very well and has led to numerous wars, civil wars, revolutions, rebellions, riots and terrorist acts, economic crises and extensive and lasting poverty. In Bosnia, Ireland, Israel, the Sudan and in many other places, not even religious liberty has been fully realized, far less panarchistic freedom in all other spheres. We do pay a very high price for continuing to ignore the option of panarchistic freedom. - J.Z., 7.8.95, 24.6.01, 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM, COEXISTENCE & TOLERANCE: “The central political task of the final years of this century, then, is the creation of a new model of co-existence among the various cultures, peoples, races and religious spheres within a single interconnected civilization.” – Vaclav Havel, President of the Czech Republic.  – Such remarks have been uttered at least in the hundreds, often by some quite famous people. But very few have drawn the exterritorial,  voluntaristic and autonomistic conclusions from such thoughts, since most have their thinking stuck in the predominant model & muck of  the territorial State, of whatever size. – J.Z., 7.1.99, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, COLLECTIVE & INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY: The nation is essentially the source of all sovereignty: nor can any individual or any body of men be entitled to any authority which is not expressly derived from it. - Declaration of the Rights of Man by the French National Assembly, III, 1789. - Although as a declaration against the exclusive sovereignty of a single and absolutist monarch this declaration is understandable in its intent, its modern generalization is quite false and the opposite is true: The INDIVIDUAL is essentially the source of all sovereignty: nor can any nation or any body of men be entitled to any authority which is not expressly derived from it. - J.Z., n.d. & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM, COMMON PURPOSES, ASSOCIATIONISM: “It allows for the formation of virtually any completely voluntary association for the achievement of really common purposes, without requiring the subordination of any to a dictator or to a majority vote.” – Roy A. Childs, Anarchism and Justice, I-V.

PANARCHISM, COMMUNISM & CENTRAL BANKING: The communist system as a whole, as well as any of its institutions, like e.g. central banking, and any non-communist system as well, should be confined to voluntary victims or followers only and that requires exterritorial autonomy or experimental freedom and personal law for all volunteer communities and the abolition of all territorial ones with compulsory membership. - J.Z., 23.9.99 & 28.6.01, 10.12.03.

PANARCHISM, CONSENT, CONTRACTS & COVENANTS: “Since no man has any natural authority over his fellows, and since force alone bestows no right, all legitimate authority among men must be based on convenants.” – J.J. Rousseau, The Social Contract, Book I, Chapter 4, on Slavery. 

PANARCHISM, CONSENT, CONTRACTS, VOLUNTARISM: Capitalism, communism, fascism and any other system - but only among consenting adults. No system to be imposed except peace, justice and indemnification upon aggressors against the peaceful systems of others. - J.Z., 15.1.97 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, CONSENT, POWER: No one to have the right and power to rule  another man without the other man's consent. To do so or to try to do so is the only crime, the only terror act. All such authoritarian and tyrannical people ought to become outlawed. Against them every act of self-defence is just - although sometimes not advisable. This right to self-defence should be organized in an ideal militia for the protection of individual rights and liberties, one very different from most militias of the past and present. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04

PANARCHISM, CONSENT, RULE, OPTIMUM SIZE, VOLUNTARISM: "… see how quickly a reign over many becomes impossibly huge. - Poul Anderson, Agent of the Terran Empire, Coronet Books, Hodder and Staughton, 1965, 1977, page 97, ISBN 0 340 21245 4. - Compare: "No man is good enough to rule another man without his consent." - Parents cannot even fully control their own children - and yet Prime Ministers, Presidents and other despots, non-elected ones, pretend to be able to control millions of people to their advantage. Now and then even the child of a top political leader turns into a drug addict. According to Sorokin, criminality is highest among political leaders. - J.Z., 28.6.01. We tend to be led and misled by criminals in top positions - and yet remained all too complacent about this. - J.Z. 10.12.03. - Panarchies would at least represent unanimous consent and tend to remain within their optimum size. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, CONTINENTS & THE WORLD, COOPERATION & FEDERATION, NETWORKING: Exterritorially, you could claim the whole of Australia, even the whole of the world for yourself and your community of like-minded people, namely to live and work anywhere under the system and contracts you prefer. – J.Z., 13.11.93, 9.1.99, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, DECENTRALIZATION & THE EXTERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE: "The readings of history and anthropology in general give us no reason to believe that societies have built-in self-preservation systems. And therefore we can't say that man will be sensible enough not to destroy himself. He never has been sensible enough not to destroy himself but he lived in small groups so that when he destroyed himself he didn't destroy everybody. So the necessity for new inventions for the conduct of the world cannot possibly be over-emphasized." - Margaret Mead, Conversations with Henry Brandon, NEW REPUBLIC, June 23, 1958, in Seldon, The Great Quotations. - It looks as if even she has overlooked the exterritorial autonomy and personal law tradition. It will be a long time before the "social sciences" really deserve the name of sciences. - Maximum freedom for all does, obviously, maximize self-preservation options. - When it comes to war and peace decisions and other aspects of international politics, then many war-making factors, not maximum freedom, peace and justice promoting ones, have been realized even in "democracies", because they do still represent territorial, centralistic, collectivistic and coercive governmentalism. ABC mass murder devices are the extreme product of such policies and institutions and yet, in the public mind and in the minds of most scholars, they are still not linked to territorialism! The democratic States like the US, UK. were even the fist to develop and acquire over-kill stocks of these mass-murder and anti-people "weapons". As strong are notions of territorialism and of collective responsibility even in them! Nevertheless even these great wrongs and flaws are not yet a major topic of public debate and criticism. Democracies and their "great leaders", too, are ready to shed blood like water and to lay whole countries to waste in the pursuit of their "policies". - J.Z., 26.6.01, 8.9.04, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, DEFENCE, AGGRESSION, WAR & PEACE:  Territorial archies have borders which they try to preserve or expand against expansion or defence of their borders by other territorial archies. This kind of artificial and coercive construction has institutionalised wars, civil wars, revolutions and terrorism for centuries to thousands of years, for it left no peaceful options for desired changes to all of those dissenters, who are not in position of power and influence, and have no strong enough minorities or majorities to back them up. Thus frustrated they do tend to lash out. Add to this the fact, that their co-religionists, and fellow ethnical people or ideological comrades are subjected, beyond the own territorial borders to other territorial regimes, representing those they may have come to hate, then you get all kinds of somewhat justified liberation efforts arising out of that situation.  But the very mix-up of the diverse groups in almost every territory in the world would assure, that a newly liberated group, having become dominant in the territory it exclusively claims for itself, would become a new territorial oppressor. The territorial sovereignty model can never lead to complete liberation for all. It only assures large degrees of dissatisfaction and clashes of interests, again and again. It does not allow individual secessionism and its one-man revolutions. It does not permit full exterritorial minority autonomy. It forbids consumer sovereignty in spheres which it has preempted. Thus it cannot make all men happy and peaceful. It makes millions hateful and aggressive. The territorial model leaves them no rightful, easy, rational and attractive way out. -- Some anarchists and libertarians imagine that extreme territorial decentralization would offer a final solution. But they have not properly thought this through. If tradition is any guide (See Edward Gibbon, on the Laws of the Barbarians, chapter 38 of his famous Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire.), then in a family of 5 there could be 5 different law systems represented, by birth, marriage or personal choice. Should Berlin Walls be erected between them? Should one have to migrate and resettle, leaving one’s language area and culture behind, to settle in one’s own small ideological ghetto, turning all of the inhabitable world into something like a zoo with different display cages for different kinds of human animals? If animals and plants were intelligent enough and could laugh and speak, they would ridicule humans, who could not imagine better institutions for themselves than such territorial and self-made prisons for each of their separate kinds. Animals and plants have managed to develop a very mixed-up but functioning ecology, where each of them can manage to survive (if not as an individual, then as part of a species, at least for long times - J.Z., 8.12.03) wherever on Earth it is possible for them to survive, in accordance with their requirements and abilities. Why should supposedly rational and moral beings concede to themselves less liberties, less freedom of movement, settlement and action than the very plants and animals, in their wild, uncivilized, barbaric and primitive state of nature, do still enjoy all around them? Why should human beings, supposedly so intelligent, be unable to abstract the principle involved e.g. in religious liberty and its diversity and in the vast variety of other private actions now practised as self-evidently rightful, by the vast majority, and to apply this principle (requiring, obviously, voluntarism and exterritorial autonomy for associations and their decision-making and actions), to the remaining spheres - so far still preempted by territorial governments? – Observers of opinion exchanges among human beings will soon come to realize how much people love to contradict others. It is almost a perpetual game for them. So why is it, that they do not sufficiently question and contradict territorialism? How were we so conditioned and how can we de-condition ourselves in this respect? Have we got any good reason to suspect that we could not, that we are hopelessly territorial animals? Even Robert Ardrey, in The Territorial Imperative, had to concede the existence of contrary examples from among the great apes. But he remained committed to his thought-model of territorialism and wrongly assumed that it fully applied to humans, not only their “nesting” and privacy behaviour. – J.Z., 20.3.93, 11.1.99.

PANARCHISM, DEFINITION ATTEMPT, TOLERANCE: Panarchism is tolerance for actions of all tolerant people and this in the spheres of political, economic and social systems. - J.Z., 30.6.00, 27.6.01. - See: SHORTEST DEFINITIONS OF PANARCHISM ... 

PANARCHISM, DEFINITIONS OR ANALOGIES: Panarchism means “living your own life”, “living on your own terms”, “doing it your own way”, “following your own dreams” or being “the smith of your own fate”.  Such and other bits of proverbial wisdom indicate a degree of readiness for panarchism but only in all too general form and not yet in the required details. While territorial statist popular prejudices predominate, a sufficient comprehension of the rightfulness and usefulness of panarchism cannot be expected. – J.Z., n.d., 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM, DEMOCRACY & MAN: Man is not fit for political democracy or political democracy is not fit for man but man is fit for the democracy of the free market and the democracy of the free market is fit for man. Once territorial governments are reduced to only exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities, then most of the present difficulties of democracies and republics would disappear – not to speak of those of dictatorships and totalitarian regimes. – Note to: Carl J. Friedrich, New Belief in the Common Man, page 8. –  But this does not mean that I consider  the panarchistic framework, just by itself, without any other free market institutions, as a cure-all, although I do believe that all the other free market institutions could  most easily and rapidly develop under it.  I still consider e.g. the contributions that microfilm publishing, referenda for individual rights and liberties, free market education services, genuinely cultural revolution methods,  ideas archives,  directories, events calendars and various encyclopaedias could make. Most of these fall under the classical liberties like freedom of expression and information. Panarchism falls under the relatively new liberty of action and experimentation in the last spheres from which they were so far excluded by territorial States. - J.Z., 30.3.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, DEMOCRACY, VOTING, INDIFFERENCE, APATHY, IGNORANCE, PREJUDICES, PEOPLE: Should people, who have hardly any knowledge of or interest in freedom and individual rights, or in their past and present conditions and their future potential, have any right to vote and decide - except within their own volunteer communities? - J. Z., 9.1.96.

PANARCHISM, DISMISSAL OF A GOVERNMENT, VETO OF INDIVIDUALS: Everybody should be free to dismiss a government - not for others, like an Australian Governor-General did, but for himself. - J.Z., 20.8.78.

PANARCHISM, DISOBEDIENCE, DISESTABLISHMENT, TERRITORIALISM, STATE & SOCIETY: We can serve society best by disobeying and disestablishing the territorial State. - J.Z. 24.1.95 & 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, DISSENT & FREEDOM: Panarchism means FULL freedom for all dissenters do to their thing for and to themselves, i.e. at their own expense and risk. For this it requires exterritorial autonomy for volunteers and personal laws.  - J.Z., 30.10.91, 13.1.93.

PANARCHISM, DIVIDE & RULE: Divide, survive, become free, secure and prosperous - is a more modern and truthful version of this old saying. But it still applies within the wrongful and harmful politics of territorialism. Instead of the imposed "divide" one should rather say: Let their people go, let them secede, withdraw, opt out, do their own things, for everyone to survive the threats inherent in territorialism, to become free, secure and prosperous, by their own and independent efforts - or let them harm, if anyone, only themselves, by their self-chosen actions. - J.Z., 26.6.01 & 28.6.01. - The own degree of exterritorial freedom will be more secure if one grants all others their degree of exterritorial freedom. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, DUTY, COUNTRY, FAMILY, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, SELF-GOVERNMENT: "My first duty is to myself. My second duty is to my family. My third duty is to my country." - Dr. David Cunningham. - The third applies only if one's "country" is one that contains one's self-chosen government or community, from which one could also divorce oneself, if one wanted to. - J.Z., 29.6.84, 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, ELECTORAL REFORM, DEMOCRACY, VOTING, TERRITORIALISM, FREE CHOICE AMONG GOVERNMENTAL & SOCIETAL SYSTEM: It is wrongfully assumed that another and better election system for all people in a territory is necessary or could be rightfully imposed. The essential reform of voting should rather consist in allowing individuals to vote themselves out of the existing territorial institutions (as well as out of the panarchies to be established) which they do dislike and to join others, exterritorial ones, that are prepared to accept them - or to establish their own. That is the vote for "one-man-revolutions". It would apply individual sovereignty and realize consumer sovereignty in the spheres where it is presently still suppressed. It is practicable under the ancient tradition of personal law and exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities. Compared with this fundamental "electoral reform" any change-over from e.g. "first past the post" to "proportional representation" etc., is rather trivial. - J.Z., 11.12.92, 24.6.01, 9.12.03. - Within panarchies of like-minded people there would, moreover, in most cases, be little stress in their internal decision-making e.g. via one or the other voting system. On the most essential aspects of their communities their volunteers would be rather unanimous. - J.Z., 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM, ESCAPE ROUTE: Escape into panarchism, from nightmares into personal dream-worlds - but you have to pay their bills and take their risks. - J.Z., 14.7.98 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, EXISTENTIALISM, DO YOUR OWN THING: Do your own thing and I'll do mine. - Quoted as an existentialist slogan.

PANARCHISM, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, VOTING, SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL: Vote yourself out of their territorial systems. A territorial vote confines you to remain in a territorial "prison". It is not a free vote but a mandate for serfdom, authoritarianism, bureaucracy, even
for temporary dictatorships, all to often turned into lasting ones and abused to force you into participation in their wars, financially or with your bodies. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM, EXTERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE & PEACE PLANS: While I cannot single-handedly stop territorialist nations and their fallacies from mass murderous attempts towards the own minorities and majority and minorities or majorities of other territorial “nations” and the attempts to suppress particular ideologies or their practice, I can at least, in my microfiche PEACE PLANS series, jot down my own thoughts and those of others on the “exterritorial imperative” and make them available upon demand in this format, and via some correspondence, however small this kind of “publicity” for them is.  The Internet might come to help me to make some of this material more widely accessible. But so far it has not dug up and spread such information or interest in it. – J.Z., n.d., note for ON PANARCHY No. 18, revised 11.1.99.

PANARCHISM, FATE & SELF-HELP: “Each to be the blacksmith of his own fate.” – Ancient  German proverb. (“Jeder der Schmied seines eigenen Gluecks.”)

PANARCHISM, FLORA & FAUNA: Plants, in their natural condition, live peacefully, tolerantly, competitively and panarchistically together in the same territory, in their diverse ways. So do numerous species of animals and insects, to the extent that their nature does not make them eat each other. So can and should humans. At least we have already overcome cannibalism in its primitive form. We have to learn to end cannibalizing parts of our lives, via e.g. taxation and regulations, as well. - J.Z., 6.1.95, 24.6.01, 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, FOOLISHNESS, STATISM, SOCIETY, STATE, PREJUDICES: Men would not live long in society were they not the dupes of one another. - La Rochefoucauld, Maxims, 1665. - That applies rather to territorial States than to societies and the general society of man. Nor does it mean that there ought to be only one compulsory, coercive and monopolistic, because territorial, society or State. - J.Z., 5.7.86 & 24.6.01. - Separate panarchies for all kinds of dupes as well as for all kinds of more or less wise men! - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, FRAMEWORK FOR WIN-WIN SOLUTIONS, IN MOST CASES: “Sometimes it’s  impossible for everybody to win… And sometimes if everybody doesn’t win, nobody wins….” – James Gunn, Crisis!, SF, 1986, p. 143. – When some panarchy fails, because of wrong or irrational principles and practices applied by their voluntary members to their own affairs, then this panarchy loses its struggle for survival but all other panarchies would win additional knowledge through close observance and recording of this experience. -–J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, FREE BANKING: Governmental & monetary & financial services  should all be subject to free competition, i.e., free offers, free refusals and free market rating. In short, they should all be subject ot the Law of Supply and Demand. None should have Legal Tender or any monopoly powers. The taint of territorialism should be removed from them. Laissez Faire, Laissez Passer (Let people produce, let people exchange.) should be realized in these important spheres as well. Otherwise all other rights and liberties will become incomplete. Under exterritorail autonomy for volunteer communities both radical liberties (free enterprise & free exchange) become quite practicable.  - J.Z., 13. 12. 03, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, FREE TRADE, GLOBALIZATION & PROTECTIONISM, BOTH VOLUNTARY: Complete or fractional Free Trade - but only for those who desire it for themselves! At the same time, any degree of "protectionism" for those who desire it for themselves. Any ism - but only for volunteers. And tax and contribution or voting or juridical or immigration and membership schemes - but, only for volunteers. And discrimination, segregation and integration, egalitarian or elitist system - but only for volunteers. - J.Z., 4.9.00, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, FREEDOM & RESTRAINTS, INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS, MILITIAS, PANARCHIES, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES: Restrain everybody from restraining the freedom of others. - The institutional realization of this ideal consists in panarchies based upon exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups that desire it. - The principles to be abided by are the individual rights claimed by members of volunteer communities within their communities and, probably, the optimal institutions to uphold these rights would be local volunteer militias for their protection, internationally federated. - J.Z., 23.2.91 & 26.6.01, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, FREEDOM OF ACTION, CONSENT, LICENSING, CRITICS: For any liberty or ideal to be realized among its believers and at their expense and risk, one should never have to need the consent of its critics but only that of like-minded volunteers. All enemies of liberty should remain free to retain their beloved restrictions – but only upon themselves. They should even be free to multiply and extend them, as much as they can stand them. This would be a just and self-inflicted punishment for their kind of foolishness.  – J.Z., 1/5/93, 14.1.99

PANARCHISM, FREEDOM, LIBERATION MOVEMENTS & ANARCHISM: "Wer der Welt Freiheit bringen will - das heisst eben doch: seine Auffassung von der Freiheit - ist ein Despot aber kein Anarchist". - Gustav Landauer, Anarchistische Gedanken ueber Anarchism, in AKRATIE, Basel, No. 13, Jan. 80, S. 21. - (Whoever wants to bring freedom to the world, that is, his concept of freedom, is a despot and not an anarchist.) - Unless, of cause, he wants to realize it only exterritorially and among volunteers! - J.Z., 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, FRIENDSHIP & FAMILY CIRCLES, RELATIVES & THEIR NETWORK: The network of one's friends, relations and business associates forms already a very important exterritorial society for everybody, one which is, to some extent, already autonomous, although still all too much interfered with by territorial governments. Individual secession and association are relatively free in these spheres and taken largely for granted. - J.Z., 22.7.86, 23.6.01. - In orthodox Jewis and Chinese families the traditional autonomy is larger. On the other side we find the illegal or underground autonomy of Mafia families and crime syndicates. And in between honest general smugglers, tax evaders and drug smugglers, the illegal without victims or only voluntary victims, who, as such, are obviously not victimized - unless they are, e.g., coercively injected. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, FRONTIERS, CITIZENSHIP: "You were citizens of a country which had no frontiers…" - Morris West, The Ringmaster, 222.

PANARCHISM, FRONTIERS, TERRITORIES, OPPORTUNITIES UNLIMITED: Panarchism means no frontiers, no exclusive territories or turf and unlimited freedom opportunities for all, apart from the natural limitations set by the labour power of the participants, their means, ingenuity, persistence and, naturally, the equal rights and liberties of others. - J.Z., 2.4.89.

PANARCHISM, GOVERNMENT, FREEDOM, COERCION, FREE PEOPLE, FREE INDIVIDUALS: Freedom can only become full and effective once no form of government or society or system is any longer territorially forced upon any peaceful citizen. - J.Z., 9.11.97, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, GOVERNMENTS & SOCIETIES: Every government and every society is right - but only for those who believe in it and as long as they do. - J.Z., 5.9.99.

PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM: Desert or divorce yourself from all territorial governments and thus from most of all the additional troubles, that have been artificially or by nature imposed upon you. To have to overcome or get along with nature is difficult enough. You should not have to overcome as well, as e.g. a citizen of the U.S.A., over 54 million laws and regulations! To abolish them, through the political process, you might have to have a life-span of millions of years and most other people would have to come to think like you, however unlikely that might be under present conditions. Thus individual secessionism and its one-man revolutions and the resulting exterritorial volunteer communities, should be constitutionalised, legalized and juridically recognized everywhere, while no territorial power should any longer be recognized, supported and obeyed in any way (if one can risk this or can get away with this), no more so than any other criminal gangs and conspiracies. - While a single seceding individual cannot overthrow a territorial regime on his own, millions of cooperating secessionist could. - With their secessionism they would have undertaken the first steps towards the solution of all problems which territorial States cause and cannot solve while they remain territorial States. Experimental freedom in all the spheres in which it has so far been suppressed by territorialism (the political, economic and social systems), would soon reveal the solutions through the successful experiments among volunteers. - At the same time, whatever does not and cannot work would also be convincingly demonstrated by the other experiments, the ones that fail or that are working - but only much worse. - J.Z., 9.11.97, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, IGNORING LAWS, IGNORING THE STATE: Anyone should become as free to individually sack, as far as his own affairs are concerned, any territorial politician or bureaucrat, as one was once free to sack any private servant or employee, or agent, no matter how much these or outsiders would like us to retain their "services" or expensive disservices. –  The individual dismissal of territorial politicians and bureaucrats, by those who do not or no longer want them, is by definition fair and justified. It gives a decisive right to vote to each individual. It emancipates them. It ends their status as serfs towards the new kinds of feudal lords. - J.Z., 30.5.93, 14.1.99, 8.9.04. - The same applies to any compulsory insurance, trade- or professional union etc. and, naturally, to all compulsory military servitude. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, POWER OF ATTORNEY, WITHDRAWING FROM TERRITORIAL GOVERNMETNS, CONSENT, VOTING, STATE MEMBERSHIP: Withdraw your power of attorney from your territorial governments, at the federal, State & local level. - J.Z., 17.6.03, 8.9.04. Also from all their Quangos: Quasi-autonomous non-government organizations established by territorial laws and granted privileges and coercive powers over dissenters. -J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUALISM & CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY: Choice in governments and non-governmental social systems, all only exterritorially autonomous, is more useful and important and as rightful for individuals and their voluntary associations as is free individual choice in ear rings, necklaces, books, paintings, sculptures, shoes, hair styles, clothing, foods, drinks, sports, crafts, hobbies, entertainments, holiday trips, bicycles, cars, gardens, houses, etc., etc. In all such private activities and choices we conduct ourselves already as exterritorially autonomous beings, although we usually do not use these terms. It is high time that we become as autonomous in the remaining spheres now preempted by territorial governments, i.e. in our individual choices of political, economic and social systems. The territorial political vote does not give us individual consumer sovereignty but at best only the collective one that a majority or a powerful minority offers. And it keeps, at least temporarily, all dissenters from important decision-making on their own affairs, even when their own lives, liberties and properties are at stake. – J.Z., 26.10.93, 9.1.99, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUALISM, FOREIGN POLICY, DECISION-MAKING, ALLIANCES, TREATIES, ALLIES, ENEMIES: Fully free individuals would also be free to choose their own government, tax and juridical system, international friends and allies or enemies, their own war and peace aims, defence and liberation methods and organizations, their own international treaties, including separate peace treaties and disarmament agreements, their own foreign aid programs as well as their own preferred neutrality status, trade agreements or restrictions, their own immigration policy, either welcoming migrants with open arms or keeping them off the own properties, their own kind of world federation or world-wide decentralization system. Without his individual consent no individual can rightfully be represented in international relations, either. No more territorial, compulsory, monopolistic, centralistic, collectivistic and despotic decision-making and powers over others in that sphere, either. Thus the threat of large-scale violence, wars organized and run by territorial governments, would largely be done away with. - At most we would still get a number of mentally disturbed individuals running amok and some fanatic sectarians using terrorist means. Most likely their numbers and motives would be greatly reduced as well. When people are quite free to do their own things for and to themselves, then they are much less likely to blame and attack others, especially not those who, quite obviously, do not have any powers over them. Panarchies lead to introspection and self-criticism and, lastly, to many more responsible people. - J.Z., 15.1.97 & 26.6.01, 8.9.04, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, JUSTICE & PERFECTION: Only under panarchism can you get close to justice for everyone. To each his own kind of justice. – J.Z., 11.2.97.

PANARCHISM, LAWS, CUSTOMS & TRADITIONS: No imposed laws, customs or traditions: "The one invariant custom was: Don't impose YOUR customs on ME". - Robert Heinlein, Glory Road, 196. - J.Z., 11.12.03.

PANARCHISM, LEADERSHIP, DEMOCRACY, DELUSIONS, UNANIMITY, CONSENT: Unanimous consent will, even more so than democratic majority approval, support the delusions of any panarchistic leader and his followers. Thus all kinds of mad schemes are likely to be tried as well - and repeated over and over. On the other hand, the inherent self-responsibility involved, the own failures and the successes of other panarchies all around the failed one, with members living inter-mixed with non-members, will tend to prick the mere glittering soap bubbles, again and again, and finally teach many people who could not be persuaded by mere words. - J.Z., 19.5.99, 8.9.04, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, LET 100 FLOWERS BLOOM, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM, VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIALISM: You'll get your chance. You'll go your thousand-fold ways, finding a hundred that are new and good, because we have the wisdom to see that nobody has the wisdom to tell the whole world what it must do. - Page 190 of: Poul Anderson, The Byworlder, Gollancz, ISBN 0 575 01574 8, page 50. Date? (Cover page ripped off in my copy.)

PANARCHISM, LIBERTARIANISM, COMPULSION, ANARCHISM, COMMUNISM, VOLUNTARISM: 1.) “The libertarians say: Let those who believe in religion have religion; let those who believe in government have government; but let those who believe in liberty have liberty, and do not compel them to accept a religion or a government they do not want.” - - 2.) “Speaking generally,  mankind can be divided into two groups, Authori-tarians and Libertarians. The first believe in making people good, the second believe in letting people be good. The first believe in compelling others to conform to their wishes, the second think it is better to convince than to compel.” – 3.) “The Libertarians believe that if an idea is good, it is not necessary to force its acceptance, and if it is bad, it should not be imposed.” – Charles T. Sprading, Liberty and the Great Libertarians.  – Ulrich von Beckerath used the following hope-inspiring analogy on such slumbering but, potentially powerful ideas: “They might be lying there for a long time, like a heap of gunpowder in a dry spot, seemingly harmless and insignificant. But let just one spark drop into it and then no power in the world can prevent it from exploding.” The question is, can one turn some panarchistic ideas into such ready gun powder and some others into such sparks? – J.Z., 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM, LIKES & DISLIKES: Let any somewhat rational individual do what he likes and avoid what he dislikes, in all spheres, but always at his own expense and risk only. - J.Z., 5.2.95 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, LOVE, TRUST, SELF-RELIANCE, SECESSION, VOTING, POLITICIANS, BUREAUCRATS: Who really loves politicians and bureaucrats? Not even the politicians and bureaucrats do. So, why do we put up with them rather than secede from them and picking, for ourselves, for our voluntary communities, only those authorities, experts, professionals, public servants and institutions which we do, individually, really trust, at our own risk and expense? Do not vote otherwise, i.e., in the common, confused, collectivistic, majoritarian and territorial sense. "It only encourages them!" - J.Z., 24.5.00. That would end all imposed hate, revenge, resentment and frustration-relationships while not stopping any love, friendship, trust and business-relationships. - 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, MAN, MAN'S NATURE, VOLUNTARISM: All men seek the society of those who think and act somewhat like themselves. - William Cobbett, Advice to Young Men, I, 1829. - One reply to the all too many who still think that panarchies are impracticable, impossible, utopian, unrealistic, a mere dream and not for man as he is. - J.Z., n.d. - Man is a social and also an anti-social animal, a political and also an anti-political animal, an economic and also an anti-economic animal. Only under panarchism can he settle himself into the kind of niche which, at least temporarily, will fit his individual inclinations. - J.Z., 24.6.01. 

PANARCHISM, MARKETS, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, INDIVIDUAL CHOICE & SECESSIONISM: Free markets, i.e. free individual contracts and full consumer sovereignty and free enterprise for all services, including the "public" ones, now territorially imposed and maintained. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM, MINORITY AUTONOMY, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, POLITICIANS,
EXTERRITORIALISM, TERRITORIALISM: Minority autonomy rather than domination by majorities or minorities, a few politicians and all too many bureaucrats. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04. 

PANARCHISM, MONARCHISM & REPUBLICANISM: The split between these two groups of believers is one of the all too many false alternatives. Their disagreements could be avoided by a covenant between them that would concede monarchism for monarchists and republicanism for republicans, no matter where they lived in a territory. Naturally, this would have to be supplemented by the rule: Any kind of monarchism for any kind of monarchist and any kind of republicanism for any kind of republican. Moreover, one would have to add: Any kind of ism or utopia for any kind of adherent or utopian. - J.Z., 5.11.99 & 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, MOVEMENTS, ORGANIZATIONS, INSTITUTIONS & VOLUNTARISM, VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP, CONSENT, SADISM, MASOCHISM, STATISM: Every movement, organization, party, institution etc., that has only voluntary victims is, to that extent, right, at least for them. A territorially, centrally, monopolistically and collectively imposed kind of political, economic and social "sado-masochism" is not and cannot be right and beneficial - for all those who did not individually consent to it. - J.Z., 23.2.00, 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, NATIONAL LIBERATION EFFORTS, TERRORISM & EXTREMISM, KURDISH NATIONALISTS:  According to a radio report I heard on 26.11.93, Kurdish nationalistic organizations are also banned as “extremist groups” in Germany.  That would mean that territorial nationalism,  if not already practised by an existing and officially recognized government, is officially classed as “extremism”. I do agree, but do extend my classification of “extremism” to all existing territorial governments, as being authoritarian and even totalitarian in their territorial claims and practices. It is right to condemn any revolutionary, terroristic and civil or national liberation war efforts as “extremist”, if they merely want to replace the present wrongful territorial and exclusive rule by another wrongful and exclusive rule, changing merely the ruling minority or majority? – Is exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities an “extremist” demand? It is, in a way, since one can hardly go rightfully beyond  such a radical liberty for all voluntary communities. But at the same time, such communities, would also be extremely tolerant, peaceful and progressive, as well as democratic and republican, by their very nature! –  And I thought that I was almost alone in condemning territorialist ambitions as authoritarian, totalitarian and extremist!  Now, to some extent, I have at least one government on my side in this! – It would be quite another matter, if the various Kurdish resistance groups agreed between themselves to demand only exterritorial autonomy, in all countries, for their own various Kurdish volunteer communities, as well as for all the other dissenting minorities in all countries,  not only those in which there is a strong Kurdish minority, amounting, in some localities, to a strong Kurdish majority.  – Such limited and tolerant aspirations would deserve international recognition,  perhaps as alternative governments in exile. Only authoritarians and totalitarians would have to be afraid of such opposition. -  Rightful and limited revolutions, even one-man revolutions, would be made easy by it. - J.Z., 26.11.93, 9.1.99, .

PANARCHISM, NATIONALISM, UNITY, CONSENT: Panarchism allows each national government to rightfully and rationally reconstruct itself into a stable and lasting form, based upon individual consent. P J.Z., 4.7.86 & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM, PANARCHIES AS VOLUNTARY & EXTERRITORIALIST ALTERNATIVES TO ALL TERRITORIAL STATES, COMMON FEATURES: The essentially anarchistic or libertarian or individual rights framework that panarchism offers to numerous diverse panarchies, that would be established under it, does not give a sufficiently detailed picture of these different pictures and of their common traits. IN COMMON they would have: a) voluntary membership, based on individual secessionism and associationism, b) exterritorialism or non-geographical association, apart from small home, or business or industrial or garden, parks and reserves real estates, whether privately, cooperatively, fraternally or otherwise run, c) full autonomy, based on individual sovereignty, d) respect for the already discovered and recognized and claimed individual rights and liberties of members of other panarchies, as the basis for a new kind of international law, even though they may not practise all of these rights and liberties within their own panarchies, e) personal constitutions, laws jurisdictions - that would only bind their voluntary members (apart from criminals and agressors against them), f) an essentially voluntary taxation, subscription or contribution system, based on the fact of their voluntary membership, however forcefully they are levied from voluntary members, g) individual secessionism, h) voluntary membership in ideal local militias for the protection of individual rights and liberties, internationally federated. - All these features are interlinked. - J.Z., n.d. & 8.9.04, 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, NICE PEOPLE & TOLERANCE: Panarchism means that people can hold and practice almost all kinds of beliefs - among themselves - and be nice people, nevertheless, towards all outsiders. - J.Z., 29.1.04, 24.4.04.  

PANARCHISM, NUDISM, COVER-UPS, CLOTHING & OBESITY: Can advocates of nudism and of clothing get peacefully along with each other? Does the nude appearance of nudists in public constitute an aggressive action against the adherents of cover-up apparel? On some beaches this question is already peacefully settled in favour of each doing his or her own thing. Nudist clubs have established nudist extraterritorial enclaves. There is also the question of hygiene, not only on the seats of public toilets but also in buses, taxis and trains. Perhaps separate transport facilities will come to exist for them or not only the neck rests will have temporary paper covers, as they have in planes. There will be attractive and deterrent examples. Overweight people might become shamed into dieting or exercising sufficiently. Beautiful bodies will become models for those who have let themselves go. But the mere visibility of something disliked, or liked very much, does certainly not constitute aggression or initiated violence. It must become tolerated, as it is already widely, even and especially among primitive people - and on some beaches. However, even nudists will probably prefer to wear some protective clothing while only overcrowded buses, trams and trains are at their disposal. Even they do not want their privacy sphere invaded by too close proximity or unintended skin contacts with strangers. Moreover, at least all babies and some older people need nappies. Indecent exposure may be in very bad taste but is certainly not a crime with victims. Only violent and aggressive actions are real obscenities. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, PATRIOTISM, FATHERLAND & FREEDOM: “Ich  bin der Mitbuerger eines jeden, der denkt, mein Vaterland ist die Freiheit.” – Salvador de Madariaga. (I am the fellow citizen of everybody who thinks that his fatherland is liberty.) – I am neutral and tolerant towards all those VOLUNTARILY submitting to some government, as long as they do not try to subjugate anyone else. – J.Z., 20.7.86, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, PEACE & "A WORLD OF ONE’S OWN", ALIENATION & LOVERS: There will be peace when all live in a world of their own. – Free after a pop song heard on 10.10.93. – That can be achieved only once we are no longer confined to territorial choices only, which are “choices” for the abstract of “the people”, not for free individuals, unless they are prepared to subject themselves to emigration and submission to another territorial government. – J.Z., 9.1.99. - The "alienation" of many people from the present world is sometimes even expressed during love-making by remarks like  the one quoted in the above heading. Lovers often feel they have dropped out of the real world into a world of their own. For moments they can feel that they have really dropped out of the world with its numerous troubles. Presently, the real world does not give them that chance - except in their private actions. Panarchism would give them the chance in their public activities as well. Unfortunately, the instincts and feelings involved do not help them to clarify their ideas on the right to drop out of the State or to ignore it, in all other matters as well. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, PEACE & JUSTICE: Panarchies are a framework for peacefully, freely and justly getting along with everybody - well, almost everybody. The remaining few troublemakers will not constitute a major problem for the world. - J.Z., 8.9.97 & 26.6.01. - Panarchists would hardly tolerate nuclear reactors and nuclear weapons next door - and they would constitute the best and almost ominipresent kind of nuclear disarmament inspectors. They would also give the least rationalizations and motives to resort to such "weapons". - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, PEACE, LEARNING TO LIVE TOGETHER OR APART FROM EACH OTHER, TOLERATING EACH OTHER: To preserve the peace we need not learn to live "together" but, rather, apart from each other, quite independently, although next door to each other. All our lives, and our production and consumption of public services should be as independent from that of others as are our religious and other private and individual preferences. - J.Z., 2.3.01, 24.6.01. (By now we have already produced some competition in the provision of e.g. telephone and railway services. Even some private prisons have been established. Numerous private security services have already existed for a long time. But privatization has not yet been maximized. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, PEACE & INDIVIDUAL CHOICE: Peaceful & Pluralist Practices for Personal Preferences Planet-wide.

PANARCHISM, PEOPLE & DIVERSITY: People are different. Let them be. – J.Z., 9.7.93. - In every respect, including their choices of political, economic and social systems individually adopted by them. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM: Personally Preferred “Paradises” for everyone, according to his own free choice!

PANARCHISM, POLITICAL & RELIGIOUS MYTHOLOGY: By now, in most countries and most of the time, political mythology does much more wrong and harm than religious mythology ever did. Nevertheless, the principle and practice for rightfully and sufficiently "settling" of religious disputes by the realization of religious liberty or religious tolerance, is not yet accepted as THE solution in the political sphere or that of economic and social systems. These are still only territorially, i.e. coercively, monopolistically, centralistically and "politically" realized and upheld against dissent,  resistance and free competition. This kind of alternative political framework is, so far, not even taken into consideration in public debates, conferences, summit meetings, academic lectures and the literature of political "science". The mass media also remain largely silent upon this freedom option. There are very few exceptions, which I try to combine in my ON PANARCHY series. - J.Z., 3.3.95, 27.6.01, 9.12.03, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, POLITICAL MARRIAGES & DIVORCES: Individual sovereignty amounts to political independence and maturity, at least for all rational beings. Individual secessionism amounts to individual political divorces from the existing territorial political system. Voluntary membership in exterritorially autonomous communities amounts , as a rule, to a non-sexual and political, economic and social group “marriage”. A new kind of political partnership, associationism and disassociationism is involved, a new form of political self-management and self-determination, a new kind of “social contract” “league”, “compact”  or “covenant” and constitutionalism. The old ideas , institutions, rules and methods, means and ends, excuses, motives, tools and organizations (like parties and campaigns) of  territorial politics of  territorial politics would no longer apply.  Voting, if not reduced to market actions or mutual and voluntary aid, would be reorganized, extended and limited in many different ways, as varied ones as would please the volunteer communities involved. Almost everything except respect for the individual rights and liberties of others would become optional for individuals.  – J.Z., 16.9.97.

PANARCHISM, POLITICAL SCIENCE & TOLERANCE: Panarchism means an new political science about the extent and limitations of tolerance for diversity in actions and institutions. - J.Z., 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, POLITICIANS & BUREAUCRATS: If you want a job well done and at a competitive price - don't hire a territorial politician or bureaucrat. Rather hire a capitalist or a politician and bureaucrat just for your own affairs and those of llike-minded volunteers. - J.Z., 29.1.04, 24.4.04.

PANARCHISM, POWER, STATE & WAR: What remains of the territorial power, exploitation and warfare State - once we make all participation in it quite voluntary and subject it to fully free competition by exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities? How many voluntary victims could they retain, in the long run, and mobilize against freedom lovers of all kinds? Free societies could ally themselves with all their military, tax and education slaves, with all the victims of its monopolistic "public services", its monetary despotism, its wrongful policies. Freedom could come "to eat up" or infect despotism - with its principles and practices. - J.Z., 23.7.97 & 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, PREACHING IT & OR PRACTISING IT. ITS VALUE FOR REVOLUTIONARIES & THE MILITARY & FOR COUNTER-TERRORIST MEASURES: It seems that one has to endlessly preach all aspects of panarchism, repetitively, until this ideal is finally sufficiently spread and one becomes free to practise them. One or the other panarchistic thought or formula (Perhaps a much better version than: "Make love, not war!"? - J.Z., 8.9.04.) will finally come to influence or dominate public opinion so that panarchism will be considered as much as the self-evident solution as is nowadays territorial sovereignty, in spite of all the wrongs and defects of the latter. However, party strife, civil wars, revolutions or revolutionary and resistance attempts do exist everywhere and their supporters should be good prospects, for if they adopted panarchism as their aim and panarchistic liberation methods as their action program, then they could reach their particular aim for themselves much faster and more easily. Even the military, if they scientifically explored all their defence options, should be interested in those provided by panarchism. With them they could largely dissolve enemy forces and overthrow enemy dictators, i.e., without great losses for the own side. So far their intelligence services were not intelligent enough to unearth these options and use them for their rightful purposes. - This leads to the question: Can panarchism be used for wrongful purposes? I doubt it. At most one can only set up, with its help, wrongful systems for their true believers. And these true believers, as long as they hold to their wrong beliefs, would not be  wronged by becoming free to practise their beliefs among themselves. They would even defeat their own "idealistic" purposes by setting deterrent examples to all others. - Panarchism has even the potential to turn terrorists into free and self-responsible experimenters, tolerant of the free experiments of other volunteers. - They would only have to get rid of another major prejudice still, namely that of "collective responsibility". Otherwise the endless battle between terrorism and anti-terrorist measures by territorial governments will continue, at huge costs in lives, liberties and money. - J.Z. 13.1.93, 11.12.03. - Luckily, territorialism is interlinked with collective responsibility notions in the same way as panarchism is closely related to individual responsibility. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, PRICING, ACCOUNTING, BUDGETS, TAXATION, VOLUNTARY TAXATION, STATE SOCIALISM, DEFICITS, DEFICIT FINANCING, FORCED LOANS:  Territorial government services are not freely priced and paid for on a free market for their services. They may not be freely refused or taxes to pay for them may not be refused. From this despotic arrangement (which combines financial with monetary despotism, combined with voting powers for the ignorant and prejudiced and all too many and large monopoly powers for the few "decision-makers", our "great" leaders and "representatives" and ministers and bureaucrats), do result most of  the economic wrongs and inefficiencies of territorial governments, not only of the openly State Socialist ones. Voluntary taxation, contribution, insurance and guaranty schemes would be characteristic for panarchies, competing with each other for customers. Thus they would realise free pricing in this sphere, too. Compare on this the essay by Tibor Machan "The Roots of Government Budget Crises", in Marc Brand's Liberty email of 8.12.03. Alas, Machan did not draw the panarchistic conclusion from his many correct statements in this essay. As far as I know, he remains an advocate of "limited" governments, still with exclusive territorial powers, and many involuntary members and outvoted voters, however "limited" these "limited" governments supposedly are. Judging by my letter exchange with him on CD-ROM publishing for libertarians, it seems unlikely to me that he could be converted to a more advanced view on panarchism, either, unless he manages to stumble upon it himself. Otherwise I do respect him as one of the foremost libertarians, who is generally favouring individual rights more so than most other libertarians do. - J.Z., 8.12.03, 8.9.04.)

PANARCHISM, PRIVACY, CHOICE, INDIVIDUALISM, VOLUNTARISM, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: Expand your privacy sphere to include all your rightful political, economic and social choices. - J.Z., 17.6.03.

PANARCHISM, PRIVATE LIVES & PUBLIC LIVES: Panarchism would advance us from individual free choices merely in our private lives to individual free choices in our public lives. - To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams. An-Territorially this would be quite possible, under personal laws and through voluntary communities, introduced via individual and group secessionism rather than violent revolutions and resistance actions going to private and official terrorist actions. - The worst of all territorial regimes, even the best of them, is that they are imposed upon dissenters. Let all dissenters do their own things for and to themselves - at their own risk and expense only.  They would leave the majority alone and the majority should leave them alone. To each his own, the old ancient principle of justice. An-territorially mutual tolerance is possible in the public sphere as well as in the private sphere.  Moreover, it would work in the public sphere as well as it does in the private spheres. It works in the religious sphere. Already now we have some national and international corporations that are larger than some territorial States. Full exterritorial autonomy for their affairs as well. That could bring them on our side as well. Who could quite rightfully and rationally complain about such an arrangement? Laissez Faire in the political, economic and social sphere could satisfy almost everyone. It would bring to their logical conclusion the ideas of democracy, republicanism, self-government, self-determination, self-rule, self-help, self-reliance, mutual aid, voluntary cooperation, free peoples, free nations, free movements, experimental freedom, freedom of action, freedom of association, freedom of contract, consent, mandate, liberation, justice, etc., all based upon individual rights and liberties in their best definitions. It would provide the best framework towards peace, freedom, security, justice, progress, all advanced by volunteers only, and at their speed, not threatening anything but injust domination over and persecution of dissenters. - A genuine political science will not exist until the an-territorial and voluntaristic alternative is as well explored as is the territorial & compulsory membership and compulsory subordination practice. - J.Z., 9.10.04.

PANARCHISM, PROGRESS, PROGRAMS, POSITIVE PROPOSALS, BIAS & PREJUDICES, IDEAS, PROGRAMS:  My personal bias is still very strong, not for new analyses, explanations, reviews, discussions and comments but for positive ideas, plans and programmes for action, utopias and significant technical innovations and scientific discoveries, for tools, systems and methods, for solutions to acute and large problems, all to be applied only by and to volunteers - apart from offenders against individual rights and liberties. - J.Z., 4.9.87, 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM, RADICAL PLURALISM, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL ASSOCIATIONISM: "Most thoughtful men recognize that group diversity is part of our world; how we learn to live with and accept diversity will determine in great measure the future of civilization." - Gittler, Understanding Minority Groups. 

PANARCHISM, REBELLION, RESISTANCE, REVOLUTION, CIVIL WAR, CIVIL UNREST, TERRORISM: People free to secede from any territorial government or any existing panarchy, free to do their own things afterwards, to and for themselves, at their own risk and expense, will have no strong incentive to resist, rebel or rise against any government or panarchy or to commit any terrorist or warlike act against one. Thus all somewhat sensible governments, among the existing territorial ones, would we advised to let them go. - J.Z., 7.7.88, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, REFORMATION, RELIGIOUS & OTHER TOLERANCE: Why did the Reformation stop at religious liberty – in the minds of most? – J.Z., 16.7.93. Solve that riddle and you could help us to come much closer to panarchism for all. – J.Z., 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM, RESISTANCE, SECESSIONISM, HUMAN RIGHTS: Freedom means the right and power to organise to say no to any meddling legislator, politician, bureaucrat & judge, i.e., the right to fully enjoy and practice all one's individual rights and liberties without permit from any territorial politician or bureaucrat or judge. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM, RIGHT & WRONG POLICIES:  “We must continually convey the message that wrong policies will produce wrong consequences which we can forecast.” – Anthony Fisher. – There are no right territorial policies – because all of them suppress individual liberties, rights and choices for dissenters. – J.Z., 6.2.97.

PANARCHISM, RULE, POLITICIANS, GOVERNMENT, PARTIES, MOVEMENTS, IDEOLOGIES, STATES, SELF-RULE, SOCIETIES, TOLERANCE: They want to govern us. But we ought to concede to them only fully experimental freedom to rule themselves. And we should claim the same liberty for ourselves. - J.Z., 17.11.99, 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM, SANCTUARY, MOBS & MASSES: Individual secessionism and exterritorial minority autonomy, once recognized, will be at least the equivalent of the “sanctuaries” formerly provided for those pursued for one or the other motive. However, they will not be sanctuaries for criminals with victims, whenever the victims are members of other panarchies. Offences of members of one panarchy against members of the same panarchy are the business of that panarchy only. – J.Z., 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM, SECESSION & BARBARISM, TERRORISM: A man free to secede is much less likely to relapse back into barbarism or to remain a barbarian. - J.Z., 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, SECESSION, FRAGMENTATION, DESERTION, DIVERSITY, DISASSOCIATION: Without freedom to disassociate oneself individually and to associate in exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities there is not sufficient freedom in our political, economic and social arrangements. - J.Z., 25.8.98, 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, SELF-GOVERNMENT, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY: Panarchism demands the right of the individual to appoint his on political agents over or for himself and to change them when it suits him. - J.Z., 20.8.92, 4.1.93. - Well, one might come to resolve that, apart from extraordinary circumstances, an individual should be bound by his own choice of government for at least a year. - J.Z., 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM, SOCIETIES, CHOICE, AUTONOMY, EXTERRITORIALITY, VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES: To each the government or free society of his or her dreams - via individual secessions and exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities. - J.Z., 18.10.99. - By all means, do find, develop and express a clearer and more concise expression of the essence of panarchism, one that would conquer, or, rather, free the world, because it would be spread from mouth to mouth, rapidly, and also widely adopted by all media. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, STATISM, SUBORDINATION, PASSIVITY, INDIFFERENCE, INDIGNATION, SHEEPISHNESS, HERD OR SLAVE MENTALITY, WAR, TAXES, INFLATION, UNEMPLOYMENT, LAWS, CITIZENSHIP, VOTERS, PEOPLE, DEMOCRACY, APATHY: They let war, taxes, inflation, unemployment, bureaucracy, millions of laws and territorial despotism be imposed upon them, even anti-people ABC mass murder devices as "defensive weapons", and still do not see or seek individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities as rightful and sound alternatives. This stance is self-defeating, may even lead to a general holocaust. - J.Z., 25.6.01.

PANARCHISM, STRENGTH, DEFENCE, UNANIMITY, VOLUNTARISM: Unanimity is the best fortress. - Danish proverb. - No, freedom in diversity is the best fortress - because it prevents enemies from arising or remaining very active. - J.Z., 5.7.87, 9.12.03. - Even inherently nonsensical and wrongful systems can gain unanimous consent among millions of voluntary followers, for years to centuries, as the history of religious groups and movements and that of many pop ideologies proves. They are not strong in the long run but do tend to finally collapse from their inherent flaws and contradictions. Only those based upon freedom and diversity, i.e., individual choice, free contracts, voluntary membership, individual secessionism, do have a permanent strength and superiority over all their enemies, the more so, the more numerous and consistent their pro-freedom aspects are and the more consciously they are applied. A community which does not limit the freedom of its members can (no guaranty!) prevail over all its enemies, by liberating most of their victims, no matter how small it may be initially and how numerous its enemies may be. Once established, then by the very dispersal of its members, under exterritorial autonomy, it is largely protected even from ABC mass murder devices, which are "weapons" only against territorial States and their victims. - J.Z., 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM, STRENGTH, MILITARY, DIPLOMACY, POLICE, LEAVING EACH OTHER ALONE, EXTERRITORIALLY: We would need very little diplomacy, police power and military strength, secret service agents and no party politics at all, nor any election campaigns and donations - if we left each other alone, exterritorially. - J.Z., 24.10.93, 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, SYSTEMS, EXPERIMENTS, DEMONSTRATIONS, UTOPIAS, FREEDOM OF ACTION: To each his own system or experiment, at his own risk and expense. - J.Z., 23.7.96, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, TERRITORIALISM & THE “NATIONAL INTEREST”: What under territorialism is believed to be in the national interest is, in reality, mostly very much against the national interest, that is, in the interest of all peaceful and productive people in a territory. Almost exclusively only those intent upon abusing any powers given to them, in their own favour, pretend to act in the “public interest” or on behalf of “the” people. – J.Z., 3.9.98, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, TERRITORIALISM & THE MYTH OF THE CHOSEN PEOPLE: The "Myth of the Chosen People" is associated with territorialism, imperialism, colonialism, nationalism, despotism, slavery, exploitation and mass murders. It largely motivated the ancient Egyptians, Jews, Chinese. Also the Romans, Greeks, Japanese, Arabs, Spaniards, French, English, Prussians, Germans, Nazis, Turks, the Brahmins in India, the Mongol Horde, the Soviet Empire, the New American Empire, the Inca Empire and probably most others as well. -- Individual rights and liberties, including individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities, are the strongest opposites to this kind of centralism, domination, exploitation and monopolism, which was often advanced as if it were the only rightful and civilized option. While there are still ABC mass murder devices around, we can no longer afford to live under this mythology and its institutions - if we want to survive. Under the political, economic and social equivalence to religious tolerance or religious liberty, all such devices would be destroyed by those targeted by them, taking their fate into their own hands, away from power-mad terrritorial governments. - PIOT, J.Z., 7.7.99, 15.12.03.

PANARCHISM, TERRITORIALISM VS. EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY: To give mankind a boot (boost? J.Z.) up the evolutionary ladder, away from his (its? J.Z.) dead-end role as a territorially defensive (aggressive! - J.Z.) squabbler. Away from fighting over material resources. - Joel Richards, Pindharee, page 182. A Tom Doherty Associates Book, N.Y., 1986.

PANARCHISM, TERRITORIALISM, PROPERTARIANS, PROPERTY, COMMUNISM, SOCIALISM, CAPITALISM, FALSE ALTERNATIVES: We have handicapped ourselves by choosing, too often and territorially, what is nothing but one of two or more false alternatives. E.g. the propertarian stand vs. the anti-property stand, the anti-egalitarian vs. the egalitarian stand, the non-violent vs. the aggressive position. The most extreme opposites could peacefully coexist in the same territory, and to a considerable degree they already do, once they are all confined to their voluntary supporters and practised quite tolerantly among their believers only, and tolerantly towards all outsiders. Only full exterritorial autonomy and voluntary membership are required for this and could lead to a wide-spread and lasting peace, at least to a situation in which aggressive violence is reduced to a minimum, that inherent in flawed human characters and their crimes with victims. But under territorial rule, whichever system is adopted, by the currently ruling minority or majority, may be constitutional, legal and approved by its courts but is, nevertheless, criminally and despotically imposed upon all those non-aggressive people who happen to disagree with it. Such a "system", if it really deserves the term "system", does, inevitably, lead to dissatisfactions, frustration, resentment, hatred, rebellions, terrorism, even revolutions, civil wars and wars. It has no cure for its own wrongs and evils, which are  inherent in its very structure. Those obsessed by this model, as most voters and politicians and their victims are, do not see a way out of this mess. - J.Z., 22.11.99, 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM, TERRITORIALISM: A country should not be like a football or cricket field under one rule and umpire but, rather, like a city, in which different groups of people play at the same time and on different patches, their own or leased blocks, buildings, or rooms, quite different games with each other. Indeed, in many ways they do act already do so, panarchistically, in any city - but not consistently and comprehensively so. Most cities develop a considerable cosmopolitan tolerance for different kinds of people and their different activities. But that tolerance for tolerant actions is not yet developed to its maximum, not even there. Territorial constitutions, laws, jurisdictions, police forces, regulations and administrations do still interfere, often ignoring or exploiting & restricting property rights and personal rights. - J.Z., 1.3.00, 27.6.01, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, THEORY & BACKING FOR EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM: Panarchism is essentially the theoretical and practical backing for experimental freedom, at the own expense and risk, in every sphere where it is not yet realized, i.e., especially in the political, economic and social system spheres, now subjected to monopolistic, coercive and collectivistic rule under the territorial model. - J.Z., 18.1.95, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM, TOTALITARIANISM, DETERRENT EXAMPLES, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM: Note to Dennis Wheatley: Curtain of Fear, London, 1953: Experience with totalitarian ideologies must be next door or on one's own body & mind to be noticed and believed by almost all. Thus panarchist freedom is required also for totalitarian Communists and Nazis - ultimately in order to defeat them or reduce them to insignificance. However, all their actions must become confined to their volunteers and, at least for the time being, they should be disarmed, as far as possible, by rightful volunteer militias for the protection of individual rights and liberties. Once they have obviously learnt to become tolerant, then and only then, this restriction upon them and other formerly intolerant believers, could be removed. - J.Z., 28.12.88, 15.12.03, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, TRADITION, LOYALTY & ALLEGIANCE: Panarchism expresses a new kind of allegiance, loyalty and solidarity towards the OWN ideal and towards individual rights, voluntarism and the maximum of tolerance for tolerant actions and freely chosen constitutions, systems and societies, personal laws, selected juridical and political systems, to any service freely offered and priced and accepted and rejected by sovereign individual consumers. – J.Z., 24.1.97, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM, TRUTH, EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM, CONVINCING OTHERS: "It is error which needs the support of government. Truth can stand by itself." - Thomas Jefferson, Notes on Virginia, 1782. - Truth can stand firmly and openly in sight of thousands who may continue to ignore or deny it. It does not automatically convince all, most people or large numbers. Certain errors, myths and prejudices have remained very popular for a long time and are likely to continue to remain popular, even once experimental freedom has been introduced. But without experimental freedom (and without an encyclopaedia of the best refutations of popular errors, myths and prejudices, without an ideas archive, flow chart discussions, complete library and publishing services in affordable and powerful alternative media, including complete abstracts, review, indexing and bibliographical services) truths will continue to have a hard stand. - J.Z., 7.11.85, 5.7.86, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, VICTORIES, ELECTIONS, VOTING: Panarchism replaces complete victories over all dissenters by part-victories that achieve exterritorial autonomy for all voluntary communities, those of the victors as well as those of the outnumbered or defeated in territorial elections. - J.Z., 26.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM, VOLUNTARISM & FAIRNESS: Anything goes and is fair among those who do volunteer for it and can practise it at their own risk and expense.  Territorial governments do not have the right to preempt any sphere for tolerant actions and experiments to themselves. Every territorial government's coercion of innocent citizens, engaged in rightful actions, without other victims than themselves,  is quite wrong. – J.Z., 29.5.93, 14.1.99, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIALISM, TOLERANCE: For any new or old group of volunteers any new lifestyle, constitutions, laws, jurisdiction, political, economic and social system that does not victimize non-members. - J.Z., 27.11.99.

PANARCHISM, VOLUNTARISM, FREEDOM, ANTAGONISM, ANIMOSITY, ENEMIES: "I am pro-freedom and not anti-anything. Others can have all the government they want. I just wish they wouldn't force it on me as I don't want it or need it. I am self-governing and will not force my ideas on them via the ballot box (or any other way)." - J. C. Hawblitzel, Canoga Park, Ca., VALLEY NEWS, March 7, 1980. Quoted in THE VOLUNTARYIST, No. 66, Feb. 1994. - Such voices in the wilderness and their addresses have still to be collected towards some kind of federation of all panarchists. - Maybe the new panarchy, polyarchy and libertocracy websites will help to achieve that. - J.Z., 28.6.01. (Will someone undertake the chore to "google-up" the contact addresses for all such "lone voices in the wilderness" towards a first small international association of panarchists, polyarchists etc.??? - J.Z., 8.9.04.)

PANARCHISM, VOLUNTARISM, LIMITS: Would you put some arbitrary limit on the number of different jurisdictions, bodies of laws, policies, penal systems, policing organizations etc. that could peacefully coexist, each operating only for its own voluntary membership and being paid for by it? Putting a limit on the number of experiments of this kind would be as absurd as putting e.g. a numerical limits on the number or religious organizations that may be established or on the number of technical and scientific or artistic experiments that may be tried. - J.Z., 18.1.95, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM, VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP IN STATES & SOCIETIES, SOVEREIGNTY, VOLUNTARY TAXATION, STATES, COMMUNITIES, SOCIETIES, VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, NEW POLITICAL SCIENCE: All state and community memberships are to become quite voluntary. All laws to become personal laws only. All taxes to become voluntary ones, at least through voluntary membership. All sovereignty is to be confined to exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. And this is ultimately based upon individual sovereignty, realised especially through individual secessionism. On this basis a new political science, philosophy and practice will arise, one quite in accordance with the diversity among men. - J.Z., 1.3.95, 27.6.01, 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM, VOLUNTARY TAXATION, VOLUNTARY SUBORDINATION: Volunteer with your own tax dollars for the government or society of your choice and obey only its rules in all your internal affairs. - J.Z., 15.1.97.

PANARCHISM, VOTING & REPRESENTATION: Panarchism need not be introduced completely in a single step. It could begin e.g., as a biarchy, in countries where each of the major parties gets close to 50 % of the total votes, as a triarchy, where three and about equally strong parties now struggle for power and as a quartarchy where none of the major parties can claim to represent much more than 25% of the vote. They could either have their own kinds of salaries, taxes and budgets or would, initially, each only get their percentage share of present salaries, taxes and budget items. - On the other hand, panarchism still being as unknown and unpopular as it is, its introduction via individual secessionism and the recognition of the full exterritorial autonomy of volunteer communities, might proceed rather slowly anyhow, with few individuals only daring to take this step and only tiny minorities organizing themselves in this new way. - J.Z., 31.5.96, 26.6.01. - Dropping out of particular laws, regulations and jurisdictions should also be practised. See: Alternative Institutions. - J.Z., 8.9.04.  - See: BIARCHY.

PANARCHISM, VOTING, DEMOCRACY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: The man who can right himself by a vote will seldom resort to a musket. - J. Fennimore Cooper, The American Democrat, X, 1838. - Especially when that vote is so individualized and extensive that it includes individual secession and association with volunteer communities that are exterritorially fully autonomous. - J.Z., 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM, WAR, ENTHUSIASM, COMRADESHIP, SOLIDARITY, VOLUNTARISM, PIONEERING, EXPERIMENTATION, FREEDOM OF ACTION, UNANIMITY, COMMITMENT, IDEALISM, VICTORY, WINNING, SELF-HELP, SELF-RESPONSIBILITY, FRAGMENTATION & DECENTRALIZATION OF THE BEST TYPE: What we now need to discover in the social realm is the moral equivalent of war: something heroic that will speak to men as universally as war does (MORE SO! J.Z.), and yet will be as compatible with their spiritual selves as war has proved to be incompatible. - William James: The Varieties of Religious Experience, XIV, 1902. - The chance of having one's own will, institutions and services but without imposing them upon any others and without destroying them and their institutions, in a purely creative and freely competitive struggle against the forces of nature only and for the realization of the own ideals in one's own sphere. - Thus all can be winners, gaining their systems for themselves, as long as they can stand them and, once dissatisfied, advancing to something which they will then realize will be better for them, at least for a while. - The one-man-revolution will be made possible and millions of them will tend to advance all of us very fast and in a rightful and sensible way. - J.Z., 7.11.85 & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM, WEAPONS & BROTHERHOOD: I was just watching again​: "All Quiet on the Western Front", after E. M. Remarque's famous​ anti-war book. Emotions towards human brotherhood should not​ primarily induce us to throw away all weapons and uniforms but, ​rather, all the wrong, intolerant, monopolistic, territorial,​ coercive ideas and institutions that make us arm and organize and ​train and wear uniforms to fight each other instead of leaving ​each other alone or only communicating and trading with each other. -​ What we are now taught by parents, in schools, universities, by books and the ​mass media, sends us again and again into mutual slaughters. Work ​for peace by starting to think and decide and act for yourself. - ​J.Z., 5.2.93, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM, WHY HASN'T IT SUCCEEDED AS YET? Why haven't we got panarchy as yet? 1.) Because it remains so far an almost unknown ideal. 2.) Resistance fighters have so far fought for territorial domination rather than personal law independence and this mistake is just one of many which they commit in their ignorance of better alternatives. 3.) Individual rights are still insufficiently recognized. 4.) There is as yet no suitable organization for the defence of individual rights. - J.Z., 7.3.88. - Moreover, the affordable, powerful and lasting alternative media are so far barely utilized for this purpose, so that most of the panarchist texts remain unknown and untranslated, are mostly not even listed in bibliographies, abstracts and review collections and contained in special library collections. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHISM, YOUR LIFE, YOUR DECISION: “It’s your life. It should be your decision.” – MacGiver in the TV series MacGiver, segment: “Lost Treasure in Atlantis.” – Apart from the technical ingenuity and self-help practice revealed by this TV hero, the depressing "message" of this hero is usually: welfarism, altruism and sacrifices as well as great risks undertaken by enterprising heroes on behalf of the “needy” and “helpless.” – J.Z., 10.1.99. - That it is largely territorialism which makes them needy and helpless is not shown in this TV series, either. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: CHOICES, DECISION-MAKING, OPTIONS SO EXTENDED FOR INDIVIDUALS & VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES, THAT THEY BECOME MAXIMIZED, IN EVERY SPHERE (EVEN IN THOSE SPHERES PRESENTLY TERRITORIALLY MONOPOLIZED BY STATES, FOR "PUBLIC SERVICES" & "COMMON INTEREST" INSTITUTIONS), BUT ALWAYS ONLY A VOLUNTARY & AN-TERRITORIAL BASIS, UNDER "PERSONAL LAWS" & ALSO AT THE OWN EXPENSE & RISK. THAT IS THE ESSENCE OF PANARCHISM OR POLYARCHY OR WHATEVER THE FUTURE & POPULAR NAME OF THAT FRAMEWORK MAY BE. - J.Z., 9.10.04.

PANARCHISM: Experimental freedom in all spheres that do not endanger the rights, liberties, lives, property & health of others. It means free experimentation, freed from the hundredthousands of laws, regulations that
infringe basic righs and liberties. - J.Z., 19.1.04. 


PANARCHISM: Exterritorial autonomy for volunteers, i.e., genuine self-government rather than territorially conducted misgovernment over dissenters. - J.Z., 29.1.04.

PANARCHISM: Freedom does not mean licences "bought" from politicians and bureaucrats, on their conditions. One should remain free to individually fire and ignore the lot, as far as one's own affairs are concerned. One
should become free to live in full peace and freedom from them, either fully on one's own or to hire one's own companions and institutions or to hire one's own alternative masters or representatives. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM: Freedom to rule oneself - at the own expense and risk - and that of like-minded people - without help or hindrance by any territorial politician or bureaucrat, constitution, law or jurisdiction. It means
individual sovereignty  combined with exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities, living under their own personal laws, constitutions, juridical, voting and protection systems. - J.Z., 29.1.04, 24.4.04.

PANARCHISM: Get all the politicians and bureaucrats and judges out of your pockets and out of your lives - unless YOU, individually, declare them that you want them there. - J.Z., 21.1.04.

PANARCHISM:  Make State membership voluntary and reduce all territorial and collectivist sovereignty to mere exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. Then all reforms, even radical ones, will be taken care of by those most interested in them for themselves, and at their own risk and expense only. Anyone genuinely interested in tolerance, freedom, progress, independence and individual rights would not oppose that. – J.Z., 30.4.93, 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM:  Panarchism offers experimental freedom to all, not any particular ideology or constitution for all, except that which is involved in the panarchistic framework for tolerant experimentation and exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers. It has thus more to offer and does so more tolerantly, than any other ism can and does. It does not require “a new man” or a “new people” but is designed for people as they are now and as they can be if they want to be. For anarchists and libertarians it offers nothing more than a relatively easy road to their kind of anarchism or libertarianism for themselves, and minimal friction on the way to their ideal and once they have arrived at it, with the members of other panarchies. What more could they rightly ask for? That all others follow the anarchist or libertarian dream as well? Well, they can ask or invite  them, politely and individually,  but they will have to be prepared, as they are now, for many rejections. To achieve their ideals for themselves, they will not have to force them upon others or to succeed in persuading or educating the majority first. Nor would they, once they are in charge of their own affairs, have to keep down any dissenting minorities of the remaining archists. To each only the archism or anarchism or libertarianism or ism which he wants and can stand. – J.Z., 15.1.95, 12.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Politicians and bureaucrats to lord it only over their own volunteers and at the expense and risk of these volunteers, as long as they voluntarily submit to this lordship, domination and exploitation. There will
always be fools and this will remain their best chance to finally learn enough about their own lives, rights and liberties. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

PANARCHISM: "Let him make his own bed and lie in it!" - This old proverb should be applied to exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers as well. - J.Z., 28.4.95. - So often a minor freedom insight or analogy does already embody panarchism - but is not expanded to the extent it should be, to lead to the flowering of full-scale panarchism in all spheres. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: "Mankind are greater gainers by suffering each other to live as seems good to themselves, than by compelling each to live as seems good to the rest." - J. S. Mill. - Panarchism tries merely to apply this principle to every sphere instead of merely some limited private spheres like hair styles and clothing, eating and reading habits, travel and entertainment choices, arts and crafts etc. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

PANARCHISM: “In order to induce the self-formation of certain abstract structures of  inter-personal relations, we need to secure the assistance of some very general conditions, and then allow each individual element to find its own place within the larger order. The most we can do to assist the process is to admit only such elements as obey the required rules.” – Hayek, The Fatal Conceit, 83. – To achieve the same for competing governments the minimum requirements are: 1. Voluntary membership, 2. Individual secessionism, 3. Exterritorial autonomy, 4. Personal laws. These make the peaceful coexistence of xyz different communities in the same territory and even world-wide possible, as long as these basic rules are predominantly abided by. Then it becomes also relatively easy to cope with the remaining intolerant and aggressive people. – J.Z., 7.1.99. - Alas, even Hayek advocated only limited governments and had only limited notions of monetary freedom. He thus constitutes a prominent example for the fact that the panarchist and monetary freedom alternatives have not yet been sufficiently published. If they had been, then a scholar like Hayek would have been familiar with them. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: A panarchy for me & my associates, a panarchy for you and yours, a panarchy for everybody, who wants a different system for himself and like-minded people. For each the self-chosen utopia and this at his own risk and expense. Then no one can any longer blame, exploit or oppress foreigners or dissenters but only himself, if he has made the wrong choices. - J.Z., 22.8.99, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM: All political, economic and social models, utopias, ideals, experiments and communities, services as well as (objectively considered) disservices, are right and advisable for all their adult (and thus somewhat rational) voluntary followers but wrong for any conscripts into them (including minors, who are not the absolute property of their parents!  - J.Z., 8.9.04.), under wrongful territorialist assumptions. At least no individually and thus rightfully chosen and voluntarily maintained institution, community or experiment should be suppressed. It should succeed or fail upon its own merits, by gaining or losing followers. Their members and outside observers are thereby giving maximum opportunities for losing their errors, false premises and prejudices and gaining insights on what it right and sensible in human associations. - J.Z., 26.4.88 & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Allow everyone to choose his own leaders, allies, enemies, doctors and other experts, including his own government and personal laws or supposedly ideal free and just society, according to his own standards or dreams, at the own expense and risk. No government is good enough to be forced upon anyone – except criminals with victims. – J.Z., 19.10.98, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Anyone to be free to set up his own favourite system, anywhere, on his property and with his property and with voluntary helpers and at his own risk. As a self-chosen personal law system it would largely extend beyond the borders of his property but would there, too, remain binding only for himself and would there be restricted by the property and personal rights of others. His personal law choice might come to be adopted by voluntary members and their worldwide federation, all over the world. At the same time, there could be many diverse exterritorially autonomous associations of volunteers locally, nationally, continent-wide and world-wide, competing with his particular solutions, real or imagined ones. - J.Z., 5.6.92, 7.1.93, 10.12.03, 8.9.04. (I keep trying to improve these statements, as can be seen from the added dates. - J.Z., 8.9.04.) 

PANARCHISM: Apart from criminals with victims, only investors in and subscribers to governments ought to be ruled by their laws. – J.Z., 25.11.93. The crime must be practised by a member of a panarchy & against one of its members. Investors and panarchies would be wise to subscribe to some or the other international covenant on investments. – J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99. Likewise on International Law and International Arbitration. - J.Z., 8.12.03.

PANARCHISM: Be your own person and have your own community, according to your own lights and choice, to live your own way of life in every respect, always at your own risk and expense. - J.Z., 27.7.86 & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Democracy and republicanism, monarchism and despotism, capitalism and communism, fascism and conservatism, socialism and anarchism, any system for anyone, all in the same country or all over the world - but all only for their adult volunteers and at their expense and risk. No system to be territorially imposed. - J.Z., 15.1.97, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Each to be free to choose sides in everything – at his own expense and risk. – J.Z., 19.1.96.

PANARCHISM: Every man to his own task. - Proverb. - The primary task of any adult person is to run his own life himself or with the help of self-chosen experts only, regardless of what other experts other minority or majority group members prefer themselves. - J.Z., 23.6.01.

PANARCHISM: For freedom lovers panarchism would mean a “lock-out” of politicians, bureaucrats and tax gatherers and also to a voluntary and permanent strike against them, by individuals as well as by many minority groups and some majorities. For the others it would mean a much more steady and contractual as well as permanent relationship with them, undisturbed by extremists and other dissenters, until they, too, finally get sick of their “minders” and “protectors”, “great leaders”, “big brothers”, prophets and gurus. – J.Z., 17.7.93, 14.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Frank Herbert's formula, in "Dune Messiah", page 97, with some omissions and changes. Frank Herbert said there: " ... we consider the various worlds as gene pools, sources of teachings and teachers, sources of the possible. Our goal is not to rule, but to tap these gene pools, to learn and to free ourselves from all restraints imposed by dependency and government." - My version: We consider the various panarchies as sources of teachings and teachers, sources of the possible. Our goal is not to rule, but to tap these resources, to learn and free ourselves from all unjustified restraints and, especially, from territorial governments. - J.Z., 19.9.04. 

PANARCHISM: Free contracts, free competition, free cooperation, free markets, free enterprise, for every aim, program and organization and service, to they extent that they are desired by some, even for “government” services, but all only through and among volunteer communities or free experiments that are only exterritorially autonomous. – J.Z., 29.12.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Free enterprise, free markets, free contracts, free pricing, free trade, freedom to compete, freedom to ignore, freedom to associate and to disassociate oneself, freedom to abstain, refuse, remain neutral or to commit oneself, freedom to do one's own things, they are all as much needed in the sphere of political, economic and social systems as they are e.g. in our private lives, in religion, in sports, in the arts and in science and technology. That should be quite self-evident to anybody who is quite aware of the results of our free individual choices by which we are surrounded. We are complaining as a rule, and rightly so, only about those choices made by others for us, at our expense and without our individual consent. But, as long as we see nothing wrong in territorial rule and voting and representation and decision-making, we do not go to the root of the remaining major problems. - J.Z., 30.7.98 & 26.6.01, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: Freedom for the capitalistic, the anarchistic, as well as for the socialistic religions. - J.Z., 24.3.89.

PANARCHISM: Full autonomy for all volunteer communities but only on an exterritorial and personal law basis. – J.Z., 17.10.93.

PANARCHISM: Full exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities would permit the peaceful coexistence of alternative societal "universes", now and here on Earth, for their supporters. What more can their rightfully demand for themselves, for their public affairs? - J.Z., 7.10.99, 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Governments and free societies by individual choice  rather than by territorial imposition upon any non-criminal dissenters. – J.Z., 20.3.96. – By now there are probably thousands of definitions each for socialism, anarchism, democracy and republicanism. In the absence of many definitions from others, of panarchism, I dare to make dozens to hundreds of attempts to finally come up with the best definition that I am capable of. If that sounds boring and repetitive to you, then so be it. I will, nevertheless, continue with my efforts. – J.Z., 11.1.99.

PANARCHISM: His way and way out for everybody - who is not a criminal with victims.  So that they can finally all say: “And what is best of all, I lived it my way!” – J.Z., 14.7.98, 10.1.99. - All the popular sayings that have some panarchist contents have not yet been listed together, as they should be. - However, I cannot tackle all such jobs by myself. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: How many and how different governments, societies and communities? As many as are wanted by volunteers for themselves, with all of them limited to exterritorial autonomy. - J.Z., 17.6.03, 15.12.03, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: I claim the whole Earth for myself and for all others – but only exterritorially, for our diverse and voluntaristic as well as autonomous communities of all kinds, as long as all of them do respect this expansion of the framework for free and tolerant actions and all the individual rights and liberties involved, at least to the extent that they are recognized and claimed by members of other communities. – J.Z., 18.7.98, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM: I do not intend to stop thinking, writing and speaking about​ panarchism, its introduction and its possible achievements, or ​exploring past experiences with it and identical or similar ​thoughts of others - even while I have to do this mainly by ​myself and for myself. One can advance an idea also by ​persistently arguing with oneself and with relevant observations, ​proposals and arguments of others, to the extent that they were​ and are accessible to oneself. Ideally, I would like all these entries ​embodied in a large databank and fast retrieval system. My own​ systems are much too limited and small for that. There would be ​few who would not greatly benefit if panarchist ideas became​ public opinion. However, rational self-interest in ethical​ solutions is still all too small. - If others do get turned off​ by my monologues, long compilations and my single-track mind and concerns, they do​ not have to read me, write to me or visit me. - I can only hope ​but doubt that they can find as worthy an aim and endeavour for themselves. - J.Z., 5.2.93.

PANARCHISM: I wish you the government of your individual choice - upon your back, i.e., at your expense and risk, while wanting for myself only the free society of my own individual choice, at my expense and risk. - On that basis we could peacefully coexist for a long time. - J.Z., 2.3.96, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM: In Australia, and not only in Australia, dozens or even hundreds of different governments, as well as of different non-governmental societies, could and should peacefully coexist, each for and at the expense of its voluntary followers only. – J.Z., 2.11.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM: In politics, economics and societal arrangements, as well as in religion, the arts, science, technology, sports, entertainment, crafts, hobbies, choice of profession, of doctors, psychologists, architects, builders and all other kinds of private life activities, each should be free to choose his own road or expert at his own risk and expense. - J.Z., 25.8.98, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Individual secessions from all territorial governments and from all panarchies, and merely exterritorial autonomy for voluntary protective associations or communities – rather than any imposed territorial rule, even one of the best kind or a most limited one. This choice would most advance the rightful aspirations of any democrats, republicans, libertarians and anarchists and would most restrict despots, authoritarians and totalitarians. – J.Z., 18.11.93, 9.1.99. 

PANARCHISM: It could solve the greatest remaining mysteries and problems. It could be used as a universal "solvent" or panacea. It is the proper model or paradigm or framework for all attempts to better the human conditions. It is a peace-maker, a cornucopia, a genuine utopia or "meta-utopia" as Nozick called it - and remains, nevertheless, like laissez faire capitalism in economics, and full monetary freedom regarding currencies, largely "an unknown ideal". (Ayn Rand: Panarchism remained an unknown or unappreciated ideal even to her!) It is a requirement for a just and progressive society, for all liberation and revolution attempts, keeping them in bounds, among volunteers. It is the equivalent to free experimentation in science, technology, the arts and in business. At the same time, territorialism and its absolute sovereignty over the people in a large territory, remain largely unknown as wrong and criminal conditions, undiscovered, uncaptured (not analysed!) or uncharged, as are most criminals with victims, although they are destructive, murderous and obstructive systems and are, usually, considered not guilty of any charges laid against them, in the few cases that they have been publicly accused. - Like monetary freedom in relation to the custom and long established laws of monetary despotism, panarchism is rarely considered as a rightful and efficient alternative. - It finds even fewer defenders for it than for unilateral free trade and free migration, which are also only facets of universal panarchism. To me it is rather obvious that individuals should be free to secede from e.g. the burden of 54 million laws and regulations, as exist now in the U.S.A. as well as from the "foreign policies" of "their" governments, to the extent that they severely disagree with them. - J.Z., 28.8.95 & 24.6.01, 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM: It has the potential to become self-realizing and powerfully defensive in defensive and revolutionary wars and to achieve a lasting peace and achieve it faster with a minimum of bloodshed.

PANARCHISM: It is not enough "to be your own man" and to "live your own life your way", in the religious and private sphere, in your job or career choice, in the super-market as customer, in the choice of your clothing, your vehicle, your recreation and amusement, your sport and fashion, your food and your drinks. You ought to have the same consumer sovereignty and exterritorial autonomy or individual sovereignty regarding political, economic and social systems and bodies of laws and jurisdiction, your preferred bureaucracy, if any, your constitution, all kinds of public services, all kinds of taxation, contribution and budgeting systems, together with like-minded people. - J.Z., 28.10.94, 27.6.01. 

PANARCHISM: It means societies and States and governments, constitutions, laws, etc. all becoming individually chosen or refusable institutions or institutions from which individuals may secede. The remaining and new communities would all be only exterritorially autonomous, have only personal laws and voluntary members. They would not be bound by ancient or new laws, customs, juridical decisions, traditions or by majority or minority despotism, nor limited by party strife or torn by civil wars, since all parties or movements would then  be free to go their own ways. Each election would be won by every party or leader or prophet that have offered themselves as a choice, since they could use their exterritorial autonomy options together with their voluntary followers. One cannot rightly ask for more. – J.Z.,  1. 9. 97, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM: It provides a just and common sense framework for both, all kinds of governmentalists and all kinds of anarchists and libertarians. Thus it is much more useful that any framework that suits only statists or freedom lovers. Anarchists especially, as a minority greatly outnumbered for a long time, should thus take a strong interest in it rather than going on to insist upon their particular type of anarchism not only for themselves but for all other anarchists and even for all people in a territory, who are not anarchists,  even while most of them are still likely to remain statists for a long time. - J.Z., 25.6.99, 27.6.01, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: It would mean, especially, for our times: a) No conscription into armed forces. b) No conscription into state membership. c) No dictatorship - unless it is wanted by the individuals involved. d) No economic or political monopoly or privilege any longer. Only those remain that are based on the unanimous consent of volunteers and that are practised at their expense only. e) No funds, soldiers, targets, motives and enemies for nuclear war but, rather, friends and allies everywhere - against a few remaining criminals, enemies of man. f) No majority votes - except among volunteers and applying only to them. g) No national borders and national enemies any longer. h) No nuclear targets any longer. i.) No taxation without individual consent. (Replacement of taxes by prices, fees and subscriptions.)

PANARCHISM: It would realize full autonomy everywhere, on a voluntary and exterritorial basis, replacing territorial, coercive and monopolistic governments by voluntary, exterritorial and optional ones of a great variety, including the great variety of free societies that would be individually chosen. Does it describe a utopia? Nothing could be further from the truth. That exterritorially autonomous actions and cooperation works best is proven thousands of times every day, every hour, although on a much smaller scale, in private decision-making spheres, some of which remained to some extent even under totalitarian regimes. Otherwise they would have collapsed almost immediately. "The only effective control is self-control", as Rose Wilder Lane pointed out, not necessarily using the same words. – J.Z., n.d., 10.1.99, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: It would, largely peacefully, turn territorial, monopolistic and coercive governments into freely competing or cooperating self-help organizations or volunteer communities that are only exterritorially autonomous rather than territorially sovereign. – J.Z., 9.11.97, 10.1.99. 

PANARCHISM: Its relatively new and practical, progressive and rightful utopism does recognize the individual’s primary role, his rights and liberties to decide his own future, at his own risk and expense, independent of the beliefs and convictions of others, their preferred constitutions, laws and institutions. – J.Z., 1.4.96, 9.1.99. - Others called it "the right of private judgment". - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: Jedem das Weltbild und die Umwelt seiner Traeme, aber nur auf eigene Kosten, auf Einsatz der eigenen Arbeit, Energie, Opfer, Beitraege und Investitionen und auf eigenes Risiko. – ( To each the world view and environment of his dreams,  but only at the own expense, resting upon his own labour and energies, his own sacrifices, investments and at his own risk.) – J.Z., 23.11.97, 10.1.99. – Perhaps one or the other of the wordings or definitions or explanations or slogans of panarchism will "take off" or reach the "break-through point" and cause a chain reaction in political thinking and practices. Anyhow, the very possibility makes it worthwhile to bet on this, to the extent of engaging in the compilation of such a collection of wordings. I would rather engage in this kind of betting than betting on horses or dogs or a lottery number or card or roulette choice. “An idea whose time has come is mightier than all the great armies!” J.Z., n.d. – A remark ascribed to Napoleon I. Others ascribed it to Victor Hugo. Napoleon I has certainly made many similar remarks and, probably, this one, too. - J.Z., 8.12.03, 8.9.04. - Alas, his guiding idea was power for himself and even in this, like Lenin, Stalin, Hitler and Mao, he had too many followers. - J.Z., 8.9.0f.

PANARCHISM: Laissez Faire not only in lifestyles, arts, literature, hobbies, recreation, sports, choice of jobs and profession, free enterprise, free trade, but also in politics, economics and social system, in the same way as it has long been realized in many countries in the sphere of religion – or of anti-religious commitments. – J.Z., 20.9.97, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Let madmen do their things to themselves, while wise men gain the freedom to liberate themselves in their own particular fashion. - J.Z., 9 Feb. 87, 10.10.89.

PANARCHISM: Libertarianism for libertarians, statism for statists. - Wayne Wallace Woodward, TC 129 of 28 July 85, p. 54. 

PANARCHISM: No aspiration, movement, ideology, party or utopia is rightful unless it is based merely upon the aim of voluntary and exterritorial autonomy for itself as well as for all others who do disagree with it. – J.Z., 25.3.96, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM: No question is ever settled until it is settled right. When people act within their own rights and liberties then, between them, even the wrong solutions they do believe in and do apply to themselves, are, for the time being, right for them, since they are freely chosen and accepted by voluntary members. Any old or new ism or “reform”, like any religious faith, is right for the believers and the believers should be free to practise it among themselves – at their own risk and expense. – J.Z., 24.3.86, 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM: No taxes, no government services and no government controls over all. Instead, each contracts and pays for the services and controls he wants over himself - and against aggressors. - J.Z., 19.3.88.

PANARCHISM: Panarchies provide an action and experimentation framework or testing ground or laboratory for all utopias and ideologies. It would make election campaigns and reform attempts, resistance and agitation, rebellion, revolution, freedom fighting and terrorism obviously unnecessary for gaining adherents and freedom of action for one's ideals. It would reduce verbal, legal, juridical and bureaucratic obstructionism to a minimum and release most creative and constructive energies in fields so far preempted by territorialism. It would prepare for a peaceful, tolerant and harmonious world without violent clashes, for rapid progress and enlightenment, for wide-spread riches and personal satisfaction. People would become free to do all their things for and to themselves, at their expense and risk, paying their own bills, instead of submitting them, indirectly, to taxpayers, who are not free to refuse to pay them. It would end the inbuilt coercive, monopolistic and hierarchical collectivism, communism and state socialism of territorial States even of the most limited kind. People would become, finally, "the smiths of their own fate". - J.Z., 4.6.93 & 26.6.01. Amen! - J.Z., 9.12.03.

PANARCHISM: Panarchies, competing one, in every country, provide xyz blueprints and a general framework for a free society, one that creatively combines the principles of voluntarism, mutualism, pluralism, consent, free choice, freedom of contract, freedom of association, individual sovereignty, individual secessionism, freedom of action, freedom to experiment, freedom to dissociate, freedom to give notice, free enterprise, competition, consumer sovereignty, self-rule, self-government, self-determination, self-reliance, self-help, exterritorialism, autonomy etc. - J.Z., 21.4.89, 3.7.89, 12.12.03.                                                  

PANARCHISM: Panarchism aims not only at liberrating only literate libertarians, to live as autonomously as they want to, without having to leave a country and having to establish a new one, but intends to provide them with that liberty precisely by offering every other dissatisfied minority or majority the same kind of free choice for their kind of non-libertarian ideal. Thus it can turn enemies into friends and allies - although they will proceed on different paths. - J.Z. 21.4.89, 3.7.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism allows several voluntaristic communities to coexist peacefully in the same territory, with each operating under its own constitution, laws, jurisdiction, administration, faiths, ism, principles, membership selectivity etc., or any other common traits or preferences. - J.Z., 16.12.94, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism applies voluntary associationism and voluntary disassociationism to all of politics, economics, social relations and their institutions, not just to parties and those associations and degrees of limited pluralism which coercive, exclusive and territorial politics has so far permitted. – J.Z., 17.7.93, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism introduces voluntarism experimental freedom or laissez faire, laissez passer into politics and does so on the basis of individual secessionism, and exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities under personal laws. - J.Z., 1.8.99, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism is a revival and extension of the old tradition of consular jurisdiction and of "capitulations". - J.Z. 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism is perhaps the only practicable road towards full self-government or individual sovereignty or individual anarchism. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism is simply a just, radical and consistent form of liberalism, democracy, libertarianism, anarchism, voluntaryism. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism is the ideology that favours the voluntary establishment and maintenance of panarchies of all kinds, all under self-management and confined to exterritorial autonomy, voluntary membership and individual as well as group secessionism. 

PANARCHISM: Panarchism is the political, economic and social equivalent to religious liberty and religious tolerance, as well as to private lifestyle alternatives and choices, to experimental freedom in technology, the sciences, in agriculture and horticulture. It would permit for everyone the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams, thus providing a framework for the establishment of a permanent peace in freedom and justice, of wealth for all, based upon the own rightful efforts and it would provide all its benefits as fast as is possible, at least for the first pioneers of them. – J.Z., 1997, 10.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism may be defined as a radical voluntarist stand for individual rights against collectivist and coercive and unified and territorial decision-making. It supports and is supported by individual secessionism and individual sovereignty and by exterritorial autonomy for volunteer groups. - J.Z. 6.10.92, 4.1.93.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism means an end to monopolized, centralized and collectivised decision-making, to the extent that any individuals are dissatisfied with it and rather opt, individually, for alternatives for themselves. - J.Z. 3.7.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism means no more exclusive “holy lands” and “holy cities” for any religious, ethnic, national, ideological or other community. (Holy temples etc. would remain, in private or cooperative ownership. - J.Z., 8.9.04.) Instead, it would offer full exterritorial autonomy to all volunteer communities, of whatever kind and shade, conviction or other common feature. Only intolerant and aggressive communities would not be tolerated, to the extent that they would become intolerant and aggressive towards non-members. Individual secessionism,  combined with the attractive examples set by other panarchies and greatly increased freedom of expression and information opportunities, would reduce the number  and membership of internally intolerant communities, finally, to almost insignificant proportions. – J.Z., 29.12.1996, 9.1.99. – All such predictions sound like utopias or castles in the air – if one has not persistently applied the changed conditions under exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities to one’s preconceived and all too popular  political, economic and social errors and prejudices. A revolution in one’s head has to take place before one can fully subscribe to panarchism. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism means politics reformed as if human beings, even individuals, mattered and could become the masters of their own fate. - J.Z., 18.11.88, 3.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism means the competitive supply of government services, even if they do objectively amount to government disservices, services to voluntary subscribers, either in comprehensive alternative package deals or only in the small deviations from the existing "normal" package deals which individuals usually desire.- J.Z., 30.6.89, 3.7.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism offers to individuals free enterprise or voluntary associationism, going to full exterritorial autonomy, in the sphere of politics and economic systems, as well as of any other kind of ism. It recognizes individual sovereignty, individual secessionism, the possibility for exterritorial organization and personal law and for experimental freedom and minority autonomy in spheres in which it was so far constitutionally and legally excluded. In other words, it teaches that in "public affairs", too, each could and should be the master of his own fate. - J.Z., 20.3.88. 3.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism says that we can have all the alternatives we want, for ourselves, if we are willing to pay, work and take risks for them. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism stands for an ancient as well as modern lawful and just freedom condition, that of personal laws and exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. "To each his own!" To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams. How many dissatisfactions could then remain for long in the political, economic and social spheres? - J.Z., 30.7.98, 26.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism, i.e., exterritoriality and voluntarism and full autonomy for all or: competing governments and personal laws, rather than any democracy, anarchy or other ideological system imposed upon any people via majority or minority voting victories. - J.Z., 21.3.96, 27.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Panarchism, with its exterritorial autonomy, voluntarism, individual secessionism, personal law and maximisation of individual choice would be the other and so far largely ignored "coin" of territorial politics.

PANARCHISM: Panarchistic innovations, status quo preservations and reactionary efforts, all by volunteers and on the basis of exterritorial autonomy, are all to be likewise tolerated. To preserve what is still wanted, to go back to what is still in demand, to advance towards what at least some already aspire to, to achieve satisfactory societal arrangements for all the different individuals and groups in society, in the same territory, to achieve progress, justice, peace, freedom and prosperity for all, to the extent that they desire them, all as a matter of individual rights and duties to respect the different use which others make of these rights. - J.Z., 20.6.93, 6.1.93.

PANARCHISM: Panarchists are engaged in an attempt to rediscover and re-establish individuals as members of free, voluntary, autonomous and exterritorial groups that together would form a free, just, peaceful and prosperous society. This kind of free society is now buried under the petrified and accumulated deposits of thousands of years of more or less exclusive and coercive territorial statism. They are involved in finding and applying the best method to "mine" this "natural resource" or to liberate individuals and their free associations from the present depths of oppression. - J.Z., 11.9.87, 1.4.89.

PANARCHISM: Panarchists like everybody to be happy in his own way, even totalitarians, aggressors, cheats and meddlers, provided only that they restrict their actions to voluntary, because they are like-minded, victims. Even sado-masochism should be permissible in the political sphere and, naturally also more rightful, rational, dignified and promising options. - J.Z., 9.9.91, 14.1.93.

PANARCHISM: Panarchists want to dissolve territorial, monopolistic and coercive States into voluntary, exterritorial and competitive personal law associations for the protection of the rights of their members. - J.Z., 9.10.88.

PANARCHISM: Panarchy "sightings" (views, or insights) are so far still much rarer than UFO sightings - and thus not taken serious by most. - J.Z., 2.1.88.

PANARCHISM: Peace, freedom, justice, wealth, progress - through the expropriation of all bureaucrats and politicians and the abolition of all their powers not based upon individual consent and voluntary taxation. - J.Z., 13.3.95. 

PANARCHISM: Progress, stagnation or regression: To each his own. - J.Z., 15.4.92.

PANARCHISM: Radical liberties and rights as well as restrictions of them to be entirely optional within exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers. For relations between them the full range of rights and liberties is to apply - unless, for particular dealings with each other, two or more panarchies can agree with each other upon the same degree of restrictions upon them. C cannot rightly or effectively force A and B to trade freely with each other. - J.Z. 15.1.93.

PANARCHISM, STILL OUT OF SIGHT & MIND FOR MOST PEOPLE, ALTHOUGH THEY PRACTISE IT DAILY – BUT ONLY FRACTIONALLY: People who see and appreciate only a small segment, like panarchistic freedom in entertainment and religion, do not see and appreciate the whole picture of it and its potential. On the contrary, our kind of "society" will tend to prejudice them against it, in many ways. 

(In the same way as most people are e.g. prejudiced in favor of central banking vs. free banking and in favor of coercive protectionism vs. free trade. The Red Indians left oil in the ground and moved only with the speed of horses. Only a full vision of a consistent panarchy will be persuasive and effective, will become self-realizing. The written record of panarchical options has so far been much too small and out of sight to have been able to change public option in favor of panarchism. My "Peace Plans" series, with its limited means, attempts to change that situation. Reprints are free and invited and more contributions to its sub-series "On Panarchy", of which the first 24 issues are now out, on 24 microfiche.) – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

PANARCHISM: The choice is yours - perpetual war among territorial warfare states, finally leading to the holocaust extermination of man, or the establishment and perpetuation of a peaceful society through the establishment of exterritorial and autonomous volunteer groups for all the existing and future variations preferred by individuals. - J.Z., 19.4.89, 4.7.89. For details consult e.g. PP 16-18 & 61-63.

PANARCHISM: The main rule is that all the rules for all your productive and peaceful actions should be your own or self-chosen ones, i.e. the rules of your exterritorially autonomous volunteer community. If you breached these rules, negligently or aggressively or fraudulently, against its members, then you would be subjected to its criminal law and law enforcement. - J.Z., 28.12.92,3.1.93.

PANARCHISM: The most rightful and rational option to end most conflicts caused and maintained by territorialism. For those who have clearly seen it,  it becomes obvious. What then remains hard to understand is how one could have overlooked this solution for as long. It is almost as if one had only been able to conceive, in mathematics,  the existence of a minus sign but not of a plus sign, or only the multiplication symbol and function but not of those for divisions. In almost every other respect people are aware that there are at least 2 sides to every story but here, territorialism considered as one side of a coin, they have widely refused to look at the other side of that coin.  And this among as contrary and argumentative beings as human beings are – on most other subjects. After hundreds of millions of victims of territorialist institutions one should have expected that enough people among the survivors would finally have shown enough curiosity for exterritorialist institutions and individual rights and liberties. – J.Z., 30.4.93, 14.1.99, 8.9.04.

PANARCHISM: The right not to join, to ignore, to refuse to associate with others, to deny membership or admission to others, to deny them access to your property, are all aspects of the right to associate and to disassociate. If some groups do not welcome you in their ranks, then you cannot rightly complain. But you do have the right to set up or join another society operating on the same principles and practices and to run it, if you can, so well, that you could come to compete the other society out of existence, which refused to accept you as a member. You may refuse or discount their money and they may refuse or discount yours - but both of you have the right to issue your own money (exchange media and value standards) and to seek voluntary acceptors for it. You have the right to practise and develop your own code of morality or ethics, as far as you can, among like-minded people, your own constitutions, laws, regulations and juridical decisions etc., but not the right to force them upon any peaceful non-members, who have left you alone. One law for all people in a territory means legalized aggression by some people in that territory upon others. - J.Z., n.d. & 24.6.01.

PANARCHISM: To each his own fashion and political system, his own diet and economic system, his own faith and religious or social system, his on personal life style and personal law, his personal philosophy and personal system of justice, his on artistic and public service preferences, all at his own expense and risk. - J.Z., 8.1.88. 

PANARCHISM: To each his own preference: Future shocks for those who do like them, reversals to old traditions for those in love with them and preservation of the status quo for conservatives and retreatists, all at their expense and risk. They could all be practised rightfully, peacefully and in the same territory and at the same time - by practising panarchists. - J.Z., 24.1.87, 1.4.89. 11.12.03.

PANARCHISM: To each the government-, money- and justice system of his or her dreams. – J.Z., 8.4.1996.

PANARCHISM: Under full exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities only aggressive actions towards non-members would have to be suppressed and penalized. Experimental freedom implies that there are no involuntary victims of experiments, for that would restrict their freedom to experiment or to be left alone. Panarchism would also imply full publicity for all its panarchic experiments and would lead to scientific surveys of all of them. The social sciences could finally be established on a sound scientific and experimental basis. There would be no more involuntary victims. All creative energies would be released and destructive energies would be confined to their voluntary victims. Alas, in decades of SF reading I have not yet come across a single story or book that fully developed and envisioned the practice and results of panarchism, of many diverse panarchies peacefully coexisting in one country or on one planet, because all of them are exterritorially autonomous and have only voluntary members. Most envision diverse societies only for whole planets or their territorial nations or societies. None of their utopias are fully based upon freedom for one-man revolutions, based upon individual sovereignty and individual secessionism and voluntary associationism, which requires full exterritorial autonomy. Elementary prejudices, errors and wrong assumptions, predictions and expectations prevail even in SF on such matters. - J.Z., n.d. & 24.6.01. - To the extent that diverse volunteer groups are envisioned upon a single planet, all are still presumed to have unlimited power or imperialistic ambitions, quite ignoring the experience with voluntary associations. - J.Z., 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM: Volenti no fiat injuria." (What one does voluntarily, does not do injustice to oneself or: the volunteer does not do injustice to himself  (although he may harm himself ).

PANARCHISM: We do not have to live and die like e.g. territorial hunting dogs or wolves or other beasts of prey. We can, instead, come to live exterritorially free, without borders, like the birds. - J.Z., 6.1.95. - Like all analogies, this one limps, too, since most birds do establish their own hunting and food gathering areas as well, and, naturally, do try to protect their nests. However, in the same territory one can find different species of birds that are, mostly (apart from birds of prey), peacefully coexisting and thus set an example that most people still have to learn from. They do also manage to live without governments. For them a mere pecking order suffices. - J.Z., 6.1.95, 24.6.01. - Apart from micro- to macro life-forms preying upon each other, i.e., not being, to a large extent, self-supporting by productive efforts, the coexistence of a great diversity of life forms in an ecology in any territory, is not a bad example for the coexistence of very varied panarchies under panarchism. - J.Z., 28.6.01.

PANARCHISM: What is odd and hard to understand about panarchism is that this just and simple freedom alternative, in all essential things just the opposite of the systems we have been suffering under for many centuries, has so far been more or less clearly seen and appreciated by only a very small minority, usually only by a few isolated individuals, unaware how closely their relevant thoughts resembled each other, and unaware of the all of the writings they had already produced produced between them and of all the historical precedents. On the other hand, territorial authoritarianism and even totalitarianism, have become and remained relatively popular in spite of their numerous wrongs and defects and the harm they cause to almost everybody most of the time. Please explain me that riddle. – J.Z., 16.7.98, 14.1.99, 8.9.04.

PANARCHIST ABSTRACTS: To compile them teamwork would be needed. So far no one has access to all the relevant writings or the time and energy to read all of them. 

PANARCHIST ALTERNATIVES: Examine the alternatives of Panarchist Peace, Panarchist People, Panarchist Popularity, Panarchist Power, Panarchist Progress & Panarchist Prosperity or Panarchist Peace and Plenty. All choices should be yours, as a sovereign consumer or entrepreneur or co-producer. – J.Z., 29.12.04.

PANARCHIST ATERRIOTORIAL SELF-GOVERNMENT FOR ALL VOLUNTEERS, INSTEAD OF TERRITORIALIST PARTIES, POLITICIANS, THEIR LAWS & POLITICS & THEIR POWERS OVER YOU: Plan and construct your own peace, progress, justice, freedom and prosperity, exterritorially quite autonomous, together with all like-minded people – and let all others do their own things for or to themselves. – J.Z., 29.12.04.

PANARCHIST BIBLIOGRAPHY, ABSTRACTS,  REVIEW COMPILATIONS & INDEXES:   

PANARCHIST BODIES & INDIVIDUAL CELLS: Under panarchism all individual cells of the body of a society or of a competing government or exterritorially autonomous State are at liberty to and capable of leaving that body, to join or form the beginnings of another body. In that respect panarchies are alway potent, fertile and pregnant. - Both the separation and the new joining will also tend to be joyful rather than painful happenings. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHIST CD-ROM: A primitive start was made with my first CD.

PANARCHIST CENTRE OF THE WORLD: Judging merely by the amount of information gathered (has anyone gathered, so far, more on this subject?) my address amounts to the panarchist centre of the world. - J.Z. 5.7.89, 10.1.93. - How could I contribute to the spread of these ideas, facts, experiences and opinions, apart from publishing them on microfiche and on the Internet and on CD-ROMs and not subjecting my parts of this collection to copyrights restrictions and by striving towards an Ideas Archive, as a world-wide market for ideas??? - J.Z., 9.12.03.

PANARCHIST CHOICE: We either stay territorially unfree, always in crisis situation, always misled and exploited by people we disagree with or we establish exterritorial autonomy for ourselves and like-minded people, living with them in as much freedom as we want for ourselves, also in peace with other communities, which have made other choices for themselves. Then each could progress, regress or stagnate according to the own preferences and only at the own cost and rsik. For any moral and rational being, fully informed on the panarchistic alternative, the choice is easy.

PANARCHIST DECLARATIONS, BELIEFS & PRACTICES, TOLERANTLY COEXISTING: The following could all be truthful and peace-, order-, security-, freedom-, harmony- and prosperity promoting public and simultaneous declarations, in the same territory, by friends, relatives, neighbours or strangers, all converted to the minimum agreement required by panarchism: I am a sovereign individual - by my own free choice, - - I am a loyal subject of an absolute monarch - by my own free choice, - - I am a majoritarian and direct democracy practitioner - ...., - -  I am a cosmopolitan or citizen of the world - ...., - - I am a European - ....., - - I am a sovereign Red Indian, not subject to any white men's constitutions or laws - ...., - - I am a sovereign Australian Aboriginal - .... - - I am a sovereign communist ( of the Marxian, Leninist, Trotzkiist, Stalinist or any other shade ) - .... - - I am a sovereign socialist ( of definition No. 347 among so far counted e.g. 988 ) - ... - - I am a sovereign communist anarchist - .... - - I am a sovereign individualist anarchist - ... - - I am a sovereign anarcho-capitalist - .... - -  And so on and on. We have ca. 7,000 religions on earth and enough imagination to form even more different voluntary, exterritorial and autonomous groupings of a political, economic and social kind, each minding its own business and looking after the own members as best as they can, at their own expense and risk. This variety, too, will be the spice of life. What dullness to have for a day only, every few years,  the choice of one to a few governments and then for years only one! - J.Z. 14.5.89, 4.7.89. - - Public declarations of what would be one's own preference, once one were given the panarchist choice, could be among the first efficient steps towards the realization of panarchism. Among the most significant public declarations of this kind would be those of soldiers and officers in already somewhat free countries and of the various governments in exile, which would also be multiplied by panarchism and would, for the first time, be put on a quite rightful basis. - J.Z. 4.7.89.

PANARCHIST DIRECTORY: Panarchists of the world - unite your diverse aspirations under the banner of panarchism, which allows to each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams. You have only your territorial chains to lose and the personal laws of your choice to gain - as long as you can stand them. - However, even the remnants of all present territorial institutions, when all dissenters have seceded from them, can be continued for their believers, then, for the first time, enjoying the benefits of unanimous consent to their kind of ideal. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

PANARCHIST ENCYCLOPAEDIA: The beginnings of it exist in my ON PANARCHY  series, so far out in 24 volumes, on microfiche only. 

PANARCHIST GENUINE SELF-GOVERNMENT INSTEAD OF TERRITORIAL, COLLECIVIST, MONOPOLIZED & PSEUDO “SELF-GOVERNMENT” IN TERRITORIAL STATES WITH COMPULSORY MEMBERSHIP & SUBJUGATION.  – J.Z., 29.12.04.

PANARCHIST INTERNATIONAL FOR ALL PEACEFUL MINORITIES THAT ASPIRE MERELY TO FULL EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR THEIR VOLUNTEERS: 

PANARCHIST  PARTY? See: Parties, Libertarian Party, Party Politics & Panarchism.

PANARCHIST PERIODICALS: Does any other than PEACE PLANS exist by now? Only an occasional article on panarchism, like in FORMULATIONS of the New Nations Foundation, does not yet turn them into panarchistic periodicals. 

PANARCHIST PROPAGANDA & EDUCATION EFFORTS: "The truth must be repeated for ever and ever in a thousand forms." - Hermann Hesse, War and Peace, Spring 1918; If the War Goes On. - This applies not only to ideas, thoughts and slogans but also to free alternative and creative or self-concerned actions. Panarchism does not demand anything more but does not require anything less, either. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

PANARCHIST PROPAGANDA: Until the ideal panarchistic formulas are found or constructed, we will have to suffer and even produce much verbal diarrhoea on this subject. All in a good cause. You are invited to submit your catchphrases and slogans. I feel certain that you could outdo me in many of my own - if you really tried. And if you have a better launching platform for them than I have, with my microfiche, e-mail, websites and CD-ROM, all the better for you - and for me. Ideas are inherently panarchistic in that they know no frontiers and become strong and valuable for and fully realized only among volunteers. - J.Z. 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

PANARCHIST PUBLISHING:

PANARCHIST REVIEWS:

PANARCHIST REVOLUTION AGAINST TERRITORIAL DESPOTISM, MONETARY REVOLUTION AGAINST MONETARY DESPOTISM. - J.Z., 12.12.03.

PANARCHIST VARIETY IS IMPORTANT FOR PROGRESS IN E.G. THE FOLLOWING SPHERES: 

1.) Alternative enlightenment and educational efforts, including optimal utilization of alternative media.

2.) Monetary experiments with alternative exchange media, value standards, clearing and credit systems. 

3.) Financial freedom with various capital certificates and markets for them and various voluntary taxation and contribution systems as opposed to various compulsory taxation systems. 

4.) Alternative defence and liberation systems to the territorial statist ones. Ideal militia forces, separate peace treaties, unilateral declaration of peace, military jiu jitsu against dictatorships, using their military forces against them, declaration of quite rightful war and peace aims, appeals and declarations as weapons, e.g. improved individual rights codes, recognition of alternative governments in exile for volunteers, tyrannicide, volunteer forces vs. conscripts, proper financing of defence, utilizing the assets of the despotic enemy regime and monetary and financial freedom methods. 

5.) The territorialist clashes between Protectionists and Free Traders. 

6.) The antagonism even among libertarians regarding abortion and right to life.

7.) The antagonism between the limited government advocates and the no-government advocates.

8.) The arguments upon the merits or demerits of the diverse voting systems.

9.) The arguments betweent he monoly advocates and those favouring free competition.

10.) The clashes between the pro-capitalists and the anti-capitalists.

11.) The disagreements between nationalists and internationalists, centralists and decentralists.

12.) The clashes between all kinds of other ideologies. 

13.) The clashes between the greenies and developers, the technologist and scientists vs. the back to nature people.

14.) Energy resources will be fully developed only under that freedom, not under political and bureaucratic decision-making and finance.

15.) Peaceful international relations, when no longer handled by territorial power-addicts and monopolistic decision-makers.

16.) Free migration can only be achieved in the panarchistic way. And yet isolationists, racists and religious fanatics could voluntarily segregate themselves as much as they like. But none of them could claim a territorial monopoly any longer.

PANARCHIST WEBSITES: www.acenet.com.au/~jzube   www.exterritorial.net   www.panarchism.net www.panarchy.org   www.panarchy.net  Alas, only a fraction of all panarchist writings are published there, so far.

PANARCHISTIC ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS & PANARCHISTIC ALTERNATIVE MEDIA USE: What freedom goal could not be attained, by those who want it, if we fully utilized existing alternative freedom of expression and information opportunities and this in combination with exterritorial autonomy for volunteers,  to explore, and publicise and practise freedom of action and experimentation and individual sovereignty and free choice in the political, economic and social sphere? - J.Z. 23.7.89, 10 Oct. 89, 11.12.03.

PANARCHISTIC DAILY PRACTICES & FACTS ARE ALL AROUND US & EVERYONE ENGAGES IN THEM, TAKING THEM FOR GRANTED: There are so many instances of panarchistic beliefs and practices outside the political and economic sphere and limited applications even in these spheres, that it takes the usual blindness towards customary sights and practices in order not to realize their panarchistic nature and implications. This part-blindness is comparable e.g. to that of censorious people who claim for themselves the very freedoms they want to deny to others and to anti-market, anti-property, anti-contract and anti-profit minded people who, nevertheless, use these social achievements frequently, almost every day and could not survive without them. Rousseau described this part-blindness beautifully when he said : "Il faut beaucoup de philosophie pour observer ce qu'on voit tous les jours!" - J.Z., 1.4.89. (It requires much philosophy to observe the facts which are all around us.) Panarchism has merely to be expanded into those spheres which are so far pre-empted by territorial governments. - J.Z., 12.12.03. - This is also quoted in another version: "Il faut beaucoup de philosophie pour observer les faits qui sont trop pres de nous. - Rousseau. (It requires much philosophy to observe the facts which are plentiful among us.)

PANARCHISTIC PERSUASION ATTEMPTS? "Members of an audience quickly form an impression of three possible relationships they can have to the presenter: He is trying to dominate them, treats them as equals, or is submissive. They rightly sense that the dominating and submissive are both actually motivated by fear, and their desire for participation in a subsequent dialogue (the clinching part of any presentation) is diminished. The dominant fears discussion; the submissive fears for his reputation. When the audience senses that they are treated as equals, all working together in the search for the right course of action, they eagerly join in discussion with good will, even if your ideas are, at least initially, repellent to them. Individuals dislike being dominated. It implies that they are not as free to choose, or as independent, as they need to believe in order to preserve their dignity as human beings. If the domination is based solely on higher status or rank, true persuasion cannot take place, even though everyone may say "aye" at the end. (J.Z.: One motto of Bob Cowin, is: "Communication takes place only between equals." - Source unknown to me.) The raw form of this approach was used by a high-ranking presenter who said at the end of his proposal, 'All in favour say aye; all opposed say I quit.'" - Henry M. Boettinger, "Moving Mountains", 133. - The shortest route to the right course of action may be very different for different people. Even if there is only one right course of action. Most people will pick it only after having travelled on at least one wrong route but one chosen by themselves. And at least slightly different solutions will also tend to be optimal for different kinds of people. That applies even to seemingly simple manipulations of objects, materials and and processes. - J.Z. 13.1.93.

PANARCHISTIC PRECEDENTS: I would like to see a chronological table of panarchist precedents and proposals in political and other writings. Who will help me compile it? Less worthy causes have had their historians. Even most panarchists are ill informed on these precedents and opponents imagine that, when they seemingly have effectively countered one panarchist speaker in his imperfect knowledge and exposition, they would thereby have sufficiently answered all panarchist writings and experiences. - J.Z. 4.7.89.

PANARCHISTIC SHOPPING CARTS & CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY: Panarchism does not offer to all territorial subjects the same assorted rations in their "shopping carts" that the serfs of all territorial governments receive in form of equal "public services" for all, at fixed monopoly prices, but, instead, its sovereign consumers or customers or members in particular panarchies would receive only those goods and services, at competitive prices, which they really do want for themselves and are willing and able to pay for, at free market prices or agreed-upon subscription prices or insurance premiums. Public affairs and public services would then have to become hawked or advertised or sold or marketed like any other goods or services are at present, or would have to be proviced within volunteer communities as their self-help measures. The consumers of "government services" would then be sovereign rather than the governmental decision-makers, the "always honest" and "never selfish" politicians and bureaucrats. The volunteer communities of panarchism would be only an-territorially autonomous and individuals would remain free to secede from them as they should now be free to secede from all territorial States, obviously from the worst of them but also from the best of them. Freedom of action, freedom to experiment, freedom of choice, for all, in all spheres. No monopoly to be granted any longer to any politicians and bureaucrats - except by individual consent, in corresponding voluntary communities under personal laws. 

PANARCHISTS: Panarchists do not care about your religion, race, habits or ideology – as long as you do not force them upon others. – J.Z., 12.3.05.

PANARCHY: An extract from PEACE PLANS 671: ON PANARCHY OR

THE GOSPEL OF PANARCHY ACCORDING TO SINNER ST. JOHN Z.

PANARCHY: The realization of as many different and autonomous communities as are wanted by volunteers for themselves, all non-territorially coexisting, side by side and intermingled as their members are, in the same territory or even world-wide and yet separated from each other by personal laws, administrations and jurisdiction, as different churches are or ought to be.

PANARCHISM: The body of knowledge and thought regarding the theories and practices of such voluntaristic non-territorial and autonomous communities (panarchies), considered as the rightful, peace-, freedom-, property and reform-promoting alternatives to any attempt to set up or continue coercive, exclusive, uniform, territorial, more or less centralized and supposedly ideal or best possible communities for all, whether their subjects agree or disagree.

Panarchism teaches that panarchies form the ideal society for as diverse beings as human beings are, that they would speed up the development and progress of man and his institutions to the utmost, in a peaceful and peace-promoting way, that panarchies, while permitting and institutionalizing one-man revolutions, would reduce the incidence of violent revolutions and wars to a minimum, while retaining and even increasing the capacity of peace loving people to resist and defeat violent aggressors.

Some principles of panarchists which might be considered as amounting to The Gospel  of Panarchy - at least once they have been fully collected and expressed more attractively than is here the case in a first draft :

1.) You do not have to love your neighbour - but you do owe him justice.

2.) People are different, prefer different things, even in the sphere of laws and social, economic and political  institutions and are entitled to have them, in accordance with their own individual  choice.

3.) If you can't agree with them, do not join them or stay a member. Secede from them and do your own thing.

4.) Each has the equal right and liberty to live differently.

5.) Each has the right to do his own thing, to live within his own system, quite undisturbed by others, even by leaders, majorities and people considered to be professionals & experts.

6.) Let your actions be free and let them take you where your thoughts take you - as long as you respect the same right in others.

7.) Be tolerant towards all tolerant persons, peaceful towards all peaceful persons and leave them alone - while they leave you alone.

8.) Act only within and up to the limits set by yourself, as long as you let others set their own limits and respect the limits set by others for their own and self-concerned actions.

9.) Agree only to disagree with dissenters and leave them alone and allow them to leave you alone.

10.) Agree only and insist only upon agreement among people who are agreeable to you and your ideas, opinions and institutions. Between you and at your expense and risk - anything goes.

11.) Everyone has the right to make mistakes and to act foolishly at his own ex​pense and risk and among like-minded people.

12.) Everyone has the right to make experiments among like-minded people, even in the political, economic and social  sphere.

13.) Freedom of action for all who respect freedom of action in others. 

14.)Tolerance for all tolerant actions among tolerant people.

15.) Find, grow, develop and realize yourself, your aims, your methods, your institutions and systems and principles, but only alone or among like-
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minded people who, with you, volunteered to do so, shutting out all politicians, bureaucrats and experts that are not wanted by you and your voluntary associates for your own internal affairs.

16.) To each his own, no more, no less. 

17.) Each to be the master of his on fate.

18.) Each to be free to pick his ideology, social organization and cooperators and to experiment together with them, at their own risk and expense, in the same way that he may now pick his own friends or religious associates.

19.) Each to be free to pick his own international allies and enemies, make treaties with them or resist their aggressive acts, as he pleases, provided only that he does so within the framework of individual rights & liberties, which reduce indiscriminate warfare and revolutionary actions to rightful and limited self-defence and policing actions against aggressors.

In other words, people to be free to decide for themselves whether and to what extent they want to be at war with each other or at peace and for what rightful aims they are to struggle, if they are to struggle at all.

They may even conclude "treasonable" separate peace treaties with victims of oppression on the other side or may proclaim a unilateral peace towards them, while continuing their resistance against despotic aggressors.

( More details for such a resistance can be found in Peace Plans 16-18 and 61-63, now accessible on www.panarchism.info/ )

Non-enumeration of similar principles, commandments or articles of faith in this first declaration does not mean that they are meant to be excluded. 

On the contrary, an appeal is hereby made to help find, formulate and include, in their proper position, all other formulas and wordings and to edit and improve the present ones, for a panarchistic “gospel” or party platform or agreement between all minority groups striving for and being content with full  autonomy on a non-territorial  basis.



Draft only. John Zube, 10.3.1986.



Slightly edited: 10.12.04.                                                                                                          30

__________________________________________________________________________________________

PANARCHY & FIOT (FREEDOM IN OUR TIME), AN EXTRACT FROM PEACE PLANS 671: PANARCHY AND FIOT

Panarchists are idealistic enough to want FIOT (Freedom In Our Time) but realistic enough to realize that mere words, no matter how skillfully combined, do not, as a rule, have a sufficient persuasive power over most other people. They have not had this power over the last few hundred years and are unlikely to gain it during the next few hundred years. They cannot persuade all people to subscribe e.g. to one particular form of anarchism. 

Thus panarchists favor a kind of "uncompromising compromise" to get them out of their dilemma, an agreement or armistice with their enemies: 

Each gets his own way in his own affairs but does not get his ideal practiced by others, unless they happen to accept it INDIVIDUALLY.

This kind of freedom to live one's own preferred lifestyle in every way, among likeminded people, quite independent from the preferences of others, which they could then realize, immediately, among themselves, is already an achievement, e.g. for anarchists and all others interested in realizing their own ideals a.s.a.p. 

Moreover, in such a new social relationship, they do not only have verbal freedom (to make more converts, and a, however small, chance to one day persuade everybody to accept anarchism for himself , but they are free to demonstrate their kind of anarchism to their neighbours and all other observers close-by.

Actions do speak louder than words. Actions in other countries etc., do not have the same persuasive powers ( in spite of the modern mass media ), cannot make alternative ways of living, working, enjoying and ruling oneself appear as attractive as such actions are or can be when undertaken next door. 

Compare how rapidly curious passers-by do accumulate when something unusual happens visible to them. Even when such actions are frowned upon or even despised by the observers, they do have, in this situation, nothing to fear from the despised actions, since there is no institutionalized attempt to impose them upon dissenters, to force them to participate or to contribute. 

For themselves they remain free to reject all practices they dislike and may even use these practices as deterrent examples - among people who think like they do.

John Bright once said, in 1885: "I must follow my own judgment and conscience, and not the voice of any party leader."

I would add: "unless I am prepared to allow each to follow his own party leader, but only in all his internal affairs with him, while I freely follow my own chosen party leader or set up my own standard, which may be followed by others."

And my own leader or guru might well be an anarchist. 

A consistent anarchist would demand freedom for all political, economic and social sado-masochists to suffer under the leaders of their choice, as long as they can stand them.

Capitalist as well as communist relationships – but all confined to consenting adults!

Panarchy amounts to justice in political, economic and social relationships. It realizes "to each his own". And justice, according to John Bright, 1868, is "the miracle worker among men".

Consequently, we should demand: Conservatism only for conservatives, reformism only for reformers, revolutions only for revolutionaries and anarchism only for anarchists or, whatever others might consider to be merely a fool's paradise, or a castle in the air, for everybody who chooses it. 

No one is to be territorially organized any longer as a threat to others, with ballots or bullets but merely as an attractive, deterrent or indifferent example..




Draft of 1986, then ca. 528 words. Here slightly revised: J.Z., 10.12.04.
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PANARCHY & PANARCHISM: A panarchy is one of many panarchies among the rule of panarchism - which makes these organizations possible, via the realization of individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and voluntary associationism into exterritorially autonomous communities. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHY: Do not let territorialist parties, politicians, parliaments and their power politics, ideologies and bureaucracies or their justice system pick on your power over your own lives and your own affairs. Your own individual and free choices are bound to be better, in most cases, than those they make for you, with your money and expecting your humble obedience to their legalized decrees, abuses and wasteful actions. If not, you will learn from your mistakes and make a new start with new associates, or other voluntary communities. -  – J.Z., 29.12.04.

PANARCHY:  Panarchy? It means: The possibility of a separate “Declaration of Independence” – for every individual and voluntary group or community! 

Also the practical possibility and framework to realize it, self-responsibly, on the basis of personal law, aterritorial autonomy and quite voluntary membership, which also implies freedom for voluntary disassociation or secession, or renunciation of membership, or discontinuance of subscription to previously chosen or imposed public service package deals and this even for individuals and, naturally, groups of volunteers or dissenting minorities. 

It also means, in essence, voluntary taxation and quite free, peaceful and tolerant competition in the provision of all kinds of public services and public service package deals. 

There are numerous historical and contemporary precedents for this freedom option, although its principles and practices are still widely unknown or unappreciated. 

PANARCHY: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

PANARCHY IN INTERPERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS: We are already to a large extent practising panarchists in our interpersonal relationships, to the extent that these remain unregulated by constitutions, laws, jurisdiction and customs. What has to be achieved is the extension of this practice into community and state relationships as well as international relationships. -  J.Z., n.d. & 18.9.04. - "How much of the life of the ordinary person is devoted to 'politics' ... and how much to problems of interpersonal relationships? To ask the question is already to provide an answer." - Maurice Brinton, The Irrational in Politics, 50.

PANARCHY INTERNATIONAL OR INTERNATIONAL PANARCHISM, MINORITIES UNITED IN UPHOLDING MINORITY AUTONOMY:  The most diverse minorities could and should unite in their efforts to achieve and maintain full exterritorial autonomy for all of them and to maintain it, i.e., for all peaceful and non-criminal minorities, allowing them to do everything for and to themselves and nothing against the lives, liberties and properties of the members or other minority groups or of majority groups. – J.Z., 15.8.98, 10.1.99. An international federation of minority groups with such a platform, and also upholding individual rights and liberties for their international relations, could become the most powerful political force in the world and it would be backed by ideal militias for the protection of individual rights and liberties. – J.Z., 15.8.98, 10.1.99.

PANARCHY, "SHOPPING AROUND", COMPETITION, CONSUMER CHOICE & CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY, BUYING GOVERNMENT SERVICES “OVER THE COUNTER”: One should be able to shop around for government services – and desired disservices – as one can now shop around e.g. for food items, furniture, clothing, travel options and home as well as city entertainments. – J.Z., 26.11.93, 9.1.99.

PANARCHY, DIALECTIC: No. 3, 8pp, 27-34, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833. - I would like to obtain all the other issues of this magazine published by Le Grand E. Day. - J.Z., 18.9.04.

PANARCHY, EXTERRITORIALITY, TERRITORIALISM, STATE: "Ferner ist mit aller Absicht vom Gebiet nicht die Rede. Die Forderung, dass dem Begriff Staat auch das Vorhandensein eines Gebietes einzuverleiben sei, ist abzulehnen. Sehr viele wohlgeschaffene Urzeit-, ja noch selbst maechtige Alterstumsstaaten sind nachzuweisen, die des dauernden Landbesitzes durchaus entbehrten." - Kurt Breysig, Die Geschichte der Menschheit, 1. Band, Berlin, 1907, Georg Bondi, S. 531. (Furthermore, and quite intentionally, territory is not dealt with. The demand that the concept of the State has to include the existence of a territory is to be rejected. Very many well established States of the primeval period, indeed even powerful ancient States can be shown that did not permanently own any territory.)

PANARCHY, LEVITATION, GRAVITY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSION: Exterritorial autonomy, upon individual choice, and individual secession, would be like self-managed levitation away from the power of gravity. - J.Z., 26.6.01.

PANARCHY, POLYARCHY & PERSONARCHY =   P x 6 =  PEACE, PROGRESS & PLENTY 

PANARCHY, PRIVATE PRACTICE: Panarchy as unconscious but wide-spread practices in limited spheres, 57, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

PANARCHY: 33, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755. See also: POLYARCHY, NAMES, SHORT DEFINITIONS & EXPLANATIONS. www.panarchy.org  for essays & books. Likewise: www.butterbach.net and www.panarchism.info 

PANARCHY: By P.E. De Puydt, 1860, pages 72ff, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. Also in PP 4 & 16-17. - In several languages: German, English, French, Italian & Spanish on: www.panarchy.org 

PANARCHY: Panarchy offers a new and easier way to realize what each considers to be the common good, namely the option to realize it exterritorially and autonomously between volunteers. - J.Z., 20.12.87. 

PANAUTONOMY: Autonomy for everyone, to the degree he desires it, independent of territorial laws, under personal laws, respecting the exterritorial autonomy and personal laws of others in other volunteer communities. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PANCOMMUNITIES: Voluntary communities under personal laws, not confined by territorial constitutions, laws, jurisdictions and institutions, covering all countries, continents and the world, intermixed, overlapping and yet separate from each other, like the various churches and sects are. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PARADISE: PERSONAL CHOICES FOR PARADISE: Pick or Plot & Produce your Proprietary Paradise with your Party People – but only  among People Pleased with it and Prepared to Pay its Price.

PARADISE, SAL: On Panarchy,  20, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. 

PARALLEL INSTITUTIONS: A term used first either by Dick Gregory or Staughton Lynd, to my knowledge: page 70, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. See also page 23 in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

PARALLEL INSTITUTIONS: Margaret Thatcher in "Statecraft, Strategies for a Changing World", HarperCollinsPublishers (77-85 Fulham Palace Road, Hammersmith, London W6 8JB, www.fireandwater.com, ISBN 0 00 710752 8), 2002 , page 310: "While the war was raging in Bosnia, Greater Serbianism was proceeding to the same goal by other means in Kosovo. In April 1995 - shortly before the Serb defeats that led to the Dayton Accords - I had the opportunity to learn from the self-styled President of Kosova, Dr. Ibrahim Rugova, about the systematic intimidation of the ethnic Albanians there. Deprived of  employment, education and access to medical care by a policy of racial discrimination in favour of the Serb minority, the Albanians - who constitute 90 per cent of the population - had eschewed violence and instead set up a whole system of parallel institutions. They had even elected their own 'President". Dr. Rugova, a moderate, mild-mannered and highly civilised intellectual, had become the centre of this resistance movement...." Otherwise, so far, this book is mainly concerned with the "Statecraft" of territorialism.

PARALLEL PARLIAMENTS & WORLD FEDERATION(S) OF WOMEN: Plan 126, page 16, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. - RELYEA, HAROLD C.:  Black Power & Parallel Institutions, Ideological and Theoretical Considerations, in Journal of Human Relations, Second Quarter, 1969, Central State University, Wilberforce, Ohio, pp. 208-223, bibl. 221-223.  See also the introduction, pp. VI and VII.

PARDESSUS, Collection de lois maritime antérieures ut XXVIIIe siécle (Paris, 1828-45), vol. i, p. 21 & 52.  Liu quotes him  twice on conditions in ancient Egypt, on page 24.

PARLIAMENTARY REFORM: We need quite fundamental reforms of citizenship and state organization much more so than we need piddling parliamentary reforms. The latter are only as significant as "reforms" at the court of absolutist monarchs could be. And confining reforms to reforms of and through parliaments, to the extent that they are possible and desirable, may take years to decades and has in some cases (e.g. the corn and truck laws) taken centuries of vain efforts. Moreover, even the best reforms are then usually incomplete and temporary, i.e. all to soon reversed, with the same mistakes repeated over and over again, sometimes for thousands of years. (E.g.: monopolism, protectionism, price and wage controls, slavery. It has even sanctioned mass extermination devices, i.e., anti-people "weapons" in the hands of "democrats".) Via this limited and territorial experimentation, of the limited number of territorial governments existing at any time, we cannot rapidly enough evaluate and reject wrongful and false experiments, at least the enlightened individuals and minorities cannot, for themselves. In this way the more or less prejudiced, ignorant and misled majorities cannot be fast enough enlightened by a few liberated pioneers and their free actions and experiments.  (The conventional and territorial political process largely merely institutionalizes and legalizes popular errors and prejudices. - J.Z., 19.9.04.)  Reforms and even revolutions via tolerant, because exterritorially autonomous experiments among volunteers only, can be realized almost instantly, risking only a minimum or resources, and manpower, those of the volunteers, and they could also, in case of successes, be copied almost instantly and would tend to be, for success convinces better than arguments do. And if rightful and beneficent, then they would also tend to last forever, at least among the volunteers, who would have to be exterritorially autonomous. No lesser autonomy is rightful or sufficient. - J.Z., 21.7.91, 13.1.93, 8.9.04, 19.9.04.

PARLIAMENTS, REFERENDUM, SECESSIONISM & EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY: We need a much better control of government taxation and spending than parliaments can provide. Referenda on such questions should be a minimal first steps and individual secessionism and associationism would be the ideal. - J.Z., 9.9.88. - Referenda, ideally, should apply the majority's decision ONLY to the majority, leaving the minorities free to do their things to themselves - or for themselves. - J.Z., 8.9.04. - Individual consumer sovereignty towards all decisions, services and institutions of territorial governments! No enforced consumption of and payment for territorial government services and disservices! - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PARSONS, THEOPHILIUS: 1797-1882, The personal law & property rights of a citizen of the U.S. How to exercise and how to preserve them..., Hartford, S.S. Scranton, Hillsdale, Michigan, 1878.

PARTICIPATION, SEPARATISM, ABSTENTION, INITIATION, INFLUENCE: "Only by taking part in events can we hope to exercise any influence." - Poul Anderson, "Iron, II", "New Destinies", Spring 87. - Should we therefore all participate in preparations for a nuclear holocaust or one with biological or chemical mass murder devices? Should we participate in alcoholism, smoking and other drug abuse, in over-eating, in inflations and deflations etc.? - Only by freedom to initiate alternatives and to escape territorialist decisions, actions, institutions and events can we hope to exercise any positive and significant influence. - Participation or submission to them cannot help us much. - J.Z. 20.6.89, 10.12.03. - Abstention can be as powerful, especially in case of massive desertions of individual soldiers and of individual secessionism from warlike or oppressive regimes and in separate peace treaty or individual neutrality declarations. - J.Z., 5.4.91, 12.1.93. - Any compromise with evil is a step away from the good. One cannot achieve the good or the best for all but one can and should try to realize it for oneself and achieve a framework that would allow everyone to make that choice for himself. - J.Z., 12.1.93, 8.9.04, 19.9.04. 

PARTICIPATORY DEMOCRACY & AUTONOMY: "My own position is in favor of participatory democracy. ... None of this, of course, means that I would deny any other non-aggressive group of dopes the right to go ahead and have their own theocracy, representative democracy, monarchy, or what have you. It should be a matter of choice in a free society, and a free society, in turn, seems to me only possible in discrete units, communities, where a society is possible as opposed to a corporate state." - Karl Hess, undated letter to Martin Shepard. - Here he appears as a panarchist, after all, but still somewhat confused as to ends and means and closer to the collectivist anarchist than to the individualist anarchist position, i.e. without recognizing the right to individual sovereignty and to individual secession and of individuals to form new communities of volunteers. Nor does he seem to see clearly the exterritorial requirement and option. - J.Z., 15.6.92. - But then one should not judge a man by a single paragraph, far less an as important libertarian thinker as Karl Hess. - J.Z. 15.6.92, 13.1.93.

PARTIES: Under individual secessionism and minority autonomy, exterritorially practised by volunteers in panarchies, not only would the present territorial States split up into communities ruled by the existing parties, but each of the major parties would split up into several autonomous communities of volunteers, for the greater satisfaction of their members and voters and the displeasure only of their current leaders. Consumer sovereignty towards party politics, too! J. Z. 14.6.92, 6.1.93.

PARTIES: EACH POLITICAL PARTY TO BECOME EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS FOR ITS OWN MEMBERSHIP & VOTERS: The Labour people deserve a Labour government, the Liberals a Liberal government. Exterritorially both could have the government of their dreams at the same time and in the same country. That should be enough and a just punishment for both of them.. – J.Z., 15.3.93. - Self-government should even be applied to the defeated parties. They should not just be given a minor role as "loyal" and obedient oppositon. - Why should the defeated parties be deprived of self-government? - J.Z., 13.10.04.

PARTIES: Let each party struggle only for the benefit of its own members and voters - and exclusively at their expense and risk. This would end all party struggles and replace them by peaceful and non-coercive competition. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

PARTIES & PANARCHISM, BUDGETS & TAXES, SELF-RULE FOR EACH PARTY: Let party members and their voters tax themselves and spend the proceeds on their programmes. Each group to autonomously run its own taxing and spending programme, its own budget for its own purposes, its own system for itself, just like a church or sect, independent of the views of other believers or supposed experts and independent of the votes of others. If party leaders, followers and voters really believed in what their party supposedly has to offer, then they would explore and apply this system, for with it they could always win, as long as their party still has any followers, the exclusive rule over their own affairs. How ignorant and prejudiced they really are is demonstrated by their lack of interest in this freedom option. Like barbarians, they seem to prefer domination over dissenters, even at the bloody price of civil wars or of resistance through terrorism. - J.Z. 10.10.91, 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

PARTIES & PANARCHISM: Each party ought to get to rule and misrule, to tax or leave unmolested, to serve or abuse - all those of the citizens of a country and of the world who want to be ruled by it - and as long as they can stand it, i.e., do not secede from it, its constitution, laws, regulations, jurisdiction and other governmental institutions. - J.Z., 1.3.00, 26.6.01.

PARTIES & PANARCHISM: Parties to act only for and at the expense and risk of their voluntary members and voters. Each to establish a one-party State, quite autonomous, but this only exterritorially. Then they would become something like secular, voluntaristic, autonomous and exterritorial churches, each with its on voluntaristic constitution, laws, jurisdiction, administration, taxation and policing and penal system. - J.Z. 18.12.92, 4.1.93. - More freedom and opportunities for political parties - but no longer any tyrannical because territorial, monopolistic and coercive options for them. - J.Z., 8.12.03, 8.9.04, 19.9.04.

PARTIES TO RULE ONLY OVER THEIR FOLLOWERS: All parties do wrong - until they rule only over volunteers. - J.Z. 29.6.87. - That is the only way in which "party-rule" could become quite rightful. - J.Z., 12.12.03.

PARTIES UNDER PANARCHISM: Under individual secessionism EVERY PARTY WOULD WIN, at the same time and in the same country, but only dominance, a non-territorial one, over its own members and voters, subject, again, to individual secessionism. - J.Z. 4 Sep. 89, 10.10.89.

PARTIES, EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS: Each party is only good enough for its followers and supporters and should have power only over them. - J.Z. 17.6.87.

PARTIES, PARTY RULE, DEMOCRACY: Rather than splitting a country and its population into parties and their wards, their civil wars, their log rolling and unsatisfactory compromises, let each party have an exterritorially autonomous "country" or, rather, protective association or community of its own, with voluntary members only and living under their own personal laws etc. - J.Z. 21.8.92, 4.1.93.

PARTIES, POLITICIANS & PANARCHIES: "Panarchism means that all politicians and all parties could be in office, elected permanently into office - unless they blundered too much, even in the eyes of their own previous followers. - J.Z. 3.11.90.

PARTIES, TERRITORIAL, VS. EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS PARTIES: Parties at most benefit their members and voters - at the expense of all others. They do prevent all the progress that could have occurred without party rule. Their dependence upon numbers assures that the most wide-spread prejudices largely determine their platform. - J.Z., 14.7.87, 2.4.89. - Territorial parties could become rightful and useful parties only by becoming exterritorially autonomous parties for all their followers. - J.Z., 12.12.03. - Just look at the "intellectual" level of their electioneering slogans. To entrust any powers over dissenters to people wooing the majority of voters with as primitive and incomplete notions is quite immoral, irrational and irresponsible. - J.Z., 19.9.04. 

PARTIES, VOLUNTARYISM, CONSENT, SLAVERY, REPRESENTATION, PARLIAMENTARISM: "What form of slavery can be more debasing than that which a man undergoes when he allows either a party of a church to lead him to and fro when he is in no real agreement with it?" - Auberon Herbert, A Politician in Sight of Heaven.

PARTIES: No more party coalitions, party strife, party conspiracies, party compromises or bending of principles in the interest of unity and power. Instead, exterritorial autonomy for all parties and all their followers. - J.Z. 4.9.87, 2.4.89.

PARTIES: No party is good enough to be granted any powers over others than its own members and voters and their tax contributions - and over those, who committed criminally aggressive acts against it or any of its voluntary members and voters or any of its institutions and services. - J.Z., 20.6.92, 14.1.93, 8.9.04.

PARTIES: Parties to act and rule only for and upon their own followers and at their own expense and risk. - J.Z., 11.8.91.

PARTIES: Parties to act only for and at the expense and risk of their voluntary members and voters. Each to establish a one-party State, quite autonomous, but this only exterritorially. Then they would become something like secular, voluntaristic, autonomous and exterritorial churches, each with its on voluntaristic constitution, laws, jurisdiction, administration, taxation and policing and penal system. - J.Z., 18.12.92, 4.1.93.

PARTIES: Parties, as mere parts of the whole, should never be given the legal and constitutional chance to dominate the whole - but merely themselves and their own voters, as long as their members and voters can stand it. - J.Z. 6.6.89, 4.7.89.

PARTIES: Rather than splitting a country and its population into parties and their wards, their civil wars, their log rolling and unsatisfactory compromises, let each party form an exterritorially autonomous "country" or body for protective association cooperative experimentation of its own, with voluntary members only and living under their own personal laws etc. - J.Z., 21.8.92, 4.1.93. - Parties are so foolish that they haven't aimed at this already long ago! - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PARTIES: The party system, its frustrations, conspiracies and civil wars are all caused  by territorialism.  - J.Z., 21 January 99. - Name the party, if any, which has recognized this inherent flaw by now! - J.Z., 8.9.04. - None of their "research" departments has cared about this aspect. As territorialists they all take it for granted, as natural and unavoidable. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PARTIES:  Party victories for all parties and without the need for election campaigns and majority approval.

Party Power – over Party People only!

Party Programs – for all their Party People!

Pick your Party but for your life only!

PARTITIONING, SPLITTING UP, TERRITORIALISM, GEOGRAPHICAL DECENTRALIZATION, FRONTIERS: Has any partitioning of territories ever been a satisfactory solution in the long run? - J.Z., 8.6.99. - Think of the splitting up of Europe among the sons of Charles the Great, the partitioning of Germany, Berlin, Korea, Vietnam, Soviet Russia, Israel/Palestine or any other! But the same can be said on any enforced unification, e.g. that of Indonesia & Red China and that of the USA, through its civil war. - J.Z., 27.6.01, 9.12.03.

PARTY POLITICS & PANARCHISM: No more party politics, election campagns & party struggles and political bribery. Unter exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities all parties could win, all the time, self-rule for themselves and all their voters. They would no longer have to struggle to gain the majority of all voters in a territory nor would they have to compromise with their program by joining a temporary political coalition that would gain the majority of votes. A panarchist party with members from all other parties, that would fight for all the aims of all other parties being rightfully applied, i.e., only to all their voluntary supporters. Obviously, this can only be done exterritorially, i.e. under personal laws. This approach could thus unite all "democratic" parties against all "despotic" parties, against all intolerant zealots, fanatics and totalitarians. After a sufficient enlightenment campaign such a party would cease to be a mere party and come to represent, with its panarchistic or voluntaristic program, the "common interest" or "public interest", in an effective "coalition" that would respect the exterritorial autonomy of all voluntaristic movements. Self-government for all parties could be their motto. - Panarchists could be apolitical anarchists and enemies of rule by any party and yet, they could, in consistently and in good conscience, advocate and join a panarchistic and secessionist party - because it would represent the rights and best interests of all, whether members of any party or not, no matter for what party they usually vote and whether they usually vote at all in a valid way.  - J.Z., n.d. & 19.9.04.

PARTY-RULE, ALL TYPES, BUT ONLYL FOR THEIR SUBSCRIBERS!

PATRIOTISM – BUT FOR PATRIOTS ONLY!

PATRIOTISM: Panarchist Patriotism vs. Territorialist Patriotism. Vs. Popular Patriotism?

__________________________________________________________________________________________

PAUL, RON: Speaking out for 3 independent communities in Iraq: 

	To: freestudentsnetwork@yahoogroups.com.au, free students network <freestudentsnetwork@yahoogroups.com.au>

Subject: Re: [freestudentsnetwork] FW: [ILV] Ignoring Reality in Iraq

Cc: Jim Peron <esteem@orcon.net.nz>; Benjamin Marks <order@anarchy.com.au>; Richard C.B. Johnsson <richardcbjohnsson@tiscali.se>; Gian Piero de Bellis <gianpiero-debellis@tiscali.co.uk>



Dear Freedom Lovers,
      
                                Ron Paul is good, as usual, in criticizing what governments are doing.

Beyond that he comes here out in favour of self-government for each of the diverse groups (passage stressed by me), however, without relating this to the need for a-territorial, exterritorial or non-territorial autonomy for them, wherever people with diverse tribal, ethnic, religious, racial, ideological, social or political origins, inclinations or commitments are now, largely, mixed with each other in the same territories. 

I believe that he is also wrong in distinguishing only 3 groups there. A closer look would, probably, discover dozens if not hundreds.

Beyond his limited advocacy of voluntary diversity he favours non-intervention. 

That is quite right, as far as government action is concerned. 

But for "intervention" merely by means of the development and spread of better ideas it is wrong. 
There and in this way we should try to "intervene", with better ideas, as much as we can! 

Perhaps beginning with the advocacy of religious freedom, which we, in Western civilization countries, take already too much for granted.

A "Common Sense" book like that of Thomas Pain on national territorial independence, but now extended to voluntary and exterritorial independence, remains, apparently, still either to be written or widely enough published.
Perhaps, one of you will write this book - and become one of the new "Founding Fathers".
My own writings on this subject and the other ones that I know of, were certainly not popular enough.

Since neither the US government, nor its allies, nor the Middle East governments, nor the critics of either, nor the fighting factions in the Middle East, have so far come up with better ideas to solve their problems (which are, to a considerable degree our problems as well, especially the problems of the tiny libertarian minorities), he should loudly proclaim the need for INTERVENTION - BY MEANS OF BETTER IDEAS, PLATFORMS, PROGRAMS, FOR QUITE RIGHTFUL AND RATIONAL ACTIONS, in all of the trouble spots of the world. 

These do not need external intervention with arms, much manpower and large budgets or blood sacrifices of official and underground soldiers and numerous unintended ones of civilians but, merely some intellectual efforts, time and energy and concentration and then almost cost-free distribution e.g. via emails, websites, floppies and CDs. 

This kind of "intervention" could come to turn numerous supposed "freedom fighters" in the world into genuine freedom fighters. Actually, with such a platform, common to all of them: Full autonomy, on a personal law basis, for all majorities and for all minorities, there would not be much for them to fight any longer, neither against their present governments or "foreign invaders", or among themselves. 
Catholics and protestants or members of other religions, do not fight each other on our streets or against our governments, because the freedom they do want for themselves, as members of such groups, the do already enjoy. 
It would be the same with full freedom for all in the political, economic and social spheres.

Well, there might be some disappointed totalitarians and authoritarians, from then on confined to being shepherds only over their remaining flocks and being forced to deliver more than mere empty promises and slogans to hold them.

In the Middle East (and in still too many other places) not even religious liberty or religious tolerance is sufficiently advocated and upheld.
Far less is its full equivalent in the political, economic and social spheres. In these spheres "Foreign Aid" is there, probably, needed more than any material aid.

The inevitable results are continuing religiously and other motivated repression, mass unemployment, inflation, stagflation, sales difficulties, "protectionism", monopolism, wide-spread poverty, all setting the scene for "freedom fighters", with their terrorist acts, civil wars, bloody revolutions, military insurrections, and for dictatorships and national war clashes.

Under full exterritorial freedom of action or experimentation for all voluntary groups (initiated by individual secessionism and voluntary communities under personal laws), those which successfully did away with e.g. involuntary unemployment and inflation would soon see their solutions spread all over the world. 
Then and thus political, economic, social, religious, racial, ethnic, ideological and, especially, monetary and financial despotism,  could be brought down as fast as the Berlin Wall - via such freedom of action.

Nation-building attempts,  on the territorial model, are not only follies but crimes against the numerous dissenters in each "nation" or "people". 
Every day many people are still sacrificed as human sacrifices, on the "altars" of territorial nationalism, and religious monopoly claims, on their slaughtering or battle fields for human beings.

All those artificial "unified" nation constructs and their borders, to the extent that they are imposed upon dissenters, should be torn down. 

This can be done, step by step, quite peacefully, by allowing all individual dissenters or their voluntary associations to secede or withdraw from the local territorial impositions, based upon territorially imposed constitutions, laws, regulations, organizations and jurisdictions - to do their own things, among their own voluntary communities, all to or for themselves only and all only at their own risk and expense, under their own and diverse constitutions, laws and jurisdictions. 

All the opposition forces would be united - in their tolerance for autonomous diversity for all of their members and in their opposition to all who continued to attempt to dominate them territorially.

To the extent that this would be recognized, published and applied, it would bring peace, justice and freedom, as much internally, for each of the diverse and only exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, as their members want for themselves and, having achieved that, it would also bring peace between them. 

Freedom includes the choice of being unfree, as much as one likes and as long as one can stand it. It permits even voluntary slavery. But in this case it can be renounced by any slave with immediate effect and without "indemnification" for the slave holder.

I would be as or even more successful in its peace, justice and freedom promoting effects as was the consistent introduction of religious freedom or religious tolerance e.g., among the "Christians", who, for all too long and all too atrociously, did fight each other, i.e., those whom their supposedly common religious dogmas said that they should love rather than kill.
They did not even clarify that their supposed primary command was not: "Thou shalt not kill!" but: "Thou shalt not murder!"
Nor did they clearly eliminate all "collective responsibility" notions from the "morality" of their religions.

Why even more successful? Before there would be concrete proofs for successes and for failures among the new and voluntary communities. They could be demonstrated as fast and as detailed as they are e.g. on profit and loss accounts. Their diverse mythologies could be ignored. One would merely judge them by their fruits. The proof would be in the pudding, not postponed into a future promised paradise on Earth  or even into a supposed Heaven or Hell. 

Ron Paul's suggestion of deconstructing or tearing down "built" and "uniform" nations or confining them to volunteers only, is the first from the general libertarian movement and from prominent libertarians that has come to my attention.

So far there were only all too few and all too obscure "voices in the wilderness" calling for such a general change of "policies".

Alas, even he does not develop it sufficiently, i.e., does not come out, quite clearly, for individual sovereignty, individual secessionism or individual consumer sovereignty - towards all kinds of governments, no-governmental societies and communities as well as public services and community package deals or insurance or protection contracts, nor does he stress the exterritorial autonomy or personal law liberty that would be required.

Neither does he demand this kind of freedom for diversity and for individual choices and individual veto and decision-making power not only in e.g. Iraq and Afghanistan but in all other countries as well, including his own.

Freedom to fill your shopping cart with as many or as few and as different governmental and societal services as you want for yourself.

Only then could former antagonists remain quite peacefully living and working in he same territories, side by side with all the various voluntary community members, who do their own things only to and for themselves, rather than trying to impose them upon dissenters.

But in countries like Iraq, Afghanistan, Israel, Ireland, etc., the need for this kind of solution is more urgent and obvious than in the already somewhat free countries. In these and at least in our remaining private choices we do already, every day, enjoy numerous private and, essentially, also panarchistic decisions and choices and diverse actions, quite independent of the choices others or the majority make for themselves.

Territorialist prejudices, shared by all the territorial governments in the world - and by most of their opponents, parties and movements, and by most of their victims, individual citizens or, rather, mere subjects and voting cattle - drives them into terrorist and guerilla forces and into the arms of new aspiring dictators and into "democratic" or "republican" submission to numerous wrongful laws and regulations and "authorities". 

To my knowledge there are so far only three websites in which this alternative is seriously considered:
www.acenet.com.au/~jzube  www.panarchism.info/ and www.panarchy.org 

During the Rotarua conference I distributed, free of charge, a still very primitive CD compilation of panarchist and monetary freedom files and about 100 floppies listing at least a fraction of the libertarian books that are now offered either online, on CDs or via e-mail and asking for more such entries and information. 

I also suggested that these disks be freely duplicated by anyone interested.  

The response to me, so far, was exactly zero, which did not impress me greatly. 

What chance do freedom lovers have when they continue to ignore some of the most important libertarian ideas and projects to spread libertarian enlightenment and confine themselves, largely, to arguing "old hat" questions among themselves, repeating the same arguments over and over again, as I have seen them doing over all too many decades and now, for many month, also in this student group? 

The exterritorial and personal law tradition of mankind is ancient, probably as ancient as mankind, as Richard Johnsson (see above) argues in his recent and excellent review of a classical book on the subject. Nevertheless, it remains largely ignored, even by those who consider themselves to be "radical" libertarians.
This in spite of the fact that it is merely the opposite of territorialism, i.e., the other side of the "coin". 

People as much inclined towards being contrary, on many public opinion subjects, and as argumentative among themselves, as libertarians are, should have long ago picked up and developed that simple and obvious alternative to the usual territorial governmental "policies" and "programs", or "politics as usual", even if it had been merely for the obvious motives of active "debaters", trying to score a point against their opponents, however far-fetched it might be. 

Alas, here, too, they gave an all too typical instant of what Ayn Rand called: "The sanction of the victims". 

The best "foreign aid" that we could supply would be better ideas, combined with free trade, free enterprise and free investment opportunities,
including all those provided by full monetary and financial freedom, within foreign countries and within our own, even if, initially, confined only to volunteers and expanded only as these volunteers become more numerous.

Government efforts have failed to provide their troops even with sufficient body armour and good vehicles and spare parts for them, - not only with a quite rightful war and peace aims program.
But then, the libertarians, so far, haven't supplied or sufficiently published such programs, either. 
Maybe we will get, with Ron Paul, the beginnings of such an effort?
---------------------------

Possibly I still do something wrong in e-mailing you (the freestudentsnetwork) , because, as a rule, I get my own mail returned to me, without comment! 
It that to serve as a confirmation that you have received it or merely that it has been automatically rejected by you?

Nor do not understand why, upon the reply command, your address appears twice behind To:.

PIOT, John Zube

(Panarchy In Our Time or: To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams!)

At 12:41 AM 20/12/2004, Jim Peron forwarded:

Ignoring Reality in Iraq by Rep. Ron Paul, MD

A recent study by the Pentagon¹s Defense Science Task Force on Strategic Communications concluded that in the struggle for hearts and minds in Iraq, ³American efforts have not only failed, they may also have achieved the opposite of what they intended.² This Pentagon report flatly states that our war in Iraq actually has elevated support for radical Islamists. It goes on to conclude that our active intervention in the Middle East as a whole has greatly diminished our reputation in the region, and strengthened support for radical groups. This is similar to what the CIA predicted in an October 2002 National Intelligence Estimate, before the invasion took place.

Then, earlier this month we learned that the CIA station chief in Baghdad sent a cable back to the US warning that the situation in Iraq is deteriorating, and not expected to improve any time soon. Other CIA experts also warn that the security situation in Iraq is likely to get even worse in the future. These reports are utterly ignored by the administration.

These recent reports are not the product of some radical antiwar organization. They represent the US government¹s own assessment of our ³progress² in Iraq after two and a half years and the loss of thousands of lives. We are alienating the Islamic world in our oxymoronic quest to impose democracy in Iraq. 

This demonstrates once again the folly of nation building, which is something candidate Bush wisely rejected before the 2000 election. The worsening situation in Iraq also reminds us that going to war without a congressional declaration, as the Constitution requires, leads us into protracted quagmires over and over again. 

The reality is that current-day Iraq contains three distinct groups of people who have been at odds with each other for generations. Pundits and politicians tell us that a civil war will erupt if the US military departs. Yet our insistence that Iraq remain one indivisible nation actually creates the conditions for civil war. Instead of an artificial, forced, nationalist unity between the Sunnis, Shiites, and Kurds, we should allow each group to seek self-government and choose voluntarily whether they wish to associate with a central government. We cannot impose democracy in Iraq any more than we can erase hundreds of years of Iraqi history.

Even opponents of the war now argue that we must occupy Iraq indefinitely until a democratic government takes hold, no matter what the costs. No attempt is made by either side to explain exactly why it is the duty of American soldiers to die for the benefit of Iraq or any other foreign country. No reason is given why American taxpayers must pay billions of dollars to build infrastructure in Iraq. We are expected to accept the interventionist approach without question, as though no other options exist. This blanket acceptance of foreign meddling and foreign aid may be the current Republican policy, but it is not a conservative policy by any means. 

Non-interventionism was the foreign policy ideal of the Founding Fathers, an ideal that is ignored by both political parties today. Those who support political and military intervention in Iraq and elsewhere should have the integrity to admit that their views conflict with the principles of our nation¹s founding. It¹s easy to repeat the tired cliché that ³times have changed since the Constitution was written² ​ in fact, that¹s an argument the left has used for decades to justify an unconstitutional welfare state. Yet if we accept this argument, what other principles from the founding era should we discard? Should we reject federalism? Habeas corpus? How about the Second Amendment? The principle of limited government enshrined in the Constitution ​ limited government in both domestic and foreign affairs ​ has not changed over time. What has changed is our willingness to ignore that principle.

December 14, 2004


Dr. Ron Paul is a Republican member of Congress from Texas. 
_______________________________________________
ILV_Discuss mailing list
ILV_Discuss@liberalvalues.org.nz
http://www.liberalvalues.org.nz/cgi-bin/mailman/listinfo/ilv_discuss
Powered by http://www.xeque.com


Yahoo! Groups Links 

To visit your group on the web, go to: 

http://au.groups.yahoo.com/group/freestudentsnetwork/ 

  

To unsubscribe from this group, send an email to: 

freestudentsnetwork-unsubscribe@yahoogroups.com.au 

  

Your use of Yahoo! Groups is subject to the Yahoo! Terms of Service.

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

PAYING ONE'S WAY & PANARCHISM: See also: Voluntary Taxation.

PEACE & FREEDOM: Pan PP 671 extracts short drafts (file name)
Some extracts from “ON PANARCHY” No. VI, published in PEACE PLANS No. 671. 

Through Panarchism to Peace and Freedom

(Note that a longer version of this draft can be found on sheet 16.)

Panarchism is nothing but the consistent application of a basic anarchist principle that has often been expressed and in various wordings.

Thus Malatesta says ( Ein anarchistisches Programm, 2, Kap., Wege und Mittel ): 

"Thus freedom for everybody, so that they can propagate their ideas and experiment with them. Freedom without any other restriction than that arising quite naturally from the equal right of everyone else to be free."

Panarchists assert that they are the only ones who have given this idea a consistently anarchistic, voluntaristic & individualistic interpretation. 

The best analogy is that of religious tolerance. Under it anyone can freely hold and practise his religious beliefs side by side with freethinkers, etc., who do their own thing. They may still argue with each other but by words only. Otherwise, they peacefully coexist and leave each other alone or merely try to make individual converts. 

The panarchist equivalent to this, in the political, economic and social sphere, is statism for statists and anarchism for anarchists, any form of statism for those who believe in it (as long as they can stand it) and any kind of non-governmental organization for those who believe in it. 

Consequently, the diverse groups would have the least reasons and motives to be antagonistic to the actions of others, who are doing their thing, because the own actions would be least restricted. 

Panarchy can become a common platform. Such a change does, naturally, have consequences, e.g. upon present party struggles, resistance and terrorist attempts, civil wars and international wars.

We do already have and enjoy panarchism (unconscious of it being panarchism) in many other limited spheres of life that are, however, most important in the eyes of most people, namely in sports, fashions, diets, entertainment, arts, etc. etc. 

Alas, because of a number of popular myths, we have so far exempted the political, economic and social spheres from this kind of freedom of action. As John Bright suggested in 1867: 

"Let us lift ourselves above the narrow circle in which we are apt to live and think; let us put ourselves on an historical eminence and judge fairly." 

Panarchists are consistent and want to realize freedom of action in the more important spheres also. They do expect to achieve, through this extension of liberty (which includes even the liberty not to be free, according to individual choice ), at least the same kind of advantages ( apart from its ethical justification ) that can be derived from freedom of action in the minor spheres, where diversity of actions is already the norm, where each does his own thing, not imposing it upon others. 

Panarchy thus means freedom to experiment, in all spheres - as long as the same freedom to act independently is fully respected in others, with their different choices.





                                            J.Z., 1986 draft, ca. 456 words.
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PEACE & FREEDOM: Extract from “ON PANARCHY” No. VI, published in PEACE PLANS No. 671. SOME  REMARKS  ON  THE  PANARCHIST  ROAD  TO  PEACE  AND  FREEDOM

A Questionnaire with Some Answers

Is the membership in any kind of anarchistic community, collective, society or cooperative ever to become compulsory?

Are non-anarchists only to be given the choice: death or adoption of anarchism for themselves?

Are anarchists prepared to tolerate statist activities among statists adults in the same way as they want their anarchistic activities among themselves tolerated by the present statists?

Are anarchists sufficiently in favor of free individual choices to permit other people to make quite different choices for themselves than anarchists would make for their own groups?

Or do most anarchists, in common with most statists and authoritarians, centralists, unity fanatics, territorialists etc., want to permit only one type of supposedly ideal society to exist in any country, province, region or district at any one time?

Should we therefore distinguish between voluntaryist anarchists and authoritarian anarchists?

If one really believes in any kind of system then one always tends to imagine that all others could or should share one's beliefs and that one day they will. But should one be prepared to wait as long as would be necessary to persuade all? 

Should one, thereupon, postpone the realization of anarchy until all have become anarchists - if ever?

Or should one rather aim at alternative institutions for all who desire them, at minority autonomy, at doing one's own thing, at one's own risk and expense, while leaving all others free to do their own thing, however hateful that thing may be to oneself?

If membership in anarchistic communities and societies is not be compulsory, then what about the however limited liberties and rights which the others want to retain or realize for themselves? 

Are they to be free to organize and limit them in accordance with their own choices, quite undisturbed by anarchists whom they would leave free to do their own thing?

If so, then let us state this now and quite clearly:

Primarily and as realists and advocates of the rights and liberties of others, we want only anarchism for anarchists and FAVORstatism for statists, according to their own free choices.

"The libertarians say : Let those who believe in religion have religion; let those who believe in government, have government; but let those who believe in liberty, have liberty, and do not compel them to accept a religion or a government they do not want." - Charles T. Sprading, in his introduction to "Liberty and the Great Libertarians".

Instead of: "No nation can long endure half free and half enslaved" panarchists say: 

No nation can long endure when one section cannot be as free as it wants to be while the other is not allowed to be as unfree as it wants to be. 

Or they say, with Mary Chisholm: Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name of national.

Organizationally this would naturally require  some  changes,  preparations  and precautions.

The only quite fundamental ones would be VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP, based on individual

secessionism and NON-TERRITORIAL ORGANIATION, under contracts or personal laws of one's

choosing. 

In other words : Minority and majority autonomy for all who desire it, based on individual sovereignty, shared and combined as much as individuals want to.

John Zube, draft of 1986, then ca. 522 words. Slightly revised: 10.12.04.
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PEACE & FREEDOM: Extract from “ON PANARCHY” No. VI, published in PEACE PLANS No. 671.

Freedom of action and maximum tolerance or endless wars, civil wars, terrorism, party struggles, compromises, dissatisfaction and, in desperation, error, by misjudgment or accident, finally the nuclear, chemical or biological holocaust?

Australians, like other victims of the territorial nation state concept and its corolla​ries 

(one rule, one law, one jurisdiction for consenters and dissenters alike, based on limited but despotic voting powers over the fates of others )

are split up into at least 3 groups that are antagonistic to each other and permanently wrestle with each other for domination, which neither side has any great chance to completely achieve. A lot of energy, earnings and resources are wasted and misdirected and expropriated in the pro​cess whilst numerous forms of parasitism are sponsored.

These three groups are:

a) The Statists. They want as much as possible of human life run by the State, centrally directed, regulated, manipulated, adjudicated, permitted or refused, in the pursuit of variously and vaguely defined "public interests". Former Prime Minister G. Whitlam put it once in a nutshell when the stated (I do not have the literal quote on hand ): Australians should, ideally, only need a pocket money. All important and essential services ought to be paid for by the State. 

Rarely was a politician as frank. That would have really institutionalized their subjects. Through his hands would have gone al​most all of our earnings and "our" expenditures, provided the latter agreed with his choices. The State, that's me, he could have said, with Louis XIV. He got very upset when Australians, at least temporarily, gave him, his cohorts and his aims a resoun​ding "NO!" in reply. Alas, the same Australians, largely with their consent, fell later victims to more of the same policies by others and by the same party. We are still far from living in an enlightened age.

b) The Compromisers, Moderates and Middle of the Roaders or Majoritarian Democrats.
They have very much in common with the Statists but are not as consistent as the Statists are. They want to have their cake and eat it, too. Their committees, special boards and authorities, royal commissions, majority voting, representative instituti​ons, democratic procedures try to somewhat satisfy almost all of the most diversified people, interests and aims, setting themselves up as universal adjudicators be​tween the contenders a) and c). They have only a statist concept of "The Law" and of "Order", "Freedom" and "The Market" and ignore, despise or ridicule all radical and consistent principles, especially natural law, human and individual rights principle,
preferring the "civil rights" that are very narrowly defined by them and which very often restrict rather than uphold genuine rights. Naturally, they are unable to pro​vide more than a hotchpotch of ad-hoc measures and compromises, a mixed stew which cannot fully satisfy anyone except those who are very mixed-up themselves.

c) The Freedom and Rights Lovers, however limited their vision of individual freedom and rights is, who do appreciate at least a number of individual rights and liber​ties and want to be left alone to enjoy these undisturbed. For this purpose, and to the degree they can envision, they want power over others to be limited and decentra​lized. Only a few want it altogether abolished, with no restrictions on any creative activities of individuals remaining. There are still many disagreements among them, e.g. on how to resist and penalize or neutralize the remaining aggressive and invasi​ve people and associations.

Paucity of literature, meeting places, other contacts between them and the general conditioning the suffer from their a) and b) environment are contributing factors to make them insufficiently enlightened and consistent to always defend and spread their views successfully, even among themselves.

To some extent almost all of them still belong to categories a) and b). It is possib​le that if they did not, they would have won the contest long ago, for they do repre​sent, in principle and in their consistent proposals, all men, diverse as they are, equal and unequal alike, in many ways, in their nature, their aims and their methods.

If one accepts this rough and ready division of any people or nation as a fact of reality and wants to arrive at a sensible and rightful conclusion from it, one has to take at least one other very important fact into consideration:

Centuries of discussions and debates, talks and lectures, floods of newspapers and magazi​nes, libraries of books and brochures and manuscripts, broadcasting systems, databanks etc., an ever increasing multitude of communication channels. which do not achieve suffi​cient communication, have failed so far to bridge the remaining gulfs between these three groups - and the numerous splits within each of these groups.

If one accepts this observation, too, as a fact, then one may conclude that it is somewhat unlikely, unless some quite new and very important factors come in, that would change this picture, that further decades or even centuries of conventional and modern enlightenment efforts, methods and tools, will sufficiently reconcile these three groups. One will then predict that, unless a radical change in their constitution and relationship to each other takes place, they will remain in a more or less peaceful or militant civil war against each other, one that might also involve them in international wars, even a general holocaust with ABC mass-murder devices.

What can be done, what ought to be done to avert this danger, to end this continuing struggle?
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The most radical and consistent solution, that I know of, would be to allow each of these groups to go its own way, with individuals deciding for themselves which of these groups they are to join, as they have done now, in some countries for centuries, regarding their religious allegiance and in their different private life-styles and in their semi-public sports, arts, crafts and other entertainment, recreation and cultural activities. 

There is no inherent reason why the political, economic and social sphere should be exemp​ted from the benefits to be expected from private contracts, compacts, experiments and minority autonomy based on individual choice, while very serious arguments can be raised in their favor, including the very survival of the human race, the preservation and expan​sion of liberty, peace, justice and prosperity, the achievement of longevity, intelligence expansion, access to the stars.

What would this mean in practice?

Each Statist could have the State of his dreams and could become as much the victim of a centralized or a decentralized government as he would like to be - or the beneficiary of such an arrangement, if that can be achieved - all at his own expense and risk and that of his voluntary associates, now amounting to the vast majority. 

A precondition is only that he does not, alone or in association with fellow statists, interfere with the realization of the different dreams of the moderates and of the freedom lovers. 

This requires ("unless one wants to force all people into "reservations") that all are autonomously organized in a non-territorial way, under personal laws and their own self-government system applying only to their own and voluntary members.

Moreover, each adult and rational person must be set free to make his own choice between the various systems and subsystems, to have the all-important vote of seceding from one territorial State or non-territorial autonomous community and joining another. 

In this important respect, among others, citizens have so far been completely disfranchised, never mind the excess writing and talking about "the right to vote".

The compromisers would be set free to attempt to settle everything by voting, committees and procedures, giving each individual one voice among many others but never the fully deciding vote on his own way of life, fate, liberties and choices.

Like the Statists, they could muddle on as before - but undisturbed by internal-exter​nal opposition or active dissent. Words would still be slung, as between some churches and sects, but hardly missiles. 

Even the targets for mass extermination devices would be​come dissolved - and the motives and powers and means for building and keeping them. 

(But only an in-depth analysis of this change will fully and convincingly reveal this consequence. See on this my two panarchist peace books in www.panarchy.info )

To leave each other alone, in the pursuit of one's different aspirations by different routes and means, would be the only compromise required between members of the 3 major different groups and this would be a rather uncompromising compromise, excepting perhaps the question of 1.) right or left-hand driving, 2.) quarantine for infectious diseases and 3.) the continuance of anti-people "weapons" and of plants that make them possible. 

Regarding 1) and 2.) a general agreement, at least locally or regionally, seems possible to achieve. 

Regarding 3.) most people have to be emancipated still. When this is achieved, the outcome is not in doubt to me. There are only rationalizations and excuses for their continuance and the dilemma created by the existence of territorial and sovereign nation-states which have correspondingly disfranchised their subjects. 

The government by indivi​dual consent, or thorough self-government proposed here, would dissolve this dilemma and the mutual fears involved and make room, at the same time, for genuinely protective self-help steps and organizations against the remaining and relatively few aggressive indivi​duals and their gangs.

The freedom lovers, whether consistent believers in individual sovereignty, free trade, free contracts, free cooperation, free association, free exchange, a free market or only more or less approaching these and related aims and means and liberties, would at last be allowed to either victimize ( exploit, deceive, coerce - if you take some of the sayings of their opponents serious) or to mutually benefit each other, acting ( apart from some trade relationships ) almost exclusively among themselves. 

If their opponents were right, they could only say: We warned you and we told you so - you suffered only what you de​served, as a result of your own free choice. If the opponents are wrong then they would, sooner or later, individually or in small groups, join their successful freedom experi​ments, welcomed with open arms and, hopefully,  without any reproaches for the past. While these freedom experiments still go on, only among the already converted freedom lovers, under the suspicious eyes, cat-calls, ridicule and slander of the enemies of in​dividual liberty, the latter would be at complete liberty to discriminate against these experimenters, boycott their schemes, protect themselves against such "licence" as much as they liked - all, naturally, at their own expense and risk. They could become as censo​rious - towards their own voluntary members - as the catholic hierarchy has been for along time, to prevent the spread of the freedom-infection to their own members. Many of the resources of the Statists and Moderates would be furthermore wasted in propaganda efforts against the Freedomites – but with less and less effect, provided the Freedomites demonstrate their cases successfully with their own experiments, undertaken exclusively at their own cost and risk. 

No national borders would separate them from their doubtful and taunting observers. They would live and work next door to them – but under different and self-chosen laws and institutions.
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As a result, future conversions would be achieved by the own actions with their suc​cesses and disappointments or by observing the successes and failures of others, rather than by collecting, studying and slinging words (or laws or threats of law repeals – J.Z., 10.12.04) at each other, almost incessantly, for months, years, decades or even centuries.

Admittedly, my kind of grouping is an over-simplification, comparable to a mere distinc​tion between Theists, Agnostics and Atheists. Members of each group would tend to sub​divide themselves further until finally, or perhaps only in an intermediate stage, there are in any country or worldwide not only 3 such groupings but 3 dozen or maybe even 300 or more.

Between them they would have a much stronger motivation to defend their chosen and prac​tised lifestyles against aggressors than they have now. In this respect they would have a common interest against totalitarians, like the opponents against the Nazis had, what​ever their convictions and ideals otherwise.

This common interest could and soon would be expressed in corresponding defensive organi​zations - even though the all-over threat of further aggression would be already greatly reduced. New fanatic prophets and "great leaders" may arise any time. 

Based on this tolerance for tolerant actions, they would almost always have the chance to find many converts, friends and allies or at least neutrals among the armies and slave labourers of despotic regimes, whose proper utilization or, rather, liberation, would greatly simplify their defensive task.

Moreover, the example of this degree of tolerance would often be effective in persuading victims in other countries to follow suit. Revolutions have often been infectious. (Maybe the example of Haiti, recently, has also helped to get the Philippines upon a less des​potic path.) A full record of all the resistance actions in this century could be very instructive and would have many lessons to teach. 

Among them would be this one: No despotic government is firmly in its saddle if the oppressed considered and utilized all their options. 

Overthrows of despotic governments do now probably occur more frequently than ever before. Alas, most of the revolutionaries and insurrectionists are on most questions just as ignorant and disinterested than most of those were whom  they have overthrown and libertarians have far not had any better programs to teach them for e.g. revolutions and liberation wars and military insurrections.

All such consideration go beyond the interest of most people with some practical inte​rest in and sympathy for mutual tolerance for tolerant actions. Well, they ought to consider precedents set by institutions on a much more limited scale, like duty-free shops for international travelers and free-enterprise-zones, both of which do allow, in practice, antagonists like Free Traders and Protectionists, Deregulators and Regulators, to peacefully coexist.

When each can choose his way of life as an individual, how much has he still to fear from others? 

How much have others still to fear from him? 

The dilemmas in which the terro​rists find themselves - and also their victims, will largely be dissolved and so will be the motives for building and stockpiling ABC "weapons".

Territorial integrity and sovereignty would be replaced by non-territorial autonomy, imposed laws by voluntarily chosen laws. 

The common glue remaining, to achieve a free world society between them, would be 

a) true respect for the self-government of others, for dissenters tolerantly doing their own thing.

b) Recognition for the individual rights that are claimed by people in other communities for themselves, from an updated declaration of individual rights.

c) A reliance on predetermined arbitration courts and avenues for the settlement of differences between members of different autonomous volunteer groups.

d) Local militias of volunteers sworn and trained to defend nothing but individual rights, to the extent that they are claimed, and doing so, as far as is humanly possible, without offending themselves against human rights, for instance by not using indiscriminate means for killing and destruction.

On each of these points much could and should be said but this would go far beyond the short case for freedom for self-relating and voluntaristic actions that it was my inten​tion to make here.

If individualism, liberalism, libertarianism, the natural rights philosophy, anarchism, voluntaryism etc. do not go as far in the direction of mutual tolerance and individual choices and freedom of action as is indicated here, then they do not go far enough but are still stuck on the theoretical and practiced models of authoritarians and Statists, of people who want to remake the world forcefully, in their own image or in accordance with their own ideals, at least in what they consider to be their exclusive territorial domains or hunting preserves. Then they still fail to see that their own future liberties, rights, security and prosperity largely depend on the degree to which they are willing to respect the equal freedom of all dissenters and non-conformists to do their own thing – to and for themselves.

Without this kind of freedom of action, tolerance and voluntaryism, we can expect, in the long run, only Mutually Assured Destruction, the realization of “our” governments’ MAD policies.

                                      John Zube, 35 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW 2577, Australia, 26.2.1986.

Slightly revised: 10.12.04 jzube@acenet.com.au
PEACE & LAISSEZ FAIRE: "The 19th cent., relatively speaking, was a peaceful century; the 20th cent., so far, has been a century of total war and cold war." - William H. Peterson, "THE FREEMAN", Aug. 76. - Full laissez faire, not only in the economic but in the political sphere, too, i.e. for all who wanted it or would have come to appreciate it, would have made the 19th and the 20th century almost completely peaceful. No vast opportunities for political criminals would have been left. They would have been reduced to committing some more or less isolated private criminal acts and even these would have become greatly reduced. (See e.g. my article on this in PEACE PLANS 15.) - J.Z. 1.8.92, 9.1.93.

PEACE & PANARCHISM, PANARCHIST IDEAS AS SEEDS: "When I was young, I wanted everything and all at once, until our old Scottish minister explained things this way: One night he dreamt that he saw a new shop in High Street. He went in, and saw an angel behind the counter. Nervously he asked what the shop sold. 'Everything your heart desires', the angel said. 'Then I want peace on earth', cried the minister, 'an end to sorrow, famine and disease...' ‑ 'Just one moment', smiled the angel. 'You haven't quite understood. We don't sell fruits here only seeds! - M.L. Grassick 

PEACE & PANARCHISM: Peace, the exterritorial, voluntary, individualist, decentralis way! All other attempts lead at best only to temporary armistices but do not cut the roots of international and civil wars. – J.Z., 27.1.05.

PEACE & PANARCHISM: Panarchism is the main platform point for the peaceful settlement of most of the remaining internal and external disagreements. Nevertheless, and although it is only the exterritorial opposite choice to territorial decision-making, it has been left almost completely out of the public discussion of opportunities to achieve peace in freedom and justice for all.  The exterritorial autonomy solution for volunteer communities has e.g. not been publicly and widely discussed e.g. for South Africa, the USSR, Korea, Vietnam, Lebanon, Israel, Ireland, Cambodia, Laos, Burma, India, China, Sudan, Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan, China, Yugoslavia, the Balkan and  for all the new territorial States and  former colonies. – The territorial model has blocked most minds and blinded them to exterritorialist and voluntarist options. This applies even to most of the anarchists and libertarians who, in this respect, are not so radical after all. – J.Z., n.d., 9.1.99. - It has also blinded them to the atrocities and oppressions and exploitative actions that are, inevitably, associated with territorialism. - Thus territorialism is still widely seen as the solution rather than the problem. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

PEACE & PANARCHISM: See especially my two peace books. Have any other books dealt with this aspect as extensively? www.panarchism.net & www.exterritorial.net  www.butterbach.net/epinfo/peace.htm & www.butterbach.net/epinfo/abc.htm See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy. See: READ, LEONARD E.

PEACE & PANARCHISM: Through panarchism finally an end to all bloody wars, civil wars, revolutions and terrorism, despotism, tyrannies and totalitarian  regimes. It means a new and radically reformed political science and practice. A tolerant framework for all tolerant people  that fundamentally promotes peace, justice, prosperity, progress and enlightenment, while strengthening and combining them against the remaining private and official criminals. 

PEACE & TERRITORIALISM: "Friedensschluss: das heisst, schon dem Worte nach: Kriegsbeginn." - Lohberger. (Conclusion of Peace: That means, already according to its wording, the beginning of war. - (In German the term "Schluss" means also "end", not only a "contract".) - A "peace" between territorial powers is merely the continuance of war with other means." - It leaves all their war making powers and territorialist motivations untouched and thus amounts at most to a temporary armistice which reduces continuous and wholesale slaughter to occasional or frequent armed clashes and otherwise a more or less open or repressed civil war on both sides. - J.Z. 5.7.92, 15.1.93.

PEACE & TERRITORIALISM: The question of peace should not be considered as if it were separate from the question of the State and the question of the State should not be considered as if it were separate from the question of territorialism, i.e., of  territorialism vs. exterritorialism. Nor should territorialism and exterritorialism be considered as if they were separable from the question of individual rights and liberties, their realisation & protection. - J.Z., 6.12.92, 9.12.03.

PEACE IN EVERY TROUBLE-SPOT IN THE WORLD: With the territorial model, so far almost exclusively considered by almost all media and book writers, a lasting peace in freedom and justice cannot, obviously (to me) be achieved, although it has been tried over and over again. It is high time to try the opposite, the exterritorialist and voluntarist approach, in every crisis spot. That is likely to be the win-win option or compromise (an uncompromising one!) that is rightful, possible and acceptable to most, even the radicals, since they could have their kind of radicalism, too, without having to impose it upon dissenters or without having to fear that dissenters would force upon them anything else. Almost every human action becomes possible under panarchism for those who do like them, except crimes and aggressions or other despotic acts towards non-members. As far as the own voluntary members are concerned, they would have to suffer the abuses they directly or indirectly contracted for, as long as they can stand them, in their self-chosen political etc. sado-masochistic constitutions. However, withdrawal periods should be agreed upon and the right to instantly be dismissed or to secede in case of severe breaches of contracted for rights and liberties. – J.Z., 28.11.93, 12.1.99, 8.9.04, 19.9.04.

PEACE IN THE MIDDLE EAST: Through Rejuvenation of Old Jewish and Arabian Traditions, plan 202, pages 25 - 29, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. See: Israel, Arabs, Millet System.

PEACE PLANS & PANARCHISM, MAIN TITLES: www.butterbach.net/lmp brings the main and the supplementary literature list of LMP: Libertarian Microfiche Publishing and its PEACE PLANS 
series, publishd since 1964. All of them are still in print - on microfiche. PEACE PLANS 1-20 and a few others have been digitized and are offered so far only via e-mail or my first primitive CD. The contents of the subseries "ON PANARCHY" and also other relevant books have been integrated in this list. My main website: www.acenet.com.au/~jzube, brings only my main literature list, not the supplementary listing, for lack of space. My two peace books, reproduced on www.exterritorial.net , are mainly based on panarchism and monetary freedom. The latter liberty is extensively discussed in the works of Ulrich von Beckerath. His 3 books on this are now offered on www.reinventingmoney.com  See also www.butterbach.net/freebank.htm  and www.butterbach.net/epinfo/instead.htm  See also Kurt Zube's anarchist Manifesto containing a whole chapter dedicated to the ideal of: To each the government of his own dreams! - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PEACE PLANS: A pamphlet series, from 1964 onwards, is largely based on this idea and numerous of its plans deal with this subject, e.g. the following plans: 4, 20, 21, 67, 77, 90, 91, 93, 100, 102,109, 110, 120, 126, 130, 132, 135, 136, 138, 139, 141, 142, 143, 147, 153, 154, 155, 157, 159, 160/44, 162/50&53, 169181, 170,173,174/3, 175/31ff, 179, 181/47, 183/50 & 51& 54, 184, 188, 198, 199, 200, 201, 202, 203, 206/35, 216, 219, 220, 221, 228/78, 230, 233, 234, 236, 239, 240, 241, and issues Nos. 16-17,19C, 29, 61-65 - and many future ones on microfiche. Almost all issues since No. 21 are on microfiche only. All back issues are available in this format. See especially its sub-series ON PANARCHY.

PEACE PLANS: List of panarchist or panarchist-interest writings in the LMP series PEACE PLANS, outside of the subseries "ON PANARCHY", 1 & 74, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833. - This list has been integrated here. 

PEACE PROMOTION AMONG THE BERBERS:  Through Exterritorial Institutions and Voluntary Associations, plan 201, pages 23 - 24, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - See: Cof or Sof & Berbers.

PEACE RESEARCH & SCIENCE: "Science has brought little peace on earth or to the soul of man, although it has brought many comforts to body and business." - source not known. - Serious peace studies have not even begun until the exterritorial alternatives are seriously considered, too. - J.Z. 26.7.92. - There exists no scientific peace research as long as this relatively simple and obvious alternative is not considered at all or not taken serious, in spite of extensive and persistent precedents that have led to relative peace in their spheres. - J.Z. 8.1.93.

PEACE, CIVIL WAR, WAR & PANARCHISM: The choice is either a) permanent or all too frequent and temporary, more or less open and violent uncivil war or international war as a consequence of constitutionalising, legalising and juridically defending territorialism or b) exterritorial autonomy for all those who want it. - J.Z. 17.9.87, 1.4.89, 19.9.04.

PEACE, FREEDOM, JUSTICE, PROGRESS & PROSPERITY OR CONSISTENT LAISSEZ FAIRE, IN ALL SPHERES, INCLUDING THE POLITICAL AND SOCIAL SPHERES, NOT ONLY THE ECONOMIC SPHERE: There is not other peace, freedom, justice, progress and prosperity like that which would be realized by panarchism. 

PEACE, JUSTICE, FREEDOM, PROGRESS, TOLERANCE, THROUGH PANARCHISM RATHER THAN LOVE: All we really need is the new and old kind of justice, freedom, tolerance and experimental options expressed in panarchies. You do not have to love your neighbour, far less your enemy. But you owe even to your enemy the panarchist peace, justice and freedom option. Even more so, you owe it to yourself, to your family and friends and to your neighbours. Only thus will “peace in our times” become possible. 

PEACE, JUSTICE, FREEDOM, PROGRESS, INITIATED & MAINTAINED BY INDIVIDUALS DOING THEIR THINGS FOR & TO THEMSELVES: End all bloody and despotic revolutions, civil wars and international wars via the personal, individual and voluntary revolutions of individuals, practised in individual secessions and by voluntary, exterritorial and autonomous associations of volunteers, living under personal rather than territorial constitutions, laws and jurisdictions. The same kind of tolerance that ended religious revolutions, civil wars and wars, wherever and whenever and as long as it was consistently applied, can also end  revolutions, civil wars and wars conducted out of political, economic and ideological motives. - J.Z. 3.10.92, 4.1.93.

PEACE, PROGRESS & PLENTY = PANARCHY, POLYARCHY & PERSONARCHY =   P x 6 

PEACE: "Not by crying 'peace! peace!' when there is no peace. But by 'evaporating' the points of antagonism in the social-economic system that lead to war." - John Hargraves, 1940, Words Win Wars, 211. - Alas, he was a territorial statist and didn't recognize the major and irreconcilable antagonisms which territorialism causes. - J.Z., 7.1.93. 

PEACE: Peace through individual secessionism and the voluntary associationism of panarchies. To each the government or no government of his dreams. - J.Z., n.d. & 14.1.93.     

PEACE: PEACE: Planet-wide peace via planet-wide tolerance for diversity and plurality for all tolerant actions and community experiments among volunteers via personal perceptions and preferences!

PEACE THROUGH PANARCHY? Panarchy, with its individual secessionism, voluntary membership, exterritorial autonomy under personal laws, is not yet a major force for peace, just like radical liberty proposals are now not yet a major force towards total liberty, or towards as much liberty as each wants for himself, and as the present and monopolized justice system, and reform attempts for it, are not yet a major force towards justice for all – to each his own! – and just like freedom in education proposals are not yet major and effective forces towards sufficient enlightenment, and just like freedom to experiment is not yet a general free option, as long as it is excluded in the political, economic and social sphere via territorial statism and as long are long as all of them remain, largely and in all countries and in most circles, unknown, unappreciated, even objected to and resisted or, worse still, systematically and severely obstructed. – See also my file: Pan JZ notes 29 12 04 Peace & Pan of ca. 18 pages.

PEACE VS. WAR, EXTERRITORIALISM VS. TERRITORIALISM:  Territorialists are war mongers, whether they are aware of this or not, who are conducting almost perpetually either civil or external wars, at least to some extent, even when reduced to what is called „election campaigns“, merely as a result of their form of organization. Exterritorialists are automatically peace promoters, whether they are aware of this or not, as a result of their form voluntaristic and competitive organization, subject to individual choices. - Exterritorialism promotes peace, justice, freedom, progress, enlightenment and prosperity while territorialism has the opposite effects, sometimes to catastrophic degrees. – J.Z., 27.1.05.

PEACE, PANARCHISM & FREEDOM, 1986, by J.Z.: Extract from PEACE PLANS 671: Through Panarchism to Peace and Freedom (Note that a shorter version of this draft can be found on sheet 24.)

Panarchism is nothing but the consistent application of a basic anarchist principle that has often been expressed and in various wordings.

Thus Enrico Malatesta says ( From: Ein anarchistisches Programm, 2, Kap., Wege und Mittel ):


"Thus freedom for everybody, so that they can propagate their ideas and experiment with them. Freedom 
without any other restriction than that arising quite naturally from the equal right of everyone else to be 
free."

Unfortunately, such general clauses, often even contained in the bills of rights passed by governments, can be very differently interpreted and have been very differently interpreted by anarchists, libertarians and statists.

Panarchists assert that they are the only ones who have given this idea a consistently anarchistic, voluntaryist, individualistic interpretation. 

The best analogy is probably that of religious tolerance as opposed to religious hierarchy. Under this religious freedom, any kind person can freely hold and practise his religious beliefs side by side with freethinkers, rationalists, agnostics, atheists and humanists, who do their own thing. They may still argue with each other extensively and by words only. But otherwise, they do peacefully coexist and leave each other alone or only try to make individual converts to their cause.

The panarchist equivalent to this, in the political, economic and social sphere, is statism for statists and anarchism for anarchists, any form of statism for those who believe in it (as long as they can stand it) and any kind of non-governmental organization for those who believe in it.

As K.H.Z. Solneman put it: "To each the government of his dreams." 

To which I added: "or the no-government of his or her dreams."

The assumption is that in this case the diverse groups would have the least reasons and motives to be antagonistic to the actions of others, who are doing merely their things, either to or for themselves and this at their own expense and risk only - because thereby the own actions would be least restricted, if at all.

Such a change does, naturally, have consequences upon the present party struggles, resistance and terrorist attempts, civil wars and international wars. All of these presuppose a uniform territorial rule for all with almost no exceptions tolerated in the political, economic and social spheres.

We do already have and enjoy ( unconscious of its panarchistic implications ) panarchism in many other spheres of life that are most important in the views of most people, namely, e.g., in sports, fashions, diets, entertainment, arts, crafts, choice of jobs or professions, choice of reading, studying and teaching activities, private lifestyles, private movement and transport choices, alternative medical and fitness means, organizational forms of private and cooperative enterprises, a great diversity of voluntary associations for a variety of purposes, in friendship circles, in sexual relations ( even easy marriage and divorce contract options are panarchistic ), in religion and in natural science experimentation. 

However, because of a number of popular myths, prejudices and errors, we have so far exempted the political, economic and social spheres from this kind of freedom of action, competition or experimental freedom. 

Panarchists are nothing but consistent anarchists, who want to realize this freedom in these spheres also. 

They do expect to achieve, through this extension of liberty (which includes even the liberty not to be free, according to individual choice), at least the same kind of advantages (quite apart from the ethical justification), that can be derived from freedom of action in the above-mentioned minor spheres, where diversity of actions is already the norm, the accepted thing, where each does his own thing, not imposing it upon others and takes this kind of mutual tolerance for granted.

Panarchism means no more than extension of freedom to experiment, freedom to act, into all spheres - as long as the same freedoms are fully respected in others, with their different choices.

Moreover, panarchists are realistic enough to realize that mere words, no matter how skillfully combined and advanced, do not have a sufficient persuasive power over most other people. They have not had this power over the last few hundred years and are unlikely to gain it during the next few hundred years, namely the power to persuade all people to subscribe to one particular form of anarchism.

Panarchism is a kind of uncompromising compromise. Each gets his own way in his own affairs - but he does not get his ideal practiced by others – unless others do come to individually accept it.

Freedom to live one's own preferred lifestyle in every way, among likeminded people, quite independent from the preferences of others, which they realize among themselves, is already a great achievement, e.g. for anarchists.

Moreover, in such a new social situation, they do not only have verbal freedom to make more converts, and a, however small, chance to one day persuade everybody to accept anarchism for himself, but they are then quite

Free to demonstrate their kind of anarchism and whatever benefits they can derive from it, to their neighbours and all other observers close-by. 

Actions speak louder than words. Actions in other countries, other cultures, other language areas etc., do not have the same persuasive powers, in spite of 
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the modern mass media, to make alternative ways of living, working, enjoying and ruling oneself, appear as interesting and persuasive as such actions have when undertaken next door.

(Maybe here the idle curiosity of neighbours and bystanders can do some good! – J.Z., 10.12.04.)

Even when such actions are frowned upon or despised by others, the others have, in such situations, nothing to fear from them, since they will not be imposed upon them.

For themselves they remain free to reject all practices they dislike and to use these practices among others only as their deterrent examples. – J.Z., 1986.

__________________________________________________________________________________________

PEACE, PANARCHISM & FREEDOM: Extract from PP 671: 


SOME  REMARKS  ON  THE  PANARCHIST  ROAD  TO  PEACE  AND  FREEDOM.

Is the membership in any kind of anarchistic community, collective, society or cooperative ever to become compulsory?

Are non-anarchists only to be given the choice: death or adoption of anarchism for themselves?

Are anarchists prepared to tolerate statist activities among statists adults in the same way as they want their anarchistic activities among themselves tolerated by the present statists?

Are anarchists sufficiently in favor of free individual choices to permit other people to make quite different choices for themselves than anarchists would make for their own groups?

Or do most anarchists, in common with most statists and authoritarians, centralists, universalists, territorialists etc., want to permit only one type of supposedly ideal society to exist in any country at any one time?Should we therefore distinguish between voluntaryist anarchists and authoritarian anarchists?  

If one really believes in any kind of system then one always tends to imagine that all others could or should share one's beliefs and that one day they will.But should one be prepared to wait as long as would be necessary to persuade all? Should one, thereupon, postpone the realization of anarchy until all have become anarchists - if ever?Or should one rather aim at alternative institutions for all who desire them, at minority autonomy, at doing one's own thing, at one's own risk and expense, whilst leaving all others free to do their own thing, however hateful that thing may be to oneself?If membership in anarchistic communities and societies is not to be compulsory, then what about the however limited liberties and rights which the others wish for themselves?Are they to be free to organize and limit them in accordance with their own choices, quite undisturbed by anarchists, who are free to do their own thing? If so, then let us state this now and quite clearly:Primarily and as realists and advocates of the rights and liberties of others as well, we want only anarchism for anarchists and FAVORstatism for statists, according to their own free and individual choices.Organizationally this would, naturally, require some  changes,  preparations and precautions.The only quite fundamental ones would be voluntary membership, based on individual secessionism andnon-territorial organization, under contracts or personal laws of one's choosing. In other words:Minority and majority autonomy for all who desire it, based on individual sovereignty, shared and combined as much as individuals want to.                                       

                                      J.Z.,  draft of 1986, slightly revised: 10.12.04.    See: Questions.

PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE & PANARCHISM: plan 67, page 4, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.  - See, e.g.: Personal Laws, Capitulations or International Treaties for the Toleration & Protection of Foreigners, living under Personal Laws & their Own Institutions.

PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE, COMMUNISM, CAPITALISM, UTOPIAN COLONIES, LENIN: "Solange Kapitalismus und Sozialismus nebeneinander bestehen, koennen wir nicht in Frieden leben. Letzten Endes wird dieser oder jener siegen. Entweder wird man der Sowjetrepublik oder aber dem Weltkapitalismus die Grabrede halten." - Lenin. (As long as capitalism and socialism exist side by side, we cannot live in peace. Lastly one or the other will win. Either the Soviet republic or world capitalism will receive its obituary.) - What a muddle-head he was - and also his followers. As if there existed a soviet "republic" or a genuine capitalism anywhere in any country, far less in the world. And as if at least, in what he terms capititalistic countries, even under their limited liberties, numerous socialistic and communistic enterprises would not already peacefully coexist with private and cooperative enterprises, all of a great variety and all of them all the better the less they are given any government privileges and support, i. e. the more free-enterprise-capitalistic they are at least in their internal relations. Fully free and peaceful and just coexistence would require exterritorial separatism and autonomy for all volunteer groups and under personal law, regardless of their internally applied ideologies and practices. Territorial and coercive and monopolistic segregation, on the other hand, merely assures a series of hot and cold wars, civil wars and revolutions, for "capitalistic" as well as for "socialistic" governments and all their victims. - J.Z. 5.7.92, 15.1.93, 10.12.03.

PEACEFUL SOCIETY: "Have we rejected reason and humanity altogether? Are we so accustomed to living under the mushroom cloud that we no longer believe that a just and peaceful society is possible or even desirable? If we have come to that, we have committed the sin against the Holy Spirit, and we are damned irrevocably to a hell on our own planet!" - Morris West, "Proteus", 68. - See my ABC Against Nuclear War, on 500 steps away from it, in PP 16-17. For a more systematic treatment see PP 61-63: What has to be changed in the constitutions of all States to make a lasting peace possible and how can these reforms be realized? (Both are now accessible from: www.panarchism.info )  

PEARSON, DAVID G.: Declaration of Independence, 1p, 122 in PP 1398.

PEE WEE HERMENEUTICS: TC 151, pages 70-71, 82,  in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

PEKELIS, ALEXANDER:  Law and Action: Selected Essays ed. by Milton R. Konvitz, Ithaca, N.Y., Cornell Univ. Press, 1950, p. 68: "Before the rise of the modern State, the existence of a plurality of legal orders was probably too obvious to be remarked on. But even after the claim of the State for the monopoly of law making made itself felt, the existence of non-official systems of law was recognized. But an investigation into the real nature of these legal systems, representing, so to speak, as many States within the State, is completely neglected."

PEKING REVIEW:  Feb. 18, 1966, p. 3-5 noted: An agreement has been signed between Chiang and Johnson governments, settling status of US forces in Taiwan, allowing extraterritorial rights. - H.R. McArthur, abstract in Peace Research Abstracts Journal, Vol. 4, No. 2.

PELISSIE DU RAUSAS, G.: Le Regime des Capitulations dans l'Empire Ottoman, 2d., Paris, 1910-11.

PEMBAUR, WALTHER: Gedanken zu einer Ethik des Minderheitenrechtes, Wilhelm Braumueller, Universitaetsverlag Wien-Leipzig, Sonderdruck aus: NATION UND STAAT, IX, 1936, Heft 10/11, 30 S., JZL. - A very limited defence of very limited minority rights written by a territorial statist, who all too often sounds just like many Nazis did, when they wanted to bring "home" their nationals spread over the world. - J.Z. - Home is wherever you are exterritorially free to do your own things for and to yourself. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PENNOCK, J. ROLAND & CHAPMAN, JOHN W., Editors: Voluntary Associations, NOMOS XI, Atherton Press, N.Y., 1969, 291pp, JZL. - I find this a very disappointing treatment of a very interesting subject. The essays are boring to me and skim reading did nowhere attracts my attention. They try to give the impression of academic objectivity but the subjectivity of their opinions and judgments leaks through almost everywhere I tried. An ivory tower treatment, with a strong statist bias against voluntary associations, especially corporations, in most cases. So many words and so many generalizations, so many prejudices and so few positive ideas and conclusions. If any anarchist or libertarian should find anything of interest in this volume, please do point it out to me. - J.Z. 29.1.99.

PEOPLE & DEMOCRACY OR MAJORITY DESPOTISM: "Democracy means simply the bludgeoning of the people by the people for the people." - Oscar Wilde, Soul of Man under Socialism. - Who is "the people" remains undefined here. There are always at least 4 different groups : 1. the bludgeon wielders, 2. their voluntary victims, 3. their involuntary victims and 4. disinterested or even cheering onlookers. Panarchism would mean that only volunteers would be at liberty to bludgeon each other while other volunteers, at the same time and in the same country, would be at liberty to support each other, in ways they like, or to leave each other alone. - J.Z. 6.4.89, 8.4.89.

PEOPLE & FREEDOM: "There is a popular fallacy that people want to be free. ... Very few people would choose to be absolutely free. Many do not really want to be free at all, but would prefer to live comfortably secure ' like battery hens". - Anthony Lejeune, Freedom and the Politicians. - But the few who want to be 'absolutely free' have the right to select this option for themselves. And each of the "battery hens" has the right to get the own choice, at her own expense and risk. - J.Z., 4.4.89.

PEOPLE & TYRANNY: "Es kann auch das Volk sein eigener Tyrann sein - und ist es oft gewesen." - Boerne. (The people can be its own tyrant and often it has been.) - Those who want to tyrannize themselves should always be given the chance to do so, without any of their preferences being imposed upon others. - J.Z. 4.7.92. - If they were very efficient tyrants, they would thus get rid of themselves and, consequently, altogether liberate us even of their presence. But more likely, after a few bad experiences with tyrannical actions towards themselves, most theoretical sympathizers with tyranny would secede from tyrannies. - J.Z., 15.1.93. Even under the Nazi- and the Soviet Regimes the genuine totalitarians constituted a minority - alas, a territorially ruling one. Territorialism made that possible and prolonged their rule and multiplied the number of their victims. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PEOPLE, PEACE & TERRITORIALISM: "The people of today are as peaceful as they ever will be, but still there are hangmen at the helm of the state. The warmongers of our time do not thunder from shaggy horses - they are doctors of philosophy like Mao, theologians like Stalin, schoolteachers like Mussolini, painters like Hitler, or jolly organizers like Krushchev. But they have bled to death more men and women than the malefactors of all the past generations put together." - D. Runes, "A Dictionary of Thought". - Most of the people are peaceful enough. They have to be conscripted, disciplined, trained and taxed into wars. But most of their territorial, coercive, uniform, monopolistic and centralized or federated political institutions are not inherently peaceful but war promoting. And they are open to and standing invitations to takeovers by the worst kinds of criminals. - J.Z., 26.7.92, 8.1.93. 

PEOPLE, POLITICAL REPRESENTATIVES & INDIVIDUAL CHOICES: ​Individual choices, within the own affairs, characterised by much ​improved individual human rights codes, all undertaken clearly at ​the own risk and expense (if not, subject to arbitration ​settlements), should be above and beyond the choice of "the ​people" and its "representatives". - J.Z., 5.2.90, 5.2.93.

PEOPLE: "Nor should we listen to those who say, 'The voice of the people is the voice of God', for the turbulence of the mob is always close to insanity." - Alcuin, Epistolae, 166-9. - As I see it, the basic insanity lies in applying 'the voice of the people' not only to those actually mouthing it or giving their individual consent to it but also to those who disagree with it. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

PEOPLE: "The American people are the only animal that can be skinned more than once." - 19th century Western saying, quoted by William E. Simon, A Time for Action, p. 77. - The people, collectively, can be conned again and again, e.g. by price controls, "inflation-fighting measures" of governments, their "protectionism", by compulsory unionism, voting methods and election promises. But as autonomous individual consumers of state services and disservices, free to secede and to combine exterritorially with other volunteers, they would be bound to learn fast, one by one, from their own mistakes and those of others and could also, immediately and individually benefit from their enlightened choices and "one-man revolutions". Only good restaurants are almost always full or even booked far in advance. Only the bad ones are almost deserted and soon go bankrupt. This is as it should be, in every sphere. It is the inevitable result of consumer sovereignty in this limited sphere. Let consumer sovereignty be applied to all public services. - J.Z. 1.7.92, 10.12.03. 

PEOPLE: I never cease to be amazed at what people will put up with it it's presented to them in a pretty package. - F. Paul Wilson, Wheels Within Wheels, p. 54. - If the packages were only offered, opened and used panarchistically, by volunteers, then at least they could not wrong and harm others. - J.Z., 6.6.92, 7.1.93.

PEOPLE: So far, and in theory, individually and collectively, they almost unanimously agree upon the territorial model, which brought and brings them nothing but problems, while individually and collectively ignoring or condemning the voluntaristic and exterritorial autonomy model of panarchism, which could offer them all the solutions they want. Only to that extent are they already the masters of their fate, the cause of their miseries. They still have to learn to become masters of their fate, individually and in advanced minority groups, by adopting the exterritorial model of individual sovereignty, freedom of action, freedom to experiment, the model which closes no individual rights and liberty options to them. - J.Z. 1.7.92, 15.1.93. - As territorialists all the territorialists do get the territorial governments they do deserve, i.e., inherently totalitarian ones, often only with those "differences" as existed between e.g. the Hitler and the Stalin regimes. I know that some do provide greater differences - but this totalitarian foundation is the same for all of them and most anti-totalitarians remain blind to this fact. - J.Z., 10.12.03.

PEOPLE: The people are a genuine people only when every member or subject, apart from children, madmen and criminals, is a volunteer. - J.Z., 30.6.92.

PEOPLE VS. INDIVIDUALS: Pandering to “the” people costs individual people their rights and liberties. A “people” that does not permit individuals to secede from it is not any better than are Islamic fanatics that do not permit individual secession from them. The territorialist and democratic “people” constitute only a wrongful and harmful pseudo “people”, not a genuine community, just like any intolerant religion constitutes only a pseudo-religion. Neither their ideas nor their practices and institutions ought to be tolerated any longer. – J.Z., 9.1.05.

PEREGRINUS, PRAETOR, IN ROME: Somewhat like the xenodikoi in Greece was the Roman magistrate, praetor peregrinus, whose influence on the devel​opment of international law is universally recognized. The name of this officer, as it appears in the present form, is, according to Mommsen, an incorrect one, deriving its pop​ularity from mere usage. The full title of the Roman magistrate designated by the abbreviated form prator pere​grinus was, under the Republic, praetor qui inter peregrinos jus dicit, and under the Empire, praetor qui inter cives et peregrinos jus dicit.2 The office was established about 242 B. C, in addition to that of the praetor urbanus, which was already   in   existence.    The   competence   of   the   peregrine

_______________________________________________________________________

1 Op. cit., p. 192.

2 Mommsen   et   Marquardt,  Manuel   des   antiquités   romaines   (Paris, 1888-1907), vol. iii (Mommsen, Le Droit public romain, vol. iii), p. 225.
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praetor, as his full title suggests, extended to disputes between peregrines and between them and Roman citizens.1 The connotation of the word peregrini is described by Girard as follows:

The peregrines, peregrini, formerly hostes, were not, in de​veloped Roman law, true foreigners. The most ancient of them were certainly foreigners bound to Rome by treaties. But the development of the Roman power made them, like the others, members of the Roman State. They were subjects of Rome, the free inhabitants of the empire, who were neither citizens nor Latins.2

Outside of the peregrines, the foreigners who did not maintain treaty relations with Rome enjoyed no legal pro​tection and were not amenable to Roman justice.3 It was the peregrines who were placed under the jurisdiction of the praetor peregrinis, and it was to them that he adminis​tered the jus gentium, for even the foreigners of allied nationality, who later became subjects of the Roman State, were not amenable to the jus civile, which was applicable to a very restricted number of Roman citizens and Latins.4 With the extension of Roman citizenship to all the provin​cials of the Empire under Caracalla, in 212 A. D., however, the office of the praetor peregrinus disappeared from the judicial system of Rome.5

It is true that the praetor peregrinus of Roman times was merely a Roman officer administering the jus gentium, which

______________________________________________________________________

1 Ibid., p. 252.

2   Girard, Manuel élémentaire de droit romain  (6th ed., Paris,  1918).
3 Mommsen et Marquardt. op. cit., vol. vi, pt. ii (Mommsen, op. cit., vol. vi, pt.   

   ii), p. 216.

4 For the jurisdiction of the praetor urbanus over the Latins, see Mommsen,   op. cit., vol. vi, pt. ii, p. 221; Girard, op. cit., p. 112.

5  Mommsen et Marquardt, op. cit., vol. iii, p. 260, n. 3.
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was municipal law, to foreigners resident in Rome, and that his competence bears little or no resemblance to the modern system of extraterritoriality, under which the consul or other authority invested with the exercise of the juris​diction, is appointed by the State which he represents and administers his national law. But the fact that the Romans made a discrimination against the subjects of non-treaty Powers and that even those of the treaty Powers were sub​jected to a special jurisdiction serves to show the extra-legal status of the foreigner in ancient times, out of which most probably extraterritoriality drew its impetus in its early development.

The germs of extraterritoriality were, however, not en​tirely absent in the Roman Empire. In the first century of the Christian era, Emperor Claudius (41-54, A.D.) accorded to the merchants of Cadiz the privilege of choosing magistrates, who were given the jurisdiction of the tribunals established by Caesar in Baetice.1 Under the rule of Jus​tinian (483-565, A.D.), the Armenians were granted the benefit of the same laws on certain subjects as those by which the Romans were ruled; but questions of marriage, succes​sion to property, and personal status generally, were left to be settled either by the Armenians themselves or by a magis​trate named by the Emperor to administer Armenian law.2  - Liu, Exteritoriality

1 Miltitz, op. oil., vol. i, p. 15.

2 Pears, Fall of Constantinople (New York, 1886), p. 148.

________________________________________________________________________________________

PERFECTION, FREEDOM, COERCION AND VIOLENCE: “Die Welt muss ueberhaupt in jeder Richtung durch Freiheit zur Vollendung gelangen, nicht durch Zwang und Gewalt irgendeiner Art.” – Hilty, Glueck, I. ( The world, in every respect, has to reach perfection through freedom, not through coercion and violence.)

PERIODICALS THAT PUBLISHED SOMETHING ON PANARCHISM: That would result in as short a list that I have not yet bothered to compile it! - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PERMISSIVE SOCIETY: "We may have, in some respects, an increasingly permissive society; but we can scarcely claim to have an increasingly permissive economy." - Tom Wilson, "The contradiction in our Attitudes to Freedom", NEW SOCIETY, February 15, 1968. - Until panarchism is realized, for those who want it, we do not have a GENUINELY permissive society or politics. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

PERSIA, CLAIMS OF PERSIA: Before the Conference of the Preliminaries of Peace at Paris, Paris, 1919.

PERSONAL LAW COMMUNITIES: HOOKER, M.B.: The Personal Laws of Malaysia, an introduction, Kuala Lumpur, N.Y., Oxford U.P., 1976, XXXIV, 276pp, indexed, with bibliography. - JZL. - - MINISTRY OF MUSLIM AFFAIRS: Code of Muslims. Personal Laws of the Philippines, Manila, 1983, IX, 57pp, in English and Arabic. Note by Dr. Ed. Heilfron, ibid, plan 154, page 30, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. - See: Extract from :"The Laws of the Barbarians", by Edward Gibbon, page 93ff, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. -  ROTHENBERG, ROBERT D. & BLUMENKRANTZ, STEVEN J.: Personal law: A practical legal guide, N.Y., J. Wiley, 1986, XII, 475pp, indexed.

PERSONAL LAW, RELIGIOUS BASIS: „The principle of territorial sovereignty as stated in the epoch-making opinion of Chief Justice Marshall in the case of The Schooner Exchange mentioned above was unknown in the ancient world. In fact, during a large part of what we usually term modern history, no such conception was ever entertained.1   In the earlier stages of human develop​ment, race or nationality rather than territory formed the basis of a community of law. An identity of religious worship seems to have been during this period a necessary condition of a common system of legal rights and obliga​tions.  The barbarian was outside the pale of religion, and therefore incapable of amenability to the same jurisdiction to which the natives were subjected.2   For this reason, we find that in the ancient world foreigners were either placed under a special jurisdiction or completely exempted from the local jurisdiction.   In these arrangements for the safeguard​ing of foreign interests we find the earliest traces of extra​territoriality. – Liu, Exterritoriality, page 22.“ 

1Maine, Ancient Law (3d Am. ed., New York, 1888), p. 99. Cf, Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 761.

2 Cf Twiss Law of Nations (2nd ed, Oxford, 1884), vol. i, p. 444.

PERSONAL LAW: Exterritorial personal laws would beat the existing territorial and uniform laws anytime - in free competition. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

PERSONAL LAW: "If a concept of law is to accord with the way in which anarchists react to existing situations, its promise must be that the only rules, which will be obeyed are those which people have themselves imposed or with which they have agreed. In Proudhon's words: 'As long as I have not wanted this law, as long as I have not assented to it, voted for it or signed it, it binds me to nothing, it does not exist.' (Idee Generale, p. 313.)" - Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 11. - Kant speaks of obedience towards self-given laws and by this he did not mean the assent given to laws by unenlightened mobs or majorities. He viewed all States in which only the leaders decide on war and peace as dictatorships. - J.Z., 11. 12. 03.  - Confinement of war and peace decisions to parliaments is not sufficiently better. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PERSONAL LAW: "Make your own law for yourself, no matter what anybody else thinks about it." - D. Z., 1975.

PERSONAL LAW: Panarchism means personal law systems, individually and freely chosen or established by individuals and volunteer communities, instead of territorial laws and organizations imposed by misrepresenting politicians and bureaucrats.

PERSONAL LAW: Large territorial law associations do still show degrees of personal law traits with regard to the exemptions for diplomats and private law arrangements for foreigners. Small territories, so small that their territories are reduced to private homes, gardens and enterprises, do come close to personal law autonomy of panarchies. However, one has to keep in mind that under the territorial law rule of the larger territories in which they live, they do not take their personal law with them, when they leave their private "castle" homes, but are then subjected to the laws of others. Moreover, if they consistently applied their own chosen small territorial decentralist laws to all visitors, they might go beyond the bounds and limitations of hospitality and good manners and impose their own preferences upon all such victims, instead of recognizing their individual sovereignty and personal law. Instance: Whilst they might insist that their visitors abide by the house rule of not smoking, they may not demand that visitors join them e.g. in meat eating, alcohol or other drug use or share their sexual preferences and practices or sign up for the same political affiliations - although they might pre-select their guests accordingly. - J.Z., 1.4.89

PERSONAL LAW & LAW OF THE DEFENDENT: It is noteworthy that under the regime of personal juris​diction, the law applied was that of the defendant, except in cases of serious crime, in which the law of the injured party or plaintiff prevailed. 5 A connection might be estab​lished between this rule and the principle actor sequitur forum rei, one of the basic formulae of modern extraterri​torial jurisdiction, under which the plaintiff follows the defendant into his court. - 5 Savigny, op. cit., vol. i, pp. 167-8. - LIU, Exterritoriality, page 29. 

PERSONAL LAW & ROMAN LAW. EVEN THE ROMAN LAW, AFTER THE FALL OF THE ROMAN EMPIRE, PERSISTED ONLY AS PERSONAL LAW FOR A LONG TIME: 

An extract from: 

James Bryce, The Holy Roman Empire, Macmillan, London, Melbourne, Toronto, St. Martin’s Press, New York, 1968, 

first published 1864, numerous editions, including German, Italian and French translations, 

571 pages, indexed, JZL, from pages 31-33:


“As the Empire fell to pieces … the Church clung more closely to her unity of faith and discipline, the common bond of all Christian men.” (Not women? – J.Z.) …

“Only second in importance to this influence was that which was exercised by the permanence of the old law, and of its creature the municipal organization of the cities. The barbarian invaders retained the customs of their ancestors, characteristic memorials of a rude people, as we see them in the Salic law or in the ordinances of Ini and Alfred. But the subject population and the clergy continued to be governed by that elaborate system which the genius and labour of many generations had raised to be the most lasting monument of Roman greatness.


The civil law had maintained itself in Spain and in Southern Gaul, nor was it utterly forgotten even in the North, in Britain, on the borders of Germany. Revised collections of the Theodosian Code and other Roman law books were issued by the West Gothic and Burgundian princes. 

(Footnote h: The Lex Romana Burgundionum, published by the Burgundian kings at the beginning of the sixth century, and the Lex Romana Visigothorum [Breviarium Alaricanum], published in or about A.D. 506, continued to form bodies of written law which were in use for a long time, and became the kernel of the customary law which grew up in South-eastern and Southern Gaul.)


“… Other motives, as well as those of kindness to their subjects, made the new kings favour it; for it exalted their prerogatives, and the submission enjoined by it on one class of their subjects soon came to be demanded from the other, by their own Teutonic customs almost the equals of the prince. 

Considering attentively how many of the old institutions continued to subsist, and studying the ideas of that time, as they are faintly preserved in its scanty records, it seems hardly too much to say that in the eighth century the Roman Empire still existed in the West; existed in men’s minds as a power weakened, delegated, suspended, but not destroyed.”

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

These remarks should be read in connection with e.g. the description of Edward Gibbons in his chapter 38 on “The Law of the Barbarians”. Roman citizens, for instance, were permitted to adopt the tribal laws of the “barbarians”, if they preferred them. – Even subjects were not automatically subjected to the laws of the conquerors. – The Roman Law, too, was continued as a personal law, by individual choice. – 

During the Roman Republic and Roman Empire Roman citizenship was long considered a privilege that was not readily granted to others than Romans. Subjected peoples were largely left to their own laws and institutions and even in Rome had their own juridical avenue. But, gradually, the rule of Roman Law was extended, as a privilege and favor, to more and more of the subjected people, doing away with their status as second-class citizens. 

Neither cared much about the slaves although slave uprisings were feared. But, gradually, the legal position even of slaves were improved. After some time, in cases where fathers had, repeatedly, sold their sons, as their sole “property”, into slavery and these victims were released from it, repeatedly, a law was finally passed that after the third release of a son from a thus established slavery a father could not again sell his son a fourth time. Great progress! -  The sale of children into slavery or the capture of them and women as sexual slaves or prostitutes, has continued even into our times and neither their “customers” or abusers nor the territorial governments have always and sufficiently stood by these victims. - J.Z., 15.12.04. 

_______________________________________________________________________

PERSONAL LAWS & VOLTAIRE: "Voltaire, for instance, expressed the whole spirit of the French Enlightenment when in the article on 'Law' in the great Encyclopaedia he wrote: 'if you want good laws, burn those you have and make yourselves new ones.'" - Anthony Flew, The Politics of Procrustes, p. 176. - I still do not like the collectivist implications of "yourselves" in stead of "yourself". The latter would more clearly express individual sovereignty. And since we are not all-wise, the laws we would make for ourselves, or individually subscribe to, would only be good in the eyes and minds of the subscribers. That they would thus be merely personal laws, not territorial laws. That would be their major positive characteristic. J.Z. 5.1.93, 9.12.03. 

PERSONAL LAWS VS. TERRITORIAL LAWS: See: Territorialism, Exterritoriality, Laws, Panarchism etc.

PERSONARCHY, PANARCHY, POLYARCHY & PERSONARCHY: See under POLYARCHY & www.panarchy.org, the writings of Gian Piero de Bellis.

PERU, UNDERGROUND ECONOMY: 17, 19, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. De Soto wrote two books on this underground economy, its achievements and its remaining defect, namely its nonrecognition, legally and juridically, for its property rights. In other words, this secessionism has not been fully extended as yet. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

PETERMAN, TIMOTHY E.: page 12, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. -- TC 154, 97-101, TC 155, 103-104, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901. 

PETRO, SYLVESTER: The Perversion of Pluralism, Essays on Liberty, vol. XII, FEE, 1965, pp. 141-162, favours voluntary associations but only within the framework of a limited government - a position which also amounts to a perversion of pluralism. - J.Z.

PFANKUCHEN, LLEWELLYN, Editor: A Documentary Textbook in International Law, with questions and problems, Rinehart & Co, N.Y., 1940, 1058pp, with bibliography and index, JZL. It brings some hints to the exterritoriality of foreign ships and consultar jurisdiction, under D) Certain Exceptions from Territorial Jurisdiction and E) Certain Special Cases. Paragraphs 72 & 73 on the persistence of local law and private rights are also of interest. Par. 59, pages 280/281, is a note by the editor on extraterritoriality. -- Extraterritoriality,  1940, Par. 59, note to his book: A Documentary Textbook in International Law, 2pp:  95, in PP 1539.

PHILIPPINES, MUSLIM AUTONOMY, STATEHOOD, INDEPENDENCE, EAST INDIA COMPANY, OCCUPATION & LIBERATION: Three extracts from a history of the Philippines and its national independence efforts: File: Pan Filipino Muslims Statism & East India Co – From: Renato Perdon: Brown Americans of Asia, 

The Manila Prints, Sydney, NSW, Australia, , P.O. Box 1267 Darlinghurst NSW 2010, Australia, 1998, 

copyrighted by the author, 1998, ISBN 0 646 3264 2.  Indexed, illustrated and with a bibliography, 173 pages.

During my visit to New York City, in 1990, I was once lucky enough to encounter the warm hospitality and friendliness of a Filipino family at x-mas. By now Filipinos, too, have spread over the world. Panarchy would give them there, and in the home country, their best chances. – J.Z., 27.12.04.

Page 62:  “In Filipino society today, Muslims have managed to retain many of their traditional socio-political structures. Islam is the essence of the foundation of the Muslim society. All laws, with the exception of those which concern traditional customs, were essentially within the bounds of the sharia. Muslim Filipinos, from the sultan to the village headman, are of religious inclination and because of this, Muslim society, as distinct from the Filipino Christian community, is governed by Islamic and customary laws and religiously inclined leaders. 

With this strong religious belief the Muslims have been less ready to absorb and adopt more modern ways of life, even after their inclusion in the Philippine Republic in 1946. Many Muslims regard the structure of the Philippine Government, its codes of laws and political ideas as inconsistent with the sharia. 

(169: Che Man: Muslim Separatism:The Moros of Southern Philippines and the Malays of Southern Thailand, 1990, p. 32.)

They possess a strong sense of group consciousness and continue to assert their identity as Muslims. (170: Ibid, p. 173.)

The general resurgence of Islam since the end of World War II has raised Islamic consciousness among Filipino Muslims and this has increased the gap between the two groups of Filipinos who co-exist in a geographically fragmented state. The Muslims constitute a nationality distinct from and older than Christian Filipinos.”

Page 71:  “The 1761 expedition was planned and prepared with the help of the East India Company, a trading company authorized in 1600 by Queen Elizabeth I to acquire, establish, and govern, trading posts and territories in Asia. In pursuing its objectives, the company was also authorized to maintain its own naval and military forces. …”

The royal privileges and military power involved towards less organized and armed people led to abuses as great as those in many territorial States. One has to consider, though, that in these times individual rights and liberties were even less known and appreciated than they are today. At that time even royal licences were granted to pirates against official enemies. These not only robbed ships but attached and sacked whole cities. – J.Z. 15.12.04.

Pages 82/83: 
“Development in the islands was somewhat detached from the experience of mainland South-East Asia. As a result, Filipinos did not develop a concept of state. In fact, the formation of the Philippines as (a – J.Z.) cohesive nation only took place during the last years of the 1890s and the process was slow. The mechanism of social mobilization did not guarantee the transformation of the Filipinos or various ethnic elements into thinking as one nation. 

(Does that ever really happen anywhere? – J.Z., 15.12.04.)

(218: Karl W. Deutsch, “The Growth of Nations: Some Recurrent Patterns of Political and Social Integration”, Southeast – The Politics of National Integration, 1973, p. 15.) …


“For more than three centuries the Filipinos were ignorant of the idea of ‘state’ and lived without any notion of national solidarity.

(219: Rando N. Quinos, “Mabini and Nationalism”, Lectures on Great Filipinos and Others, 1967-1970, 19171, p. 83.)

Three hundred years after European intrusion into the Filipino way of life, Jose Rizal, the foremost Filipino reformist, observed in 1891 that ‘there is … in the Philippines a progress of improvement which is individual, but there is no national progress.’ 

(220: Quoted in Cesar Adib Majul, “A Critique of Rizal’s Concept of a Filipino Nation”, Jose Rizal on his Centenary, 1963, p. 30.)

This could be the reason why, in spite of countless revolts and uprisings against the long tyrannical Spanish rule, no effort had emerged, on the part of the Filipinos, to bring these struggles into a cohesive national action. It was only the Philippine Revolution of 1896 that paved the way for the formation of an idea of a Filipino state. At long last, Filipinos realized that they had something in common, a common grievance against the Spaniards.

(221: Horatio de la Costa, S.J., Readings in Philippine History, 1965, p. 213.)”

In other words, they were without the doubtful benefits of a modern territorial State “of their own” – for a long time. For short to long periods they had been more or less ruled, used and abused by the Spanish, the British, the American and the Japanese governments and by now, for many decades, by their own national governments. 

When will enough Filipinos be mentally prepared for a consistent application of voluntarism and personal laws through a-territorially autonomous communities, peacefully competing with each other for members, customers or subscribers?

Are we sufficiently prepared to teach them and to set good examples? 

On the USA war against Spain and the Filipino Republic compare the wars of the US against “Iraq”, under the pretence that it would only be against the dictatorship of Saddam Hussein and his supposed WMD.

Page 86: “In April 1898, America declared war against Spain. This was the Spanish-American War. It lasted one hundred and thirteen days. During the conflict, American forces occupied the Philippines. The first military contingent of an American expeditionary force which American writer William Pomeroy branded as an ‘army of occupation, not of liberation’, arrived in Manila on 30 June 1898 to support the small force of Commodore George Dewey.

(241: William Pomeroy, American Neo-Colonialism: Its Emergence in the Philippines and Asia, 1970, p. 44.)

Page 87: “The Filipino-American War erupted on 4 February 1899. 

The First Philippine Republic

This, the first democratic republic in Asia, was proclaimed on 21 January 1899. Unfortunately, it was a short-lived government that only survived two years and two months, destroyed by force of American arms.

(244: Gregorio F. Zaide, The Republic of the Philippines, 1899-1903 and Bonifacio Salamanca’s The Filipino Reaction to American Rule, 1901-1913.)

Page 102: The Saturday Review, in particular, made a critical judgment of the three year war and stated:


‘There have been more wicked wars than this … but never a more shabby war. It is nearly three years since the Americans, having gone to war with Spain for the liberties of Cuba, decided that it was their manifest destiny to deprive the Filipinos of their liberty. This was called “taking up the white man’s burden.” For some time the Americans quite honestly believed that they were doing rather a noble, self-denying thing; but the cant phrases of three years ago are worn threadbare … Of all the curious mixture of sentiments, noble and ignoble, out of which the war with the Filipinos sprang, only the element of hypocrisy seems to have retained its original vigour.”

(290: Woff, Little Brown Brother, 1961, p. 347.)” 

How many people, even now, care about the timely declaration of quite rightful war and peace aims and their consistent application? 

Merely arguing, in all cases, for isolationism or neutrality and non-intervention, or against atrocities, “friendly fire” incidents, still all too indiscriminate artillery fire and bombing and near-torture policies and cruel treatment of officially recognized POW’s  is not good enough to deal with the remaining dictatorships and their inclination to acquire and use WMDs and with the militarism of “free” governments.

Liberation, too, is much too important a task to leave to territorial governments and their generals. 

The “democratic” or “republican” governments, or their parliaments, are still despotic enough to be able to mislead “their” whole peoples into a war much against the will of many to most of their subjects and to conduct such wars with military slaves, tax slaves and victims of monetary despotism, from whom the inflation tax is extorted to finance a war. Not even all of the voluntary soldiers and officers of the USA military forces feel sufficiently represented by their supreme commander. Their status is very far removed from that of the original American militias. 

Panarchists should also consider that military forces are under their own laws, which are imposed upon them rather than freely chosen by and for them, even when they are part of the “National Guard”, which has been, for too long, under governmental control. - PIOT, J.Z., 15.12.04.

________________________________________________________________________

PHILLIMORE, Commentaries upon International Law, 3rd. ed., London, 1879-89, vol. I, pp 574-481, vol. ii, pp 139-141. On immunities of foreign sovereigns, diplomatic agents, military forces and public vessels. See also: Hall, A Treatise on International Law (7th ed., Oxford, 1917), pages 179-209. (A footnote in Liu’s book, page 18.)

PHILLIPSON, C.: The International Law and Custom of Ancient Greece and Rome, 2 vols., London, 1911. – "The Egyptians often allowed foreign mer​chants to avail themselves, of local judges of their own nationality in order to regulate questions and settle differ​ences arising out of mercantile transactions, in accordance with their foreign laws and customs; — the Greeks especially enjoyed these privileges on Egyptian territory." – quoted in Liu, Exterritoriality. - On the proxenus or proxenoi, earliest evidence of existence, from the middle of the fifth century, see p. 148. Liu states: The office of the proxenus was similar to the modern consulate and is even regarded by some as its earliest prototype. See Phillipson, ibid, vol. 1, p. 149 and Miltitz, Manuel des consuls, London and Berlin, 1837-41, vo. 1, p. 11.

PICKETT, JIM: The Natural Basis of Rights, 1st. draft, 3-20-88, 2pp: 200, in PP 1540.

PIGGERIES – BUT ONLY FOR PIGS! STATES & GOVERNMENTS ONLY FOR STATISTS, AND THAT ONLY EXTERRITORIALLY, at their own expense and risk. 


PIGGOT, Sir F.: Exterritoriality; the Law Relating to Consular Jurisdiction and to Residence in Oriental Countries, new ed,, Hongkong, 1907.

PIGNOLET, JEAN: La Juridiction Consulaire en Lorraine et le Tribunal de Commerce de Nancy, 1971, 107pp.

PINSON, K.S.: Arkady Kremer, Vladimir Medem and the Ideology of the Jewish Bund, JEWISH SOCIAL STUDIES, 7, 1945, 233-64. - On how to realize Jewish Autonomy - and where. Perhaps the exterritorial case is discussed there as well. - J.Z.

PIOMBINI, GUGLIELMO: For Anarcho-Capitalism, 3pp, www.freeweb.org  328, in PP 1689-1693.

PIONEERING & PANARCHISM: Pioneers must be free, not subject to bureaucrats and politicians and their territorial laws. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

PIONEERING & PANARCHISM: Let each be either a path-breaking pioneer or stagnate at the status quo level or sink back into even worse conditions – all via individual free choice and always only at the own risk and expense. That would soon put an end to the careers of all too “promising” politicians. For they would have to put up or shut up. – J.Z., 27.1.05.

PIONEERS: We have to be pioneers. We have to establish a new world in this chaotic, barbaric wilderness, called our civilisation and culture - but without chopping it down or setting fire to it. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

PITKIN, W.H.: Siam's Case for Revision of Obsolete Treaty Obligations, 1919.

PLANNING: "What planner would permit a system that didn't need any planners?" - James P. Hogan, "Mirror Maze", 328. - Planning within a panarchist framework would permit tolerant planners to do their own thing to and for themselves and their voluntary victims. By rights they can't ask for any more and should not be permitted any more. - J.Z., 27.5.91, 13.1.93. (Planning stands here short for centralized planning of the affairs of others and the enforcement of these plans. It has nothing to do with free people engaging in their own planning for their own enterprises or with their customers e.g. planning their own spending. - J.Z., 10.12.03.)

PLANNING: Planners should only be free to plan for themselves and their voluntary victims. - J.Z., 4.9.87.

PLANNING, PRIVATE & VOLUNTARISTIC: Whosoever attempts with his followers to realize an economic plan that he considers to be good, may not be forced, not even by the State, to submit to any other plan nor may he force anyone to submit to his. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

PLAY-POWER RATHER THAN POLITICAL POWER: Governments to have play-power or game power or performance power only, no more than that, i.e. power only over the volunteer activists and spectators (customers and their business providers) and this, too, only during their performance or individually contracted periods. - J.Z., 11.8.91., 13.1.93, 10.12.03..

PLEASE YOURSELF, YOUR FAMILY, YOUR FRIENDS, YOUR PARTNERS & YOUR CUSTOMERS, OR MEMBERS, YOUR NICHE MARKET, ATERRITORIALLY & AUTONOMOUSLY, rather than merely the territorial power addicts of any party, parliament, government, court system, bureaucracy or blocks of voters. – J.Z., 29.12.04.

PLURALISM & PANARCHISM: “The pluralists have not made clear the implications of their criticism of the monistic doctrine. What precisely, in their theory, is to be the position and function of the State in the community? Will they expunge from political theory the principle of compulsory taxation and compulsory citizenship applied to persons by virtue of residence rather than by virtue of voluntary membership? The philosophical anarchist would have membership in any protection-affording association a purely voluntary matter; he says (in criticism of Spencer and other British individualists) that it is no more necessary for the State to assume police and military functions and compel men to accept and pay for such services than for the State to meddle with education, morals, or trade. Here is not merely an opinion as to the expedient scope of State activity, but a clear and courageous repudiation of state sovereignty. Do the pluralists agree with the philosophical anarchist? “ – W. A. Dunning, Political Theories, Recent Times,  The Attack upon State Sovereignty, p. 118.

PLURALISM & PANARCHISM: Peaceful Panarchist & Pluralist Practices for Personal Preferences Planet-wide.

PLURALISM FOR PIONEERS!

PLURALISM OF PROUDHON, JUSTICE, RESPECT, RECIPROCITY, RIGHT, DUTY & MORALITY: "Nowhere is Proudhon's legal pluralism more pronounced than in his view of ethics. Holding that 'the essence of justice is respect', Proudhon, who had read deeply in Kant's moral philosophy in his younger years, maintained that the basis of any workable system of justice must be derived exclusively from the social sentiments and feelings of the individual as they are experienced firsthand,  living and laboring in direct reciprocity with other members of his face-to-face community. 'Turned to myself, the respect for human dignity forms what I call my right', Proudhon held; 'turned to my fellows, it becomes my duty'. Morality, therefore, Proudhon insisted, is nothing less than the application of the principle, 'equal and mutual respect of human dignity in all human relations'; and, accordingly, all pronouncements concerning law or right issued by jurists or legislators were so much gibberish in so far as they extended to acts of persons other than themselves. It was just this sort of rigorous adherence to Kantian ethics that has prompted one political theorist to think of anarchists of the stripe of  Proudhon as 'so unrealistic that it is not possible to take them quite seriously', and to hold that the basic assumptions anarchists make regarding human behavior can be applicable only 'for a few saints'." - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, p.139.

PLURALISM, ANARCHISM, INDIVIDUALISM & COMPULSION: "The pluralists have not made clear the implications of their criticism of the monistic doctrine. What precisely, in their theory, is to be the position and function of the state in the community? Will they expunge from political theory the principle of compulsory taxation and compulsory citizenship applied to persons by virtue of residence rather than by virtue of voluntary membership? The philosophical anarchist would have membership in any protection-affording association a purely voluntary matter; he says (in criticism of Spencer and other British individualists) that it is no more necessary for the state to assume police and military functions and compel men to accept and pay for such services than for the state to meddle with education, morals or trade. Here is not merely an opinion as to the expedient scope of state activity, but a clear and courageous repudiation of state sovereignty. Do the pluralists agree with the philosophical anarchists? - W.A. Dunning, Political Theories, Recent Times, p. 118. Pluralists are inconsistent panarchists and so are, alas, even most anarchists and libertarians. - J.Z., 3.1.93.

PLURALISM, AUTONOMY, COMMON GOOD, STATE, LIMITED GOVERNMENT, META-UTOPIA, PANARCHISM: "But Figgis did not believe that it was the function of the State to achieve some substantive common good for its members; this was to be achieved by those subordinate groups to which all men belong. The State should simply concentrate on maintaining in existence a situation where there should be as much freedom as possible for groups and individuals to pursue ends which they choose." - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, p.105. - Under panarchism this supposed role for the territorial State is replaced by the panarchistic framework itself and its natural safeguards: personal law, voluntary membership, individual human righs and international law based on it, volunteer militias for the protection of human rights, internationally federated, personal laws, chosen arbitration courts, exterritorially autonomous communities. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PLURALISM, ENGLISH TYPE: "The English pluralists envisaged a situation in which members of the State pursue their chosen ends in life, as individuals and associated in voluntary groups, with as little interference from coercive governmental authorities as is possible (*) in the context of order and peace. Figgis used the term 'state' to apply to this collectivity; it is the society of societies, whose purpose is to maintain some kind of order, and to adjudicate between the claims made by its members. Individual citizens will naturally join groups, for man is a social animal. These groups will develop a life of their own, which cannot be accounted for simply in terms of the actions and ideas of their individual members. The degree of unity attained by the group will depend upon the nature of the purpose pursued, and upon the loyalty manifested by its members, Pluralist writers believed that a permanent association, pursuing a definite purpose upon which its members are in general agreement, manifests a unity which enables us to treat it in certain respects as a 'person'."- David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, page 8. - -(*) As little as possible equals zero! - J.Z., 28.2.88. - Under panarchism the State of this kind of Pluralism is simply the general human society in the whole world, whose various panarchies are the sub-societies of this general society.  The general society forms something like a world market and the various panarchies form special markets and market organizations. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PLURALISM, LASKI, HAROLD, & THOREAU: “… Harold Laski. When a pluralist, he was most radical in his rejection of monistic sovereignty. (5) But later he adopted the most comprehensive state concept, namely, that implied in all-inclusive state socialism.  LASKI’S PLURALISM (chapter heading – J.Z.) Laski, it will be recalled, actually made the individual ‘sovereign’. The individual conscience is the only valid source of law. When the claims of various associations conflict, the individual conscience is the final arbiter of where the allegiance lies. In expounding such views, Laski offered a striking juristic application of the American folklore of anarchic democracy; his was a commentary upon Austin in Terms of Thoreau, so to speak. Indeed, Laski’s insistence upon the individual conscience as the court of last appeal in matters of political allegiance and obedience is a mere elaboration of the views so eloquently stated in Thoreau’s essay on Civil disobedience.” – Carl J. Friedrich, The New Belief in the Common Man, page 51.

PLURALISM, LOBBIES, SPECIAL INTEREST, PRESSURE GROUPS & ACTION GROUPS: "If groups and parties in the state spent as much energy and money pursuing concrete ends of their choice, as they now spend on trying to persuade governments to pursue these ends on their behalf, the world would be a better place." - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, in conclusion, on p. 119. - Self-governing communities of volunteers are preferable to pressure groups. The realize self-help rather than territorial government controls. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

PLURALISM, NATURAL, ORGANIC ASSOCIATIONS AND TERRITORIALISM, CROWDS AND COMMUNITIES: "J. S. Furnivall employed the term 'plural society' to describe a type of society which resulted from the European colonisation of tropical lands. A plural society, according to Furnivall, exists when there are a number of distinct groups living side by side, but separately; they meet only in the market-place. Religious, cultural, racial and linguistic divisions reinforce one another so that the groups form quite distinct blocks. The political entity is held together, not by shared values or by common institutions, but by force, which is exercised by an elite of colonial administrators and their local collaborators, who form a small but coherent minority in the society. Furnivall also claimed that these groups, into which plural societies are divided, are not natural, organic associations, but are aggregates of individuals - they are crowds and not communities." - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, 119. - To some extent that applies also to the internal colonization of all territorial nations. These diverse blocks are crowds and special interest lobbies and not communities because they have not full exterritorial autonomy and are often merely defensively or inconsiderately using territorial state powers against the territorial state powers gathered by others. - J.Z., 8.3.88, 14.1.93. - Panarchism is this kind of pluralism but without "force" to hold its panarchies together. They are held together only in a way that participants in a market are held together or participants in a network of juridical arrangements. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PLURALISM: "Unfortunately, throughout history all too many who have thought of themselves as legal pluralists, lacking Proudhon's willingness to go straight to the roots of the political problem, have been unwilling to divest the State of its monopoly of force. ... So long  as the locus of force remains untouched, political pluralism is hardly more than an assertion of the importance of group authority ... and an appeal for modest deference to those and other authorities on the part of governments. And it is just this kind of philosophical bombast ... as Proudhon so frequently pointed out, that prevents society from overcoming its basic problem in organization." - W.O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 139. - Panarchism is conventional pluralism but without the coercive and monopolistic territorial State. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PLURALISM: A recent American writer has distinguished between the "pluralist" ... "arguing for the autonomy of the private association from the absolutism of the State. ..." - Clark Kerr, Industrial Relations and the Liberal Pluralist, p14, in David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, page 93.

PLURALISM: Plan 138, page 19, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 5061974. -- 121, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755. - See also under LASKI, H.

PLURALISM, COMPREHENSIVE, IN SELF-CHOSEN INSTITUTIONS & PANARCHISM:  The pluralist voluntary societies of panarchism are exterritorially quite autonomous, i.e., not subjects of any territorial State. - J.Z., 19.9.04. 

PLURALISM: Pluralism, English type, according to David Nicholls, in The Pluralist State, 118: "The English pluralists believed that the associations which comprise the state should not endeavour to force the government actively to intervene in the life of the people in order to realise some substantive purpose. These associations should be concerned simply with obtaining freedom to live life in a manner which they prefer, while recognizing the rights of other groups to a similar freedom." - Why they should they still continue to constitute a territorial State, rather than seceding from it or ignoring it? - J.Z., 19.9.04. 

PLURALISM: There appears to be an underlying assumption in most pluralist writings that if only an individual or group be released from state control, then we shall have a condition in which spontaneous action, self-expression and initiative, will enjoy free play. - W. A. Dunning, A History of Political Theories, Recent Times, pages 114/5. - Well, at least some pluralists favour full exterritorial autonomy from any of the existing territorial States. - J.Z., 19.9.04.

PLYMOUTH PIONEERS FORMED A VOLUNTARY COMMUNITY, INTIALLY COMMUNISTIC THEN, LEARNING FROM THEIR EXPERIENCE WITH IT: PROPERTARIAN AND CAPITALISTIC: “But Plymouth was a voluntary community and Americans still cherish the idea of nationality as an act of will.”

“The accent on government by voluntary association, by a contract freely entered into, has been an American hallmark ever since.” Page 50.

On page 52 there is a hint that even communism was enforced by a contract with financiers, for 7 years and against opposition from aspiring settlers. - Bradford Smith, “A Dangerous Freedom”, p. 50. – J.B. Lippincott Co., Philadelphia & N.Y., 1952, 1954.

Contrary to this general statement, a territorially centralized nation was established. Some concessions were only made to small utopian colonies of volunteers, of which hundreds existed and by all too limited autonomy grants to the surviving Red Indians on their “reserves”, often limited only to hunting and fishing rights. Full autonomy on an exterritorial basis was, to my knowledge, never granted or even clearly claimed, within the USA, although it was officially claimed, e.g. for Americans in China, in the “foreign concessions” under extraterritorial treaties, the “unequal treaties”, in which corresponding rights to Chinese in the USA – or in other foreign countries, were not granted. Thus territorial nationalistic opposition was roused, supported by territorial nationalists in other countries, and these treaties were finally repealed. 

POETRY & SONG LYRICS: Since at least songs, if not poetry, influence so much of the „thinking“ and „ideas“ of the younger generations, the attempt should be made to shape panarchistic wordings also in these forms and to try to get music set to them – if they are worded well enough. My own and still very crude first attempt in this direction can be found above under LIVING THE OWN LIFE. – J.Z., 31.1.05.
POLICE, PROTECTION & SECURITY FORCES, FREELY COMPETING ONES:  They are either just aspects of volunteer communities or special free enterprise services hired by autonomous volunteer communities, in the same way as they might hire any other services via special contracts in what is now called "outsourcing". - J.Z., 19.9.04.  

POLICE: "The police are not our enemies. The criminals are." - Poul Anderson, The Boat of a Million years, 371. - The legalization of criminal acts committed by governments or their agents, in peace or war, is the worst crime. All government and policing services ought to be subjected to sovereign consumer choice and to competition by private and cooperative service providers. Otherwise they constitute the largest, most bloody and most exploitative protection rackets. - J.Z., 6.4.91, 12.1.93. - The criminals within the police forces are our enemies, too. - J.Z., 10.12.03.

POLICE FORCES, COMPETING & COMPETING GOVERNMENTS, AYN RAND’S MISUNDERSTANDING: Only when “competing” governments and “competing” police forces become or try to become territorial governments, with an “exclusive turf”, i.e., monopolists, do they fight each other. Otherwise they merely compete for more voluntary customers. – J.Z., 15.3.05.

POLICY: Tolerance is the best and the only sensible policy. Every policy coercively regulating the affairs of others amounts to a declaration of war. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

POLISH CONSTITUTION, UNDER THE VETO RIGHT FOR NOBLES: Note that the following example exemplified only individual consent and veto rights, for nobles, not individual sovereignty and secessionism for all peaceful individuals. Nor did this constitution get away from territorial rule to exterritorial autonomy for all voluntary commmunities. Nevertheless, already this part-realization of individual sovereignty was a promising precedent that should have been rightfully and rationally developed rather than abolished. – J.Z., 17.1.05. 


“It is, then, a great error to suppose that the government of the concurrent majority is impracticable or that it rests on a feeble foundation. History furnishes many examples of such governments, and among them one in which the principle was carried to an extreme that would be thought impracticable had it never existed. I refer to that of Poland. In this it was carried to such an extreme that in the election of her kings the concurrence or acquiescence of every individual of the nobles and gentry present, in an assembly numbering usually from one hundred and fifty to two hundred thousand, was required to make a choice, thus giving to each individual a veto on his election. So, likewise, every member of her Diet (the supreme legislative body) consisting of the king, the senate, bishops, and deputies of the nobility and gentry of the palatinates possessed a veto on all its proceedings – thus making a unanimous vote necessary to enact a law or to adopt any measure whatever. And, as if to carry the principle to the utmost extent, the veto of a single member not only defeated the particular bill or measure in question, but prevented all others passed during the session from taking effect. Further the principle could not be carried.” (Here Calhoun was wrong. The veto on the own affairs could be absolute. That on the affairs of others only should be abolished. Poland should have been divided – into voluntary communities, all doing their things for or to themselves only and this exterritorially, all done by individual choices. – J.Z., 17.1.05.) “It in fact made every individual of the nobility and gentry a distinct element in the organism – or, to vary the expression, made him an Estate of the kingdom. And yet  this government lasted in this form more than two centuries, embracing the period of Poland’s greatest power and renown. Twice during its existence she protected Christendom, when in great danger, by defeating the Turks under the walls of Vienna and permanently arresting thereby the tide of their conquests westward. 

“It is true, her government was finally subverted and the people subjugated in consequence of the extreme to which the principle was carried, not, however, because of its tendency to dissolution from weakness, but from the facility it offered to powerful and unscrupulous neighbors to control by their intrigues the election of her kings. But the fact that a government in which the principle was carried to the utmost extreme, not only existed, but existed for so long a period in great power and splendour, is proof conclusive both of its practicability and its compatibilityk with the power and permanency of government.” - John C. Calhoun, A Disquisition on Government, in the selection by C. Gordon Post, pages 54 & 55. – How much more powerful, defensively, could a Polish federation have been if it had been constitituted entirely of voluntary communities, all exterritorially autonomous? This kind of Polish constitution would, possibly, haven been copied world-wide and this rather soon. However, we should remember that even religious tolerance was then not fully realized yet. Privileges for artistocrats, secular and clerical ones, were common, instead. And these aristocrats were not prepared to share their privileges with the plebeians but remained small princes over their serfs. – J.Z., 17.1.05.

POLITICAL BODIES OR ORGANISATIONS, TERRITORIAL, EXTERRITORIAL, COVENANTS, CONSTITUTIONALISM, SOCIAL CONTRACT, PANARCHISM: The body-politic is formed by a voluntary association of individuals: it is a social compact by which the whole people covenants with each citizen and each citizen with the whole people that all shall be governed by certain laws for the common good.  - From the constitution of Massachusetts. The second sentence does not follow from the first. It would be correct only if "the whole people" were replaced by "a voluntary society" and "each citizen" by "each of its members": It is a social compact by which a voluntary society covenants with each of its members and each of its members with a voluntary society that all (members) shall be governed by certain laws for (what they perceive to be) the common good. - J.Z. 3.1.93. - In any country several such free societies are possible and desirable and can peacefully coexist. Only in this way can the best services and the most satisfied customers be assured. - J.Z., 19.9.04. 

POLITICAL DIVORCE & JEALOUSY: The territorial State might be considered as extremely "jealous" of all voluntary and exterritorial alternatives to it, repressing what it considers to be illicit affairs and not permitting divorce from itself. - Reworded: Territorial repression expresses the jealous rage of the State towards all voluntaristic alternatives to it. But the State does not love us. It just wants our taxes and our obedience to achieve its SNAFU. Rather, its desire for exclusive possession and domination than love is involved. A monopoly  is claimed that outlaws freely established alternatives, unlicenced by it. - J.Z.  24.12.92, 3.1.93, 19.9.04.

POLITICAL FREEDOM, PANARCHISM, AIMS, MEANS & THE PURSUIT OF HAPPINESS: "Political freedom consists in being free to seek one's welfare in accordance with one's own ideas and in not being used, not even once, merely as a means by others, in the pursuit of their happiness according to their ideas. One may only use oneself for his own purposes, not others." - Kant. - Free enterprise and the division of labour and free trade do not limit but multiply an individual's independence and opportunities to pursue his own happiness, without using others as mere means, since they do remain free agents with their own purposes. - J.Z. 15.1.93.

POLITICAL INEQUALITY UNDER TERRITORIALISM: "A small fraction of the populace has a dominant control over the basic design of society. (Rather, the State! J.Z.) In setting up, promoting, and getting acceptance for basic structures - the parliamentary system, government departments, military and police forces, community planning (often by default), professions and their support (medical and hospital care, schools and universities), the media - the average member of society has very little say." - Brian Martin, Changing the Cogs. - He should have more than his present average little say, the political vote, on the society of his dreams. His vote should be equal only among like-minded people, whom he has individually chosen to associate himself with. And with them he should be fully autonomous. And this can be done only on the basis of exterritoriality. Then, in this sphere, full freedom of action and experimentation would finally be introduced, too. - J.Z., 12.1.93.

POLITICAL PROTESTANTISM: This is a term, suitable also for panarchism, which was used by Samuel Adams, 1722-1803, in an Oration in Philadelphia, in August 1776.

POLITICAL SCIENCE, A GENUINE ONE: A genuine and comprehensive political science will begin only once the rightfully limited and harmless exterritorial autonomy options for volunteers are as well explored and publicized as the all too dangerous, powerful, wrongful, centralistic, collectivistic and coercive powers of territorial sovereignty.

POLITICAL SELF-DETERMINATION: Political "self"-determination on the territorial model amounts to determination by others - at least for most of the members of minority groups. - J.Z. 1.1.93. - Only within exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers do terms like "self-determination", "self-rule", "selfgovernment" & "self-responsibility" make sense. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

POLITICAL SHOWS TO BECOME QUITE COMPETITIVE ENTERTAINMENTS: Politically, socially and economically it is not true that "the show must go on" or that a whole country and its people must be "run" by a territorial government, but, rather, that these kinds of compulsory and monopolistic tragicomedies ought to be ended as soon as possible, so that numerous other, tolerant and tolerable shows can be started and continued as long as they please their voluntary public. - J.Z., 19.7.87, 2.4.89, 8.9.04, 19.9.04.

POLITICAL SOLUTIONS? There are no political solutions without doing away with territorial politics, which pretends to represent and serve all, while in reality it dearly costs and misleads almost all. This is true for the same reason that no single religion, church or sect can be considered as a solution to the problems posed by religious dissent. Only full political tolerance for different political actions (including different economic, social and ideological systems and programmes) in the same territory, all confined to voluntary participants and their exterritorial autonomy, can work as well as religious tolerance and religious freedom did and does for all who subscribed to it, wherever and whenever it was and is consistently applied,  between all those who subscribe to it. - J.Z., 13.1.93, 8.9.04.

POLITICAL STRUCTURES & INSTITUTIONS: Should they leave you largely alone, like supposedly limited governments, or should you have a free choice among them and even among non-political societies? "I must wonder why you are so intense, to the point of making it a death-pride matter, about the precise structure of a political organization. Why do you not, instead, concentrate your efforts toward arrangements whereby it will generally leave you and  yours alone?" - Poul Anderson, The Day of their Return, p. 138. Alas, here, too, he still has his mind set only on a single territorial government and merely upon reducing it to a minimum, not to zero, as far as its territorialism is concerned. - J.Z., 7.1.93. Under panarchism you can freely choose a non-governmental society or any degree of self-government of like-minded people which they want and can stand and thus will maintain. - J.Z., 7.1.93.

POLITICAL SYSTEM, TERRITORIALISM: The Political System is the problem. - Jerry Brown, U.S. pol. candidate, 1992. - Apparently, he wants to become part of the problem. The main problem of the political system is territoriality, its territorial sovereignty, power, coercion and monopoly. Exterritorial politics of autonomous volunteer communities would offer solutions arrived at by freedom of action and experimentation in political sphere. Real solutions have hardly any chance to pass the inherent barriers of territorial politics. Should one go on discussing, for hundreds of years, the free trade and monetary freedom options or should one finally become or strive to become free to act upon them, among like-minded volunteers? - J.Z., 13.1.93, 11.12.03, 20.9.04.

POLITICAL SYSTEMS: Political systems are as imperfect and corrupt as the men who devise them. - Morris West, Proteus, 59. - Or who run them. And all territorial ones are basically wrong and self-frustrating and make for imperfections and corruption. - J.Z., 30.6.92, 14.1.93. - Hayek, in "The Road to Serfdom", pointed out that even in the present (territorial! - J.Z.) democracies the worst tend to get to the top. I assert that, due to the very nature of panarchies the best will tend to get to the top, although this will certainly not always occur upon the first try but may require several disappointing experiments with flawed men believed to be genuine leaders and to possess a program deserving this term. The individual secession option and voluntary membership reality of panarchies constitutes a much better sieving process to exclude demagogues etc. than does democratic voting and territorial "representational" rule. - Whatever is good or useful in present democracies could also be practised, by their believers, under exterritorial autonomy for them. I predict, with de Puydt, that e.g. the high taxation, high government spending and high government meddling trend will be fast reversed under the new conditions. Each movement will have to foot its own bills and individual members will be financially hurt by anti-economic and neo-comic policies of their system. - Then they will practise their individual consumer sovereignty in this sphere, too. - J.Z., 11.12.03.

POLITICIANS & LAWYERS: " Somehow it does not seem right that I should have to hire someone (a lawyer) to protect me from those people (politicians, judges and their hired police people) that I already had hired to protect me. It just doesn't quite track. - Ernest Mann, I Was Robot, 27. - Actually, he was not individually freed to hire or fire them. That brought about his and our dilemma. - J.Z. 29.7.92.

POLITICIANS & PANARCHISM: Politicians would become hired agents not powerful office bearers. Genuine representation would begin only then. No more struggles about access to a common trough, filled by coercive taxation. However, the forms of taxation and of state budgets might be retained, internally, for the volunteers of panarchies. But they would always be limited through voluntary membership, i.e. genuine consent and the withdrawal option. - J.Z., n.d.

POLITICIANS & VOLUNTARY TAXATION: Politicians, like other prophets, should be made dependent on voluntary taxes only, paid by voluntary subjects and their doctrines should be applied only by and to their own faithful. - J.Z., 15.6.91, 7.1.93.

POLITICIANS & THEIR IMPORTANCE OR UNIMPORTANCE: Any of the present politicians could only become important – if he became an individualist secessionist. – As they are, they can perceive individual secessionism only as a secession from them and their aims and thus they “welcome” individual secessionism like the Pope did Protestantism. -  J.Z., 3.3.05. 

POLITICIANS AS PARASITES, REPRESENTATIVES AND RULERS: "The parasites were in control of the hosts - and they had convinced the hosts that it was for their own good. - James P. Hogan, "Mirror Maze", 286. - It would be o.k. if such parasites would only settle upon and remain with the individual consent of the victims. - J.Z., 27.5.91.

POLITICIANS WITHOUT TERRITORIAL MONOPOLIES: I have nothing against politicians - as long as they do not monopolize certain activities and do victimize only their own followers, instead of most people in a whole country for the benefit of politicians, bureaucrats and their favourites. - J.Z., 15.7.87, 20.9.04.

POLITICIANS, EMANCIPATION, DISASSOCIATION, SEPARATION, SECESSION-INDIVIDUAL:
Disassociate yourself from all territorial politicians and bureaucrats, their laws, regulations and institutions. Establish your own and alternative ones - for yourself and for like-minded people. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

POLITICIANS, TERRITORIAL: Territorial politicians are all con-men and delusion mongers, pocket-thieves and also conquerors, occupiers and tyrants, all merely by different degrees. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.

POLITICIANS, TICKETS, SHOWMANSHIP & PANARCHIES: Politicians should have to live on the proceeds of ticket sales to their various shows. – J.Z., 17.10.95, 7.1.99.  Moreover, no one but voluntary spectators should have to attend their shows and obey their commands and rules. - J.Z., 20.9.04. - See under VOLUNTARY TAXATION.

POLITICIANS: Politicians are unnecessary evils because territorial politics is neither moral nor necessary nor an art or a science. - J.Z., 27.6.92, 14.1.93. 

POLITICIANS: Politicians would be o.k. if they merely invited us and would not force us to share, realize and finance their dreams and personal empires. - J.Z., 22.10.92,  9.12.03.

POLITICS AS USUAL?  Yes! But only among those still believing in it!

POLITICS & ECONOMICS: The economy can be forced to support politics. Politics cannot support but only obstruct the economy. Only a truly free economy would not support territorial politics but would merely allow all people to do their preferred and different things to themselves, as a matter of free individual choice and exterritorial autonomy. It would do away with territorial power politics and coercively obtained "public revenues". Even if compulsory dues were retained within panarchies, then, due to their voluntary membership, they would amount merely to a form of voluntary taxation. - J.Z. 22.6.91, 14.1.93. - I believe that already Proudhon spoke of dissolving the State in the economy. - J.Z., 11.12.03.

POLITICS & PROFITS: "One cannot think only on the low level of political calculations. It's necessary to think also of what is noble, and what is honourable - not only what is profitable."- Solzhenitsyn, Words of Warning to the Western World, p. 26. - Let each vote with his dollars for his laws, courts, judges, bureaucrats, constitutions and governments. All would profit, in the long run and often in the short run, under panarchism. (E.g. by rapidly abolishing the state interventions that cause inflations and unemployment and masses of refugees.) Only monopoly profits would disappear, unless true believers are prepared to fund them themselves. Territorial politics is ethically very low level politics. Exterritorial politics is ethically high level politics - and it makes even the highest developments possible, of free societies, all constituted only of volunteers, who remain free to secede from them. - J.Z. 1.7.92, 15.1.93, 20.9.0.4. - Obviously, even this famous opponent of the Soviets had deeply imbibed their anti-profit propaganda. Should the Soviets have been praised for running almost all their "enterprises", except their exploitation of millions of forced labourers, and also of all their "free" labourers, and of their captive nations, at a loss? Winston Churchill once said: The real crime consists in causing losses. So, am I a criminal by running a microfiche hobby enterprise, in which I have considerable financial losses - apart from non-financial gains? - J.Z., 10.12.03.

POLITICS & TERRITORIALISM: "...an almost* insoluble tangle of desires, ambitions, motivations - hopes, fears, loves - terrible, unyielding hatreds... monstrous dealings between man and man** and between nation and nation **... to atomic war. - Allen Drury, The Promise of Joy, 436. (*) For territorial organizations it is insoluble. (**) Leaders rather than men. Individuals and the people as a whole are systematically and explicitly excluded and disfranchised from important decision making. J. Z. 15.6.92. The voluntaristic aspects of panarchies and their exterritorial autonomies would allow all these differences to sort them out and reduce them by corresponding self-responsibilities to either disappear finally and in the process already becoming harmless to outsiders. J. Z. 6.1.93.

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL, AN ART? Politics, to what extent is it an art or rather artless? "In politics we have an art." - John Morley, On Compromise, 229. - To the extent that territorial politics is not based on hard and fast rules and clear knowledge of sound facts and techniques, it is a mere art, not a science, indeed. And modern territorial politics, like modern art, is rather muddled, confused and confusing and to a large extent it is even intended to be so. Otherwise, politicians could hardly look as well after themselves under the pretence of looking after us. To the extent that it is basically monopolistic, coercive, interventionist and hierarchical, i.e. despotic, it does not deserve the name of an art. And why should the whole population of a territory forced to follow for some years only the art school of the temporarily ruling politicians, when all dissenting "art groups" could freely practise their diverse schools of the art of politics among themselves, exterritorially and autonomously, under personal laws? - J. Z. 12.6.92, 7.1.93.

POLITICS & TERRITORIALISM: "Hitler's last secret weapon - politics by normal means eats those who create it ..." - Robert Anton Wilson, "Right Where You Are Sitting Now", 189. - Formerly it was said that the revolution eats its on children. Politics is a system of slow torture and cannibalism, at least towards some minorities. However, exterritorial politics is not the same as territorial politics.- J.Z. 16.7.92. - What applies to territorial organisations does not apply to competitive ones. - Even R. A. W. does not go far enough and is not consistently and thoroughly enough applying freedom principles and techniques. His remarks on monetary freedom, for instance, still leave much to be desired. -  J.Z., 8.1.93, 10.12.03.

POLITICS & TERRITORIALISM: "Politics is 'normal mammalian behaviour' as Timothy Leary says: struggles over territory and resources." - R. A. Wilson, Right Where You Are Sitting Now, 92. - Robert Ardrey has not made out a sufficient case for "The Territorial Imperative". The evils of politics apply largely only to territorial politics, not to its exterritorial and voluntaristic alternative of panarchies. Freedom means exterritorial autonomy for volunteers, not territorial domination of compulsory members. Ardrey had to admit that, e.g., not even all apes are territorially motivated animals. - J.Z. 26.7.92, 8.1.93. - But, presently, the human apes are, largely, territorially domesticated animals, not because of inborn instincts but because of inherited and indoctrinated ideas and opinions which they are mentally too lazy to closely examine and then shed. - J.Z., 9.12.03, 20.9.04.

POLITICS & THE ART OF THE POSSIBLE: The aim should not be to change voters or politicians or political ideals and methods but simply to change territorial to exterritorial, coercive to voluntary politics, compulsory state membership into voluntary state membership, monopolistic politics into exterritorially competitive politics, collectivist impositions into individual choices, national sovereignties into individual sovereignty and exterritorial minority autonomy, geographical secessions into individual secessionism, intolerance into tolerance, the suppression of free experimentation into freedom to experiment, uniform laws for all into personal and freely chosen personal laws. All these seemingly miraculous transformations are easily possible through the framework of panarchism, which allows panarchies or the government or non-governmental society of one's dreams to each and everyone, all at the same time and in the same territory. - J.Z. 18.4.92, 13.1.93. - People ought to become politically (and with regard to economic and social systems) as free as they are already regarding their religions (in most countries) and as consumers, hobbyists, artists, sportsmen, home builders, gardeners, tourists and entertainment seekers, music lovers, dancers, collectors etc. Only the "public sphere" of their lives has to become de-monopolized or privatized and subjected to individual consumer sovereignty and choice. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POLITICS & PANARCHISM, POLITICS AS USUAL, POLITICIANS, BUREAUCRATS, LEADERS: Without panarchism you remain the political football and tax slave of politicians and bureaucrats and other “great” territorialist misleaders.

POLITICS AS A MAZE, AN ART, A SWAMP OR AS A WRONG MODEL? “Never used to pay any attention to international politics. Now I study politics the way I used to study rats in mazes. Everybody tells me the same thing – ‘Looks hopeless.’” – “Nothing short of a miracle…” I began. – ‘Believe in magic?’ he asked sharply.” – Kurt Vonnegut, Jr., The Report on the Barnhouse Effect, p. 45, in R. Heinlein, editor, Tomorrow the Stars. – I believe in the “magic” of just and free human relationships. – J.Z., 20.12.1984. – In international as well as in internal relationships this requires panarchism or consistent voluntarism, consistent libertarianism, consistent anarchism or exterritorial autonomy, or freedom of action or freedom to experiment among themselves -  for all communities of volunteers. – J.Z., 9.1.99, 20.9.04.

POLITICS AS USUAL & PANARCHISM: Exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities would do away with politics as theorized about and practised today. It would dissolve it in the free competition as well as free cooperation of sovereign individuals and their voluntary associations, which would extend freedom of contract, free market conditions, free enterprises or cooperatives and mutual aid associations into every creative, protective and self-concerned sphere of activities and institutions. – J.Z., 3.9.98, 10.1.99, 20.9.04

POLITICS AS USUAL, TERRITORIAL POLITICS, RUNNING A COUNTRY, TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: "...I become more and more firmly convinced that it is completely pointless to work in the field of politics ... first, because one can't achieve anything unless one is in a key position, and, second, because even if one were in a key position, all one could achieve would be, at the best, a deflection of evil into slightly different channels..." - Aldous Huxley, on page 376 of Sybille Bedford: Aldous Huxley, I. - Under panarchism the individual could make a difference, for himself,  for some others in the short run and for many others in the long run. - J.Z. 1.7.92. - Firstly, by choosing an alternative panarchy, he could make a radical, even revolutionary change or one-man revolution for himself. Secondly, by choosing a small panarchy, where his vote and activities would significantly count, he could influence it for the better. This would influence its few present members and could, conceivably, attract a large membership. Thirdly, by establishing an innovative and attractive panarchy he could significantly influence the lives of all its future, potentially large membership. Potentially, and via the mass media reporting his successes, he could reach and sign up all like-minded people in the whole world, without having first to get the permission from anyone who disagreed with him. Rewards for services and penalties for failures would be much more direct and certain. He could gain or lose a thousand followers and co-workers a day. It would be all up to him and his voluntary associates. In other words, it would be very different from territorial politics as usual. - J.Z. 15.1.93. - To attempt to resist, one by one, the avalanches of laws, regulations and court decisions of territorial governments is like the attempt of the ancient tale, of trying to fill a tub without a bottom. Also a Sisyphus labour. And who could hope to effectively and soon enough achieve, by conventional political and territorial means, the repeal of e.g. 54 million laws and regulations, as are supposed to exist in the USA alone? On the other hand, those finally free to opt out of such "laws", such "legalism", "constitutionalism" and "justice" and out of the associate bureaucracy and costs in taxation, would, obviously, enjoy such large advantages over the remainder, that their examples would soon be followed by more and more people, even by those who are ideologically still territorial statists. For even protectionists often try to smuggle, when they believe that they could get away with this and people believing in the inevitability of taxes try to avoid or even evade them whenever they expect to be able to do so successfully. - Yesterday I saw a one page fine print list in THE AUSTRALIAN (page 9, www.theaustralian.com.au ) of all those private superannuation funds which had broken off all contact with "their" supervisory board and the board had been  unable to even contact them and thus could only threaten them, by this one page advertisement in the only national newspaper of Australia, with dire consequences, if they do not make themselves known. I did not know that ignoring the government was already an as widely spread practice in Australia. I very much doubt that already as many of them are bankrupt. They probably simply changed their address and did not bother to notify the bureaucrats of this fact. Possibly, they also tried to evade charges imposed by this control board, APRA, the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority. If we tried to abide by or even to read all laws and regulations, we would have no time and energy left for living and working. - J.Z., 10.12.03, 20.9.04. 

POLITICS, CHOICE, SOCIETY, COMMUNITY, RELATIONSHIPS, AUTONOMY, TERRITORIALISM, PANARCHISM: Politics consists of prohibiting us from choosing our relationships. - Christian Michel. LIBERALIA. - True for territorial politics. Untrue for exterritorial politics. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

POLITICS, PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUALISM, ASSOCIATIONISM, VOLUNTARISM, BOUNDARIES, BORDERS, FRONTIERS: In a highly developed politics there are no boundaries – except those around individuals, their voluntary associations and their private or cooperative properties. – J.Z., 15.3.05.

POLITICS, PANARCHISM, INDIVIDUALISM, CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY, CHOICE & WEATHER CONTROL: Panarchism amounts to control of the “political weather” for individuals. It gives them the choice of the “political weather”, ideologies, faiths, constitutions, laws, jurisdiction and institutions, under which they prefer to live, regardless of the political preferences of others, who do not think or feel like they do. – J.Z., 27.1.05.
POLITICS, STATE, AS USUAL: "Constantly men had to subordinate themselves to the demands of the State, to become the prey of the most stupid politics, to adopt themselves to the most fantastic changes." - Stefan Zweig, - Panarchies gives them the chance to opt out of such messes or make their own, at their own expense and risk. - J.Z., 8.4.89.  - Or to establish their own form of utopia or paradise, as they perceive it. - J.Z., 8.9.04.

POLITICS, STATE, AS USUAL: Always the individual was chained to the common lot, no matter how bitterly he objected; he was carried along irresistibly. - Stefan Zweig, The World of Yesterday, preface, 1943/44. continuing the above remark. Individual sovereignty or full consumer sovereignty or choice of governments and societies, to end or minimise these messes. - J.Z. 

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL & EXTERRITORIAL:  “Bakunin never entered a parliament as a representative or joined a political part. From the beginning he was well aware that ‘Whoever talks of political power, talks of domination’ and insisted… that ‘All political organization is destined to end in the negation of freedom.’ “ – Peter Marshall, Demanding the Impossible. – Territorial politics =/= exterritorial politics. Territorial organization =/= exterritorial organization. Territorial governments =/= exterritorial governments. Uniform and imposed laws =/= personal laws. Compulsory membership =/= voluntary membership. Territorial sovereignty =/= exterritorial autonomy. Coercion =/= voluntarism. Monopolism =/= competition. What is quite true for territorial governments is not necessarily true for volunteer communities that are only exterritorially autonomous.  A new science of politics is required, one that considers the exterritorialist options as well. – J.Z.,  7.1.99. - The difference is as large as that between compulsory taxes and voluntary taxes, compulsory membership and voluntary membership. And yet what has wrongly been called "political science" has not yet seriously dealt with this difference. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL, AS USUAL: There is only one purpose for a political action. That purpose is to make decisions for groups of people. I think that each individual should make his own decisions." - Lyle Miller, New Libertarian Weekly, No. 81, July 10, 1977. - The strength of voluntary associations lies in pooled and alike decisions and actions of individuals. - J.Z. 21.4.89. - There is no enforced togetherness  in them, no enforced compromises, neither a majority nor a minority despotism. They enjoy indidual secessionism as a safety valve. - J.Z., 20.9.04. 

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL: "Ich suche einen menschlichen Weg - keinen politischen zur Veraenderung. Denn die Politik ist fuer mich immer Macht. Es gibt keine Nicht-Machtpolitik." - Das Konstantin Wecker Buch, 155. - Doch, die des Panarchismus. - J.Z. 22.6.92. (I see a humane road, not a political one, for change. For to me politics is always power. There is no politics without power. - Wecker. - Yes, there is, that of panarchism. ) - The voluntaristic policy based on individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy, maximizes power over and responsibility for oneself, while minimizing authority over and responsibility for others.  And precisely thereby it can become more powerful or influential than territorial and coercive politics and power could ever be. - J.Z.. 14.1.93.

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL: Territorial politics is based on monopolies, on coercion or compromises. Panarchies, being voluntaristic and exterritorially autonomous, allow all individuals and their free grouping their own choices. - J.Z. 19.11.92, 4.1.93. - Under territorial politics politicians do their own things with their subjects and the property and earnings of their subjects. Under territorial politics there are no longer subjects but only free citizens, or sovereign customers and contractors, who have chosen the institutions, rules, services and agents which they do prefer for themselves, leaving all others free to do their own things to or for themselves. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL: Territorial politics is based on coercion, deception, delusions or compromises. Panarchies, being voluntaristic and exterritorially autonomous, allow all individuals and their free grouping their own individual choices in all public affairs. - J.Z., 19.11.92, 4.1.93, 20.9.04.

POLITICS, TERRITORIAL: We are still stuck in the mud or swamp of territorial politics & mostly do not even see & ponder the exterritorial alternative to it. - J.Z., n.d. & 20.9.04.

POLITICS, TERRITORIALISM, INTOLERANCE & IDEOLOGY: "The Terror of Ideological Politics", is a book title that I have seen, written by Marian J. Morton (Mortes?), 1972. Often the title alone indicates already the wrong mind set of the author. The real terror is the result not just of any of the different  ideologies but that of the territorial ideology which all of them have in common. Religious ideologies were terrorizing, too, while and wherever they were territorially imposed upon dissenters. They lost their terrorizing characteristics as soon as they became merely exterritorially autonomous for voluntary members. - J.Z., 22.11.90, 14.1.93. - Alas, we still have all too many people in the world who are intolerant in their religion and, correspondingly, we still have some religious wars and terrorist acts - quite apart from the "religion" of territorial nationalism. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POLITICS, TO WHAT EXTENT IS IT AN ART OR RATHER ARTLESS? "In politics we have an art." - John Morley, On Compromise, 229. - To the extent that territorial politics is not based on hard and fast rules and clear knowledge of sound facts and techniques, on basic rights and liberties, it is a mere art (rather, an unethical practice! - J.Z., 8.9.04). not a science, indeed. And modern territorial politics, like modern art, is rather muddled, confused and confusing and to a large extent it is even intended to be so. Otherwise, politicians could hardly look as well after themselves under the pretence of looking after us. To the extent that it is basically monopolistic, coercive, interventionist and hierarchical, i.e. despotic, it does not deserve the name of an art. Why should the whole population of a territory forced to follow for some years only the art school, dogma or ruling model among the temporarily ruling politicians, when all dissenting "art groups" could freely practise their diverse schools of the art of politics among themselves, exterritorially and autonomously, under personal laws? - J.Z., 12.6.92, 7.1.93.

POLITICS: "'The application of collective action to seize and/or exercise the coercive power of the State.' - While this probably describes 99.9% of political activity in the world today, it is not necessarily always true: for example, if I lobby for the repeal of an oppressive law, in what way am I attempting to seize or exercise coercive power?" - Dan Tobias, TC 124, p.87. - It is also oppressive to deprive people of an oppressive law that could be applied only to those who prefer it and that they want for themselves. Thus any law repeal should only apply to dissenters and their share of the tax burden of administering the law upon all. Consequently, the regulatory bodies and methods wanted by some, would in future have to be paid for by those who asked for them and want them maintained. Instead of uniform laws applying to all and secret votes, we would have laws applying to those who want them and open votes that would bind only the voters. Then more and more would the general and compulsory collectives for all be replaced by special deal collectives for those who want them.- J.Z., 27 Sep. 89, 10.10.89. - When decisions by volunteers apply only to these volunteers then, among them, there is obviously no need any longer for secret voting. The present secret voting already indicates that thus many wrongful decisions are made, under territorialism, its monopoly and legalized coercion, over the lives of dissenting others and that the victims of these decisions would tend to retaliate if such votes were public and voters could be held individually responsible for their votes. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POLITICS: Collective political decision-making for large blocks of people should only occur for and among those who get themselves individually registered as voluntary victims for it.- J.Z., 29.5.92. - Under full individual consumer sovereignty it would be largely abolished or greatly reduced, sooner or later and all freedom alternatives could be simultaneously practised among volunteers and would teach them and others all they could and should learn about freedom options and solutions. Territorial politics does not teach. It frustrates and dumbs and incapacitates us. - J.Z., 13.1.93.

POLITICS: In territorial politics and among parties there are not and cannot be sufficient sound alternatives - because they do preclude free individual choice in many respects. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89.

POLITICS: Panarchism would so change institutions and principles that all collective political decision-making (apart from that already taking place among volunteers only) would become individualized, consumer-oriented, contractual and market-like decision making, on the old principle of justice: "to each his own". - J.Z. 19.7.87, 2.4.89.

POLITICS: Territorial politics means mainly wrongful options for a few or all. It disfranchises most people even under its general franchise, on some of the most important affairs of their own lives. Exterritorial autonomy for volunteers means rightful & tolerant, liberating and enlightening options for all. - J.Z., 6.6.92, 10.12.03.

POLITICS: There is no political cure for anything. Territorial politics, like the territorial application of medicine to all inhabitants, is mostly quackery and often a deadly one, too. Let all either try to cure themselves or choose their own doctors, medicines and treatments. - J.Z., 24.6.91, 14.1.93.

POLYARCHY OF GIAN PIERO DE BELLIS & PANARCHISM: See his extensive web pages. I have partly reproduced them on microfiche, in my ON PANARCHY subseries and on my first CD-ROM. - Both of us see little difference between panarchy and polyarchy. www.panarchy.org 
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PANARCHY - POLYARCHY - PERSONARCHY

(2005)



Note

A group of individuals, deeply dissatisfied with the dominant mental attitudes and material practices based on compulsory conformity to the majority and the restriction of personal choices, have drafted a series of principles that they intend to present to everybody interested in finding a way out of the present individual subjection and apathy.
The principles are presented under the name of

Panarchy – Polyarchy – Personarchy

Panarchy, Polyarchy and Personarchy indicate that, what is aimed at is
- a worldwide open framework free from territorial sovereignties.
- a variety of voluntary systems of personal and social organization, like parallel autonomous societies, even within the same territory.
- full freedom of association, circulation and action for each and every human being.

The principles have been sketched under the following headings:

1. Aterritorialism
2. Self-rule
3. Freedom of association - freedom of disassociation
4. Voluntary engagements - voluntary contributions
5. Personal liberties - personal responsibilities
6. Freedom to act (enterprise)
7. Freedom to interact (exchange)
8. Choices (utilities – services -- agencies)
9. Variety - optionality - discretionarity
10. Cosmopolitanism - localism - personalism



1. Aterritorialism

A territory comprises a large and various set of natural and human-made resources that constitute the so-called world common heritage. This ought to be like an open resource for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations, i.e. of all people from all lands.
Territorial sovereignty or territorialism is the pretence of the rightfulness of exclusive sovereignty (e.g. national state sovereignty) by some entity.
Aterritorialism means the non-recognition of any claim to territorial dominance by any power, institutional or not.
According to aterritorialism, no so-called sovereign power can rightfully appropriate a whole continent, country or region and dictate rules that are binding for all the people living on the same territory, nor can he deny the use of or access to a land, a river, a passageway or any territorial resource, being those part of the common heritage.
At the same time, nobody should infringe the property rights of individuals or groups. The use of and access to their properties (e.g. a building, a specific tract of land, a. cultivated field, etc.) is regulated directly by the owners (individuals, communities) and the rules affect only the owners and those who have been granted use-access. These property rights and property rules are valid only in so far as they do not become impositions spreading out into the common heritage.
The only general rules acceptable and desirable in a territory belonging to the common heritage are norms of expediency (e.g. driving on the left or on the right) and health regulations (e.g. standards of hygiene).
The aim of those advocating aterritorialism is to achieve, in due time and through a voluntary process, the overall extinction of every territorial sovereignty and the promotion of self-rule.


2. Self-rule

A rule is generally a command by or to a person. The basic rules of social interaction are usually internalized at an early age by the human being as long as the commands are sympathetic to human nature and to the protection/promotion of the human being.
It is almost impossible for basic rules to be fairly and successfully imposed from the outside. Imposed rules are likely to generate continuous frictions leading, sooner or later, to bloody clashes.
The healthy condition (ethical and rational) is either that of self-rule (self-determination) or one leading to self-rule.
Self-rule means that is not for a king or a majority (through an elected assembly) or anybody else to decide about social and economic issues but is up to the individuals through their free choices and continuous-voluntary adjustments to reality. The despotism of one or the despotism of many (even a large majority) can generate the identical negative results: the subjection of the individual and his moral misery and personal helplessness.
Self-rule is, in this respect, the way most conducive to true personal development (moral, mental, material) and full social acceptance (universal reciprocal respect).
The concept and practice of self-rule include, clearly, also the option of appointing self-chosen rulers (as in a representative democracy) for those who prefer to be exempt from the process and effort of decision-making. The only difference with current representative democracy, albeit a substantial one, is that in the case of genuine self-rule the decisions taken by the elected representatives will affect only those who have elected them and will not concern those who have chosen other representatives for their voluntary communities or those who want to take autonomous decisions without any delegation of power.
Self-rule should then make room to all possible form of social and political representation or non-representation and people should consider legitimate and be bound only by the decisions of whatever political, social, philosophical group or other they might be members
The aim is to stop political intolerance that imposes on everybody the will of the majority (or of a strong ruler or a strong minority) in the form of state policy. This is the same mass opium and oppression that once appeared as religious intolerance in the form of a state religion.
Presently, self-rule is allowed in some societies only regarding some very personal matters like religious practices or sexual orientations.
For the rest the tyranny of the majority dominates, that is, largely, the power of pressure groups, and vested interests prevailing over manipulated masses, isolated minority groups and dispersed individuals.
Self-rule means in essence that:
- the norms affecting primarily the life of an individual (education, health, economic activities, travel, insurance, retirement, etc.) are completely subject to the choice of the individual;
- the norms regulating primarily the life of the individual within a community and between communities are directly established and administered by the individual members of the community affected by those norms or by representatives voluntarily appointed and are accepted by all members
An essential pre-condition for the compliance by the individual of communitarian norms concerning his social life is the existence of personal freedom of association to or disassociation from any community.

3. Freedom of association - freedom of disassociation

Freedom of association means that any reasoning individual can freely decide to which societal group/groups he/she wants to be member.
The freedom of association cannot be separated from the freedom of disassociation. That means that every person can opt out of the community he has joined whenever he wishes to do so, after having absolved any existing contractual obligation previously voluntarily accepted.
However, if the individual has been victimized by the community or essential contractual obligations towards him have been broken, the member can disassociate from the group without any delay or charge and join or establish a new community.
Everybody should also be free to live as quite autonomous human being bound only by his contractual engagements and by the respect for the rights and liberties of others.
To no one should be automatically ascribed any nationality or religion or membership in any institution (state, church, guild) or be attributed any role or status (like in a caste or class system) without his prior individual choice and consent.
The automatic ascription to a national group under national rulers is the equivalent, in our time, to the attribution of the status of servant under the feudal master for the newborns within the feudal domain.
The realization of these two freedoms (association – disassociation) would, at long last, dispose of any feudalist and absolutist remnants still operating under territorial statism.
The extensive use of the technologies of communication and transport is already making a mockery of any pretension or illusion to forcibly restrict the associations to individuals belonging to territorial groups under the control of the so-called nation state.
The necessary complement to the freedom of association – disassociation and a more dynamic implementation of it consists in the voluntary engagements – voluntary contributions to the group(s) of which one is member.

4. Voluntary engagements - voluntary contributions

Voluntary engagements and voluntary contributions mean active involvement and active support for the group or community chosen by an individual.
The implementation of these two principles should lead to the extinction of any forced demand on the part of any power, as for instance compulsory enrolment (e.g. military conscription) or compulsory exaction (e.g. fiscal impositions).
In other words, compulsory involvement and compulsory taxes are to be replaced by voluntary engagements and voluntary contributions.
Nobody should be forced to do anything or contribute to anything he/she does not approve of, beyond the respect of voluntarily agreed contracts. Even the group to whom one has associated himself cannot ask compulsorily for engagements and contributions unless those were pre-conditions for membership. In that case the individual who does not want any longer to fulfil those obligations can disassociate from the group.
Voluntary engagements and voluntary contributions are the centrepieces of communities based on individuals who decide the degree and type of power that the community can exert on them (from total voluntary submission to personal unrestricted autonomy).
The focus is then not on the group (the collective will), as in the feudal or neo-feudal (i.e. statist) society, but on the individual (the personal will).
For this reason, whatever decisions the individual takes concerning his personal and social sphere (from full autonomy = voluntary independence, to full heteronomy = voluntary submission) paramount importance has to be attributed to personal liberties (of choice) and personal responsibilities (for consequences).

5. Personal liberties - personal responsibilities

The true essence and the rightful expectations of every human being are to be free from impositions and limitations unless they are voluntarily and willingly accepted.
This means also that nobody may infringe anybody's choices whenever they are compatible with anybody else's freedom. External interventions are not acceptable even if they are made (or said to be made) in the name of the so-called public interest or on behalf of the person's hypothetical well-being. Every adult human being should be the arbiter of his own interest and well-being.
The other side of personal liberty is personal responsibility for the decisions undertaken by each individual. This means that the consequences (success or failure) of the own actions or omissions fall on the individual and cannot be forcibly shared with or imposed upon somebody else.
The practice of personal liberties (of choices) and personal responsibilities (for consequences) is the only known way to initiate and achieve a sound learning process for the human beings.
There is no rational reason or historical experience that should convince any human being to abdicate his own liberties and responsibilities. As the ancients said, every human being is the maker of his own fortune (or misfortune).
Contrary to all this, territorial statism acts according to the principles of limited freedom and collective responsibility. They arose from the delegation of decisions to a few men in power, generating on one side general irresponsibility and on the other side unjustifiable collective responsibility for the actions of these few leaders.
This is the same ill-logic or sick logic implemented by terrorist groups when they strike against unarmed individuals (in New York, Madrid, Paris, Moscow, etc.). This ill-logic is also extensively practiced by many states that act as the worst terrorist groups when they drop bombs on a population (in Coventry, Dresden, Hiroshima, Grozny, and in so many other places) that happens to live on the "wrong" side of a supposed divide.
The reality that animates personal liberties and underlies personal responsibilities can be summarized in the social and economic sphere by two basic principles of civilization: the freedom to act (enterprise) and the freedom to interact (exchange).

6. Freedom to act (enterprise)

Freedom to act means that there are no external interferences of any type (positive or negative) on the enterprising activities of anyone by anyone. In other words, no one can get in the way of any producer unless it is for the purpose of stopping a damage or achieving an indemnity.
Individuals (singularly or associated) are very well capable of looking or willing to learn how to look after their own interests, if institutional restrictions and manipulations do not render this ability and effort useless and vain or even outlaw such self-help endeavours.
One of the most blatant restrictions is in the form of occupational licensures introduced by the state (in direct furtherance of feudal practices) in order to perpetuate a caste or class system. These feudal remnants are kept with the deceitful excuse of protecting producers and consumers but in reality with the aim of favouring the strong (organised lobbies) and exploiting the weak (isolated citizens).
For this reason the entry into an institutional register of producers (workers, professionals) should be left to the free decision of the interested parties and should not be a pre-requisite for getting a job or practicing an activity. What is only necessary is the availability of all sorts of relevant information concerning producers and products (goods and services).
Freedom to act requires then to get rid of all state compulsory interventions that lead only to a condition of sectorial favouritism and general dependency, besides damaging enterprising producers and thrifty consumers.
The necessary complementary principle to the freedom to act (enterprise) is the freedom to interact (exchange).

7. Freedom to interact (exchange)

Freedom to interact means the abolition of every state manufactured barrier (tariffs, quotas, passports, visas, censorship, etc.) to the freedom of movement by individuals and of exchanges among individuals and groups, for goods, services, and ideas.
The freedom of exchange is achievable only through:
- the full freedom of information and communication, making possible for everybody to participate unhampered in a flow of images, sounds and concepts.
- the full freedom of trade and full freedom for volunteers to experiment with their own exchange media, value standard, clearing and credit system.
- the full freedom of movement because the world common heritage belongs to all living beings and should not be monopolized by the nation states and divided into national or supranational territorial boxes.
The freedom to interact is compatible with the existence of secluded enclaves of people who do not want to mingle with anybody and who prefer to live in a closed society. Closed communities and communities which want to keep to traditional life styles do have the right not to be disturbed and trampled on. Nobody should interfere in the decisions voluntary assumed by the members of those communities.
What should eventually be overcome is the fixing of border by any power, affecting indistinctively large populations or concerning spaces that are common heritage of all living creatures. For this reason, closed societies and cultural or economic protectionism cannot extend to areas so big as to forcibly include people who do not share these views and practices.
Any imposition of political, economic and social apartheid (to be distinguished from voluntary separateness) is not only a crime against humanity; it is also an act totally at odd with current technology (of transport and communication) and, especially, with the natural desire of exploration and self- improvement that has always characterized the human being.
In order that every individual be allowed to shape his life according to his own views we need a full range of choices with respect to all kinds of utilities, services and agencies, especially those so far monopolized by territorial states.

8. Choices (utilities – services - agencies)

Individuals and communities should be free to organize for themselves or to chose among freely competing providers, concerning:
- utilities: gas, water, electricity, telephone, etc.
- services: educational, medical, for retirement, etc.
- agencies: for protection, for justice, etc.
Only in recent times the way has been opened for a free choice in utilities providers, with unquestionable benefits for the consumers. There is no sensible justification for not continuing the process, finally reaching all sorts of services and agencies still under state monopoly
In societies characterized by choices, everybody should be committed to pay only for the services he wants and uses or for the package deal of services that he and the community to which he is member have contracted for. Further contributions should be made only on a voluntary basis, according to the assessments and preferences of the individual.
The sooner we realize that self-help and free choice between different providers in every field can produce better services at a better price, the sooner we will put an end to the mental and material hold that the states have exerted on the provision of (quite often appalling) services, compulsory financed by everybody irrespective of their quality and desirability.
One of the central aspects of free choice is the setting and running of voluntary protective agencies for assisting in providing security and resolving controversies.
The course of history has shown over and over again that when the individuals rely for their protection on territorial monopolistic organizations (the army, the police, the judiciary) over which they do not have any control whatsoever or a very minimal one, their security and freedom is at great risk.
For this reason individuals and communities will replace the state monopolistic agencies with a number of different protective agencies, with very limited and circumscribed power and under the control of the individuals, in the same way as people control the performance of a utility provider and can change it if unsatisfied.
These protective agencies, to which everybody could contribute in various ways, are meant to provide help and facilitate self-help for the safeguard of life, the respect of contracts and the prevention of any infringement of personal freedom.
Apart from that, anything goes, that is variety, optionality, and discretionarity.

9. Variety - optionality - discretionarity

The basic principles here advocated characterizing the life of individuals and communities are those of:
- variety (many different life styles and forms of social, economical and political organization).
- optionality (existence of many actual and potential choices in all fields).
- discretionarity (individual free-will and personal power of decision).
These principles can be fully implemented only after the abolition of all monopolistic territorial powers and in the presence of free competition and cooperation in political, social and economic communities and activities.
Competition and cooperation are the two sides of the same coin; they strengthen those who practice it (producers, performers, etc.) and benefit those who enjoy the results of it (e.g. consumers, spectators, etc.). Cooperation in total absence of competition means a rigged game and a static society; competition in total absence of cooperation means a paranoiac behaviour and a destructive society.
An essential condition for the proper interplay of competition and cooperation is the freedom of movement of individuals, ideas, goods and services.
At the same time, as already pointed out, the principles of variety - optionality - discretionarity demand that everybody accept and respect also those communities whose members voluntarily decide to live in a way that does not allow, internally, for the free movement of individuals, ideas, goods and services.
The solution, as usual, is to accommodate every possible type and style of life in every kind of political, economic and social community of volunteers (variety), enhancing the range of choices of the individuals (optionality) and accepting the autonomous decisions of each and everyone concerning their own lives (discretionarity).
This leads to the parallel development of cosmopolitanism, localism and personalism.

10. Cosmopolitanism - localism - personalism

Cosmopolitanism, localism and personalism are views and ways of life that are variously shared by all human beings.
We should accept every possible mix or lack of mix by every individual as long as it results from his/her own voluntary, i.e. not imposed, choices.
In other words, acknowledging the existence of a multiplicity and variety of communities and individuals, each free to develop specific distinctive features, means to accept and respect every possible type and style of freedom.
This includes also, for reasons of logical and factual consistency, the freedom not to be free, e.g. the freedom to be under a protective master or to live within restrictive barriers.
Love of freedom and fear of freedom must both find expression at a personal level and through political and social organizations (i.e. parallel societies even within the same territory), with nobody imposing one or the other upon dissenters but everybody accepting or realizing only for himself what he thinks most suitable and desirable.
In other words: To each the government or non-governmental society of his/her choice.
For every human being, freedom consists only in acting according to his own inclinations and desires without being forced or manipulated by anybody and without forcing or manipulating anybody. For some, freedom can be the acceptance of voluntary servitude or seclusion in the name of a faith or belief or for any personal conviction and motivation.
The only aspect that is not acceptable is to forcibly subject unwilling individuals, even if this is presented under the deceitful qualifications of democracy, public interest, national sovereignty or, alas, the promotion of personal freedom and welfare.
The individuals imbued with the ideology of territorial statism believe, consciously or unconsciously, that it is acceptable and highly recommendable to force all people in a territory to be identically free or equally un-free.
This is the source of every irrational, intolerant and incapacitating behaviour.
We should allow full development to variety, optionality and discretionarity, i.e. the plurality of forms and ways of thinking and behaving according to one's own desires and choices.
This would result in the flourishing of cosmopolitanism, localism, and personalism to suit every human being.
Only then we will achieve a long overdue aspiration:

To each according to his own will - desires,
From each according to his own evaluations - decisions.



In a not so distant past many considered religious freedom for the dissenters and social emancipation for the powerless as a sure way towards immorality and chaos.
Presently some or many hold the same views as regard to the freedom of the individuals from territorial state sovereignty and the attainment of universal personal empowerment.
On the contrary, we think that is not only desirable but also advisable that the principles of religious tolerance should be extended to include, especially, political tolerance. The acceptance of many different churches within the same territory should be paralleled by the acceptance of many co-existing governments and non-governmental communities, each one presiding and regulating those who have chosen them and feel represented by them. Given the fact that the basic rules of civility are universal (i.e. not based on or determined by territorial governments) and are likely to continue prevailing amongst civilized individuals, and that the eventual existence of individuals who commit crimes can still be dealt by the various communities through their various aterritorial governments and protective agencies, there seems to be no obstacle why experiments of political freedom cannot be undertaken with the same success of the ones that promoted religious freedom. The only obstacles are in the grooves of our own mind and the blinkers put around our own eyes.

For all these reasons, if you have an open mind and your mental and perceptual eyesight is strong and sharp, you should explore and contribute to the principles and practices of

Panarchy – Polyarchy – Personarchy



POPE: Leader of the Vatican, a small extraterritorial enclave, but, apart from this, leader of the world-wide Catholic Church that enjoys as such a degree of exterritorial autonomy and personal law everywhere. 

POPULARIZATION OF PANARCHIST IDEAS: See e.g.: Slogans for Liberty, ON PANARCHY, my first CD, dealing mainly with panarchism and monetary freedom. These alphabetized notes are contributions towards an encyclopaedia on panarchism that is to be published online and on CDs. They are also open to factual and reasoned input and corrections by anyone, on the road to a new and comprehensive political science. - J.Z., 20.9.04. 

POT – BUT FOR POT-HEADS ONLY!

POVERTY, EXPLOITATION & PANARCHISM: 35, 52, 54, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. Especially the poor, oppressed, exploited and mislead people need panarchism more than anything else – towards a better future for them. For instance, under the experimental freedom of panarchism problems arising for them out of unemployment, inflation and housing shortage would soon be solved. – J.Z., 9.1.05.

POWER: Power – but for power addicts only!

POWER: Exercising tolerance is the opposite of exercising power. - J.Z., On Tolerance. - Nevertheless, it can make you very influential, e.g. in defence, liberation, resistance and revolution efforts. - J.Z., 22.9.04.

POWER ADDITION & PANARCHISM:  Panarchism means: Power addiction only among power addicts and freedom “addiction” only among freedom addicts.  The power-addiction is then self-limiting, while the freedom-addiction will then automatically expand to all capable of it. – J.Z., 27.1.05.

POWER, PEOPLE, INDIVIDUALS & PANARCHISM: Power to all individuals and their voluntary associations, regarding all their own affairs, rather than any power to “the people” or the supposed “representatives” of  “the people”, territorially defined. “People power” or “power to the people” can rightly and rationally only mean: Power to individuals over their own affairs, not power of anonymous voters over the affairs of individuals. Pandering to “the people”, territorially defined and “politically represented” costs individuals their rights and liberties, to a very large extent and can, all too easily, lead to new dictatorships and tyrannies. – J.Z., 

POWER & DEMOCRACY VS. INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS & LIBERTIES: Popular “people” power is the territorial power of other voters, of politicians and bureaucrats power over yourself. It is directed against your individual rights, liberties and opportunities and those of all other peaceful and productive people, just to please the territorial power addicts and always under the pretence of it being for your own good. You are not their child or their property. They do not know any better. They do not have any real solutions to offer. But with still more of your money, extorted from you, these territorial power addicts do continuously increase the problems they have already created for you, doing it quite legally, constitutionally and juridically. Examine the individual and group secessionist alternatives and those of aterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers and, finally, gain the decisive vote, that for your own kind of voluntary and aterritorially autonomous community. To each his own. –  Until then you are, essentially, disfranchised under the delusion that you have “the” right to vote. - J.Z., 29.12.04.

POWER & INTOLERANCE: "With power comes the exercise of intolerance" - said Mises in "Socialism", p. 189.

POWER & PANARCHISM: Don't you see, … that's been the whole trouble? That people have power over other people, or want it, or are afraid others want it? Ahasuerus didn't come here to put a new yoke on human necks. - Page 189 of: Poul Anderson, The Byworlder, Gollancz, ISBN 0 575 01574 8, page 50. Date? (Cover page was ripped off in my copy.)

POWER & POPULAR PREJUDICES: Persistence for all Popular Platitudes & their derived Powers and institutions – but only for all those still believing in them.

POWER & SALVATION, INTERNATIONALISM & INDIVIDUALS: "The United States has the power to destroy the world, but not the power to save it alone." - Margaret Mead. - Only: "No power for anyone over any dissenter" can save the world. - J.Z. 8.7.91., 7.1.93. - The first individuals freely and consciously and quite publicly seceding from any State, any time and anywhere, might set off an avalanche of similar secessions and of alternative exterritorially autonomous associations of volunteers and these few might thus come to save the world. However, the nation-wide and world-wide repetition of absurdities and wrongs like territorial sovereignties, will not and cannot save us. Sudden and unexpected changes, starting from small beginnings, have often happened in world history and even in our times. A listing of such cases, with references, might be helpful. - J.Z. 12.7.92, 7.1.93, 10.12.03. -

POWER & TERRITORIALISM: “Those who exercise power and those subject to its exercise – the rulers and the ruled – stand in antagonistic relations to each other.” – John C. Calhoun, A Disquisition on Government, in the selection by C. Gordon Post, page 11. That is true for territorial governments with compulsory membership and subordination but untrue for governments that are only exterritorially autonomous and have only voluntary members. – J.Z., 17.1.05.

POWER OR AUTONOMY? "Not by revolution or protest but by autonomy, the old slogan becomes a surprising fact : POWER TO THE PEOPLE. One by one by one." - Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 263.  - Panarchism aims to realize the dropping out option as well as quite free associationism in every sphere. - J.Z., 20.9.04. 

POWER, LIMIT, ACCEPTANCE, CONSENT: "The ultimate limit of the power of any government is what the citizen will accept." - John Hyde. - The citizen ought to be free to accept or reject as an individual, not as a political subject, any policy, law and institution. Conscription, taxation and legal monopolies are not imposed upon consenting victims. - J.Z., 7.4.91,, 12.1.93.

POWER, OPPORTUNITY & IDEAS TO CHANGE THE WORLD: "We have it in our power to begin the world again." - Thomas Paine, Common Sense, 1776. - That starts with re-thinking territorial powers and examining exterritorial and voluntarist options and influences, consumer sovereignty and freedom to experiment in this sphere among like-minded people. Ideas know no borders and can spread very fast and can also lead to better institutions and rules very fast - among volunteers. We have already brought all too many human sacrifices to the gods of territorialism. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POWER, POLITICS & PANARCHY: Panarchist, polyarchic and personal power, aterritorially quite autonomous, together with like-minded volunteers, rather than power for the politics of parties, politicians, parliaments and “the” people or, territorial politics as usual, with all its inbuilt disasters and costs. – J.Z., 29.12.04.

POWER, POPULAR POWER: Phase out popular power over your own life. – J.Z., 29.12.04. See: Democracy, Secession, Individual, Individual Sovereignty.

POWERLESSNESS, SATISFACTION, FREEDOM OF ACTION: "If a being were perfectly satisfied, it would do nothing." (Unless the action is the satisfaction, as e.g. in eating, drinking, sex and association. J.Z.) "What's more, it would do nothing if it thought purposeful behavior didn't have the power to change the state of its affairs." - Ray Brow, Getting Even, Analog, Nov. 82, p.31. - In the latter case there is probably not sufficient freedom for purposive action. Then one ought to act to establish that freedom. - J.Z., 3.4.91, 10.1.93. - Freedom of action for all self-concerned actions will lead to the abolition of aggressive actions on the fate of dissenters. Power over the fate of others ought to be replaced by power over the own life and affairs. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

POW's, DESERTERS & PANARCHISM: See: Desertion, War Aims, Governments in Exile, Separate Peace, Secession, Alliances, Militias, Free Banking, Monetary Freedom, Prisoners of War, Liberation, Warfare, Militias.

PRACTICE & PRINCIPLES, THEORIES, APPLICATIONS, ACTIONS: "It is the practice of the principles that is the key to freedom". - Kenneth W. Ryker, "The Freeman", 9/77, p. 522. - Territorialism so far suppresed all practices not undertaken or licensed by territorial governments, in all spheres which have been monopolized by them. - J.Z., 31.7.92, 9.1.93.

PRASAD, RAYASAM V.: Communal Politics in India, 2pp, THE FREEMAN, I/90, 205, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

PRECEDENTS FOR PANARCHISM: Religious liberty or religious tolerance. The great variety of private associations, organizations and clubs, however limited their autonomy still is, at present.  Only when they engage, like political parties or some intolerant sects, in struggles to obtain a territorial monopoly, do they become intolerant of each other and not only argue but also fight against each other.  Regarding hobbies, fashions, holiday activities, crafts, sports, professions, tourist options, entertainment, hair styles, health fads, diets, gardening, interior decorations, household utensils, styles of our houses, internal business arrangements, reading matter, videos, films, music, theatres, CDs, computer software & hardware, scientific and technical experiments, business arrangements, philosophies, world views, discussion and conversation topics, marriage and love partners, writing and lecturing activities, research engagements, publishing activities, alternative media, in hundreds to thousands of different private activities, we are already largely individually autonomous, regardless of the opinions or prejudices of our rulers, who dare no longer to interfere, very extensively, with such individual choices. But they still have monopolized what they declare to be "public spheres", in politics, economics and social relations and try to rule them more or less despotically for all people in a whole country. - Conquering and occupation forces do also operate, in other countries, under their own laws. (That would cause no troubles, as occur presently in Iraq, if they were not, at the same time, trying to territorially impose a new public system, one that is not individually chosen by all people in that territory. This "liberation war", too, is not fought for the genuine liberation of all of the diverse minorities and of the majority in Iraq but, instead, for a new territorial imposition, that does, inevitably, provoke extensive dissent and resistance. This imposition is better than the previous regime but still has not got the consent of all the numerous dissenters. Only full exterritorial autonomy for their own communities could possibly satisfy them. But this is not even publicly discussed as an option. Only territorialism, with all its inherent problems, is on the official agenda among the contestants. - J.Z., 20.9.04.) Only to the above indicated and all too limited extent do occupation forces represent exterritorialism or extraterritorialism. Mostly they do not possess a panarchistic platform. At best they support one or the other alternative and not as despotic but still territorial government-in-exile or newly imposed territorial government. In worse cases they merely support a puppet regime that acts as their ally or local mouthpiece. - Anarchists and libertarians should be among the first to take an interest in the exterroitorialist alternatives and to discuss them in full, including all its historical precedents (personal law, capitulations, consular jurisdiction, extraterritorial treaties, the millet system, the cof or sof of the Berbers,  governments in exile, autonomous trading posts ), the large present analogies of religious freedom and freedom of the high seas and the remaining traces of personal law and of the original diplomatic immunity. (The latter, alas, has been  deteriorated, by more or less criminal governments, to a state of affairs where it grants immunity even for crimes with victims. At worst the offenders are sent home! I believe that the practice of diplomatic immunity under competing personal law systems rarely went that far away from justice. If I am wrong on this, please do correct me.) - J.Z., n.d. & 20.9.04. - See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

PRECEDENTS, MILITARY UNITS OF OTHER POWERS STATIONED IN EUROPE: “… die in Europa befindlichen Kasernen anderern Maechte exterritorial sind, …” “… the military camps of other powers in Europa are exterritorial, …” – Heinrich Rittershausen, “Wirtschaft”, Das Fischer Lexikon, Feb. 1976 edition, page 21.

PRESCRIPTIONISM, TERRITORIAL: "It is not our task as politicians to make out prescriptions of other people's happiness against their will. That would be the end of freedom." - Franz-Josef Strauss, Speech in Augsburg, May 15, 1976. - But this is precisely what politicians of territorial States do - for all "their" dissenters. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

PRESIDENTS, PRIME MINISTERS & M.P's: No president, prime minister or M.P. or member of congress etc. can represent ALL citizens in a country, but each of them, now and while competing with other such officers of competing exterritorial and autonomous communities, can represent SOME citizens in a country and fairly well the voluntary members of his own exterritorial volunteer community. Panarchies would reduce pretences of universal representation to the realities of representing specific groups and communities. - J.Z., 4.7.89. - And dissenting individuals could opt out from under their "representatives" - when they are no longer satisfied by their performances. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

PREVENT WORLD WAR  III: No. 75, Winter-Spring 1970, p. 8: Kadis (muslim religious courts or judges) in Israel condemned terrorist activities as harming Arab-Jewish coexistence. - Unless there is agreement on granting each other full exterritorial autonomy, many forms of "coexistence" resemble as somebody jokingly said, "the coexistence between a farmer and his turkeys - until Christmas." - J.Z.

PRIME MINISTERS, GO IT ALONE: "P.M. told: stop going it alone." ... "... one of the Federal Government's electoral strategists has told a private meeting that the government needs proper consultation. ..." - He should allow us, too, to go it alone, i.e. without his let or hindrance. By all means, P.M., go it alone and leave us alone. All of us, except your voluntary victims. And they ought to declare this readiness explicitly and individually. - J.Z., 29.6.92. - 

PRIME MINISTERS: TO EACH HIS OWN! H. as prime minister for the 49% who voted for him, F. as a prime minister for the 38 % who voted for him. Neither of them for the 13% who voted for neither of them. To each only the prime minister of his own choice. Thus everybody could win a rightful election or in a genuine choice of governments. - J.Z., 20.2.83, 3.4.89. - Moreover, those, who believe that they could manage their lives without any prime minister or president - and all his baggage - should be free to try to do so. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

PRIMITIVE & ENLIGHTENED PEOPLE VS. BARBARISM: Primitive and enlightened people do their kinds of things only to or for themselves. Barbarians try to do their things not only to and for themselves but attempt to impose them upon others. Thus none of them should be granted any territorial, coercive, monopolistic and central powers any longer – except among their own believers and voluntary victims. Sheeple volunteering to be shorn by their shepherds do deserve to be shorn. But there should be no tolerance for intolerant actions against peaceful dissenters. – J.Z., 27.1.05.
PRINCE, TONY, Nov. 1970 draft, with some changes later adopted by AIR: Alliance for Individual Rights. T.P. was then living in Sydney. Later he moved to Taiwan & I lost contact with him.

DRAFT OF FIRST PRINCIPLES

That as 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.

That each individual should therefore have 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.

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, whether by the deprivation of property, restriction of freedom of movement, or by the application of force in any way whatsoever, itself constitutes a basic infringement of liberty which may justifiably be opposed by any free individual.

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.” 

As a committee of the whole we spent all too many weeks on trying to improve the above draft and I am still not certain that we succeeded. There were persistent objections by people with a quite different mindset that wasted time, with the usual popular or debaters’ objections. One guy in his eighties recommended to me then: Never submit such a proposal to a prolonged general discussion. Declare that people either accept it as it is or leave the association, but with the provision, that a small committee, to be appointed, will continue to receive further suggestions for improvements and will from time to time report on those it has received, making these suggestions also accessible to all the members. Striving for perfection in general declarations can waste too much time and energy and prevent people from enging in somewhat more productive actions. The striving for perfection can also turn many people off, who could be very productive members of an association. – J.Z., 21.3.05.  See: ALLIANCE FOR INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS, AIR.
PRINCIPALITY OF NEW UTOPIA, THE: 8pp, aiming at more financial freedom via a virtual "country": 1028, in PP 1689-1693.

PRINCIPLES & PRACTICES OF PANARCHISM: They are already widely taken for granted in all spheres that are not, like political, economic and social systems, territorially preempted by States and their governments. 

PRISONS, NATIONAL, TERRITORIAL: "We are imprisoned by image of Big Daddy." - Heading of R. A. Wilson, in "Right Where You Are Sitting Now", 167. - Compare : Territorialism, Nations, Nationalism.

PRISONERS OF WAR: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

PRIVACY & PANARCHISM: We are no longer almost totally custom- or law-ridden in this sphere but already to a large extent free "to do our own things". To that extent this private practice constitutes an analogy to panarchy in the "public spheres", which are presently still monopolized by territorial governments. There is already much individual and free choice in marriage partners, lovers, jobs, housing, gardening, hobbies, crafts, entertainment, arts, tourism, interior decoration, fashions, studies, reading, friends, clubs and associations, consumer sovereignty in shopping, sports activities, active or passive, in radio, TV, videos, cinemas, theatres, diets, hair styles, tobacco, alcohol and soft dring varieties, fruits, vegetables, meats, household equipment, tools. The choice is almost endless and almost overwhelming. But it causes no street-fighting or oppression, no election campaigns and party struggles. Choices are peacefully and individually made and paid for rather than imposed. (Apart e.g. from unwanted presents from friends and relatives. But they, too, hardly ever cause strife.) It is astonishing that the principle of such varied private actions has not yet led to wide-spread demands for the same liberty in public affairs. Regarding these we are mostly dominated by fixed ideas like: "One law for all!", "Equality before the law!", "Unity!", etc. and still dominated by customs and traditions that only few dare to question, at least partly, in thought games. Even historical instance for exterritorial liberty and individual secessionism are largely and habitually overlooked. Almost everything on public affairs is viewed through the rosy glasses of territorialism. - The status quo has an enormous power over the ideas, opinions and actions of most people. - J.Z., 29.8.04.

PRIVATE ARMIES, PROTECTION SERVICES & CONVENTIONAL & NEW MILITIAS: Not all of them are good enough for Panarchism & the Protection of Individual Rights and Liberties.

PRIVATE OR CIVIL INTERNATIONAL LAW: The whole system of private international law is an important exception to the exercise of territorial jurisdiction, but being founded in international comity and constituting, in fact, a part of municipal law, it does not fall within the province of public interna​tional law. See Phillimore, op. cit., vol. iv, pp. 1 et seq.; Westlake, A Treatise on Private International Law (6th. ed., London, 1922), p. 1. – A footnote in Liu’s book on Extraterritoriality, page 18.

PRIVATIZATION OF GOVERNMENTS, ABOLISHING ONLY THE TERRITORIALISM & COMPULSORY MEMBERSHIP OF THE EXISTING GOVERNMENTS: Already the first unrestricted individual secession from any territorial government would, in principle, achieve that. Naturally, most territorial powers would get alarmed only once thousands of individuals seceded from them every day. But that very fact would deprive them of the pretence of representation and of possessing a mandate. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

PRIVATIZATION, COMPREHENSIVE, COMBINED WITH PANARCHISM: See especially PEACE PLANS 19 c.

PRIVATIZE GOVERNMENTS: Privatize, cooperatise, voluntarise governments and, especially, deprive them of their territorial monopolies and powers to impose unasked-for services and disservices upon dissenters and to charge for them via compulsory taxation. This means among other things that individual sovereignty and individual secessionism ought to be realized and that every secessionist has the right to a pay-out of his share in the remaining public assets, not in cash but in the form of transferable securities. The sooner this kind of privatization is undertaken, the higher the individual share would be. For several years now governments have “privatized” many of their assets by not handing over the proceeds to their individual taxpayers and subjects but, rather, to the politicians and bureaucrats, so that they can increase or continue their spending sprees. In a few more years many of the sales proceeds from these assets will thus be wrongfully wasted. – J.Z., 27.10.98, 9.1.99.

PRIVATIZED GOVERNMENTS: Reduce them to voluntary members and taxpayers only. And do not give them any territorial monopoly or any exclusive sovereign powers except those fully approved by ALL their voluntary members, who would have to remain individually free to secede from them. Let them try to function only under exterritorial autonomy and personal laws, in free competition with each other and with other societies and service organizations. - J.Z., 7.9.89.

PRIVILEGE: "I was told that the Privileged and the People formed Two Nations". - Benjamin Disraeli, Sybil. - Both claim territorial privileges. Both claim popular support. Let them separate, individually. Then they can and are likely to separate voluntarily. With this separation, exploitation and privilege are likely to disappear, unless and as long as they are not individually granted. - J.Z., 12.11.82, 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

PRIVILEGES & PANARCHRISM: Each to have as many privileges as he wants to have and as are granted to him by his own voluntary followers and at his and their expense and risk.

PRIVILEGES: Privileges, special : Let all those who want to give special privileges, e.g. to special interest groups, give their own possessions, rights and liberties away, not ours. Allow us and them exterritorial autonomy within volunteer groups. Then they can grant or receive all the privileges they want and we all the rights and liberties we want for ourselves. - J.Z., n.d. & 14.1.93.

PROGRAMS & THE VOLUNTARISM OF PANARCHISM: Programs, all kinds, but only for their subscribers!

PROGRESS: " ... if, indeed, humanity is making any 'progress' at all, then it has come, and always comes, at great expense." - Neil Potman, Crazy Talk, Stupid Talk, p. 110. - Since people have different notions of what constitutes progress and what not, general progress will advance fastest when each is free to follow his own notions at his own expense and risk. Panarchism would facilitate that. To tie all down to the progress notions shared by orthodox scientists, over-aged and semi-senile rulers, ideological madmen or all too disinterested and prejudiced and misinformed majorities will indeed rarely and only slowly achieve any progress and at the cost of numerous crimes and mistakes, payable in blood, loss of liberty and rights and widespread and prolonged impoverishment. By why try to advance only in such a crazy way? In technology and natural sciences we have long ago adopted free experimentation among volunteers, instead. Now, at last, we should adopt this approach for the so-called social sciences. They will advance to become real social sciences on the basis of free experimentation among volunteers, which requires their exterritorial autonomy. J. Z. 2.7.92, 6.1.93.

PROGRESS  & PANARCHISM: Among the worst aspects of exclusive territorial rule over voluntary and involuntary members is that it channels progress only in one direction, that approved by politicians, bureaucrats and the majority. ( Admittedly, sometimes two different aims are sponsored at the same time, even if opposite to each other. But the complete range of possible choices is not permitted.) - Numerous already somewhat discovered and expressed, known or unknown alternatives and options are territorially prohibited from coming into existence here and now. - Imagine what would happen if we did the same regarding religion, philosophy, arts, science, technology, medicine and agriculture!  

PROGRESS & OPTING OUT: All progress that was ever achieved was achieved by opting out of predominant institutions, practices and theories. - J.Z., 3.10.88.

PROGRESS & PEACE & JUSTICE & FREEDOM THROUGH EXTERRITORIALIST AUTONOMY FOR VOLUNTEERS: Most of that desirable progress towards a free, peaceful, just and prosperous society, which we have tried to achieve, collectively and territorially, thousands of times, in large or small statist experiments, over not only hundreds but thousands of years, can be rapidly achieved, at least by a few pioneers, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy for volunteers. - J.Z. 18.10.87, 2.4.89. - Thereby, lastly, for all who come to appreciate it. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

PROGRESS & PEOPLE, COUNTRIES & NATIONS, INDIVIDUALISM: "A people, it appears, may be progressive for a certain length of time, and then stop: when does it stop? When it ceases to possess individuality." - John Stuart Mill, ibid. - Speaking of people in this way denies already the individuality of those involved - more or less against their will. Never are all individuals within "a people" either all progressive or stagnating or regressing, even while some of them are, at all times and in all countries. Letting each individual make the choice for himself would maximize progress, at least in the long run, by setting many encouraging as well as discouraging examples, not only in countries across the border and in other historical periods but immediately and next door. - J.Z., 6.4.89, 8.4.89.

PROGRESS & SURVIVAL OF THE FITTEST: "Under natural order false assumptions meet their deserts, and there is room for future ones to prevail. No man can know for certain in advance which will prove true in practice and which false in a future environment, and it is here that the survival of the fittest is beneficent. - S. Hutchinson Harris, The Doctrine of Personal Right, 385. - Failed panarchies will not survive but their members will - as members of successful panarchies. J. Z. 54.7.92.

PROGRESS, CHANGE & DEVELOPMENT: Progress, change and development takes time and more or less time for different people and their voluntary groupings: "We know how long it takes before a species of plant or animal disappears in face of a better adapted species. Ideas and customs, beliefs and institutions, have always lingered just as long in face of their successors, and the competition is not less keen nor less prolonged, because it is for one or other inevitably destined to be hopeless." - John Morley, "On Compromise", p. 235. - Territorial monopolization of change and its enforcement upon dissenters, or the forceful preservation of the status quo, make progress slow or even stop or reverse it. Thus all self-concerned actions should become voluntary actions. Only then will all-over progress proceed as rapidly as possible and with the least costs. J.Z. 12.6.92, 7.1.93.

PROGRESS, CONTROVERSY & PANARCHISM: “… It’s impossible to make progress without controversy.” – G. Harry Stine, ANALOG 1/91, p 184. – Correct, but one can reduce the controversy to a minimum -  within a framework of tolerance for all diverse but tolerant actions, i.e., under panarchism, once this, itself, is no longer controversial. – J.Z., 4.4.91, 9.1.99.

PROGRESS, DIFFERENCE, HERBERT SPENCER: “Progress is difference.” – Auberon Herbert, in his 1906 Herber Spencer Lecture: “ … I come to what seems to me the very heart of Mr. Spencer’s social and political teaching. It is not often given to a man to sum up in three words a great truth, that is fated sooner or later to revolutionize the thought and action of all nations; and yet that is, I think, what Mr. Spencer happily achieved. The three words were – ‘progress is difference’ – that is, if you or I are to think more clearly, or to act more efficiently and more rightly than those who have preceded us, it can only be because at some point we leave the path which they followed, and enter a new path of our own  - in other words, we must have the temper and courage to differ from accepted standards of thought and perception and action. If we are to improve in any direction, we must not be bound up with each other in inseparable bundles, we must have the power in ourselves to find and to take the new path of our own. Is not every improvement of machinery and method, every gain made in science and art, every choosing of the truer road and turning away from the false road what we have hitherto trodden – does it not all arise from those differences of thought and perception which, so long as freedom exists, even in its present imperfect form, are from time to time born amongst us? Whenever men become merely copies and echoes of each other, when they act and think according to fixed and sealed pattern, is not all growth arrested, all bettering of the world made more difficult, if not impossible? … Throughout the whole nation, we must let every man and woman, instead of looking to their parties and parliaments and governments, feel the full strength of the inspiring inducement to do something in their own individual capacities and to join with others in doing something – the smallest or the greatest thing – better than it has yet been done, and so make their own contribution to the great fund of general good. Only so can the far-reaching powers which lie in human nature, but which, like the talent, are so often wrapped in the napkin, hidden and unused, find their full scope and development; only so can our aims and ambitions be ennobled and purified; only so can the true respect for the individuality of others soften the strife of opinions, and the intolerant spirit in which we so often look upon all that is opposed to and different from ourselves. As we recognize and rspect the individuality both of ourselves and others; as we realize that the bettering of the world depends lupon our individual actions and perceptions; that this bettering can only be done by ourselves, acting together in free combination; that it depends upon the efforts of countless individuals, as the rain-drops make the streams, and the streams make the rivers, that it cannot be done for us by proxy, cannot be relegated, in our present indolent fashion, to systems of machinery, or handed over to an army of autocratic officials to do for us; and as we realize that we shall have failed in our part, have lived almost in vain, if in some direction, in some department of thought or action – whatever it may be – we have not individually striven to make the better take the place of the good; life will become for all of us a better and nobler thing, with more definite aims, and greater incentives to useful action. The work that we do will react on ourselves; and we shall react on the work. Each victory gained, each new thing well done will advance with bolder, swifter strides, invading in turn every highway and by-way of life. But this healthy reaction cannot be as long as we live under the depressing and dispiriting influence of the great machines, that take the work out of our hands, and encourage in us all a sense of personal uselessness. The appeal must be straight and direct to the individuals, to their own self-direction, their own self-sacrifice, to their own efforts in free unregulated combinations, their own willing gifts and services.” – Quoted from: HUTCHINSON HARRIS. S., The Doctrine of Personal Right, Barcelona, 1935, pages 208-210.

PROGRESS, PANARCHISM & THE WESTERN WORLD: Most people in the Western World are already as free as they want to be and without pondering much about it. They take some minimal democratic and classical liberties more or less for granted and few only dream of more.  However, given the individualistic and minority autonomy options of panarchism regarding government taxation, spending, laws, jurisdiction, constitutions and membership, we would soon see radical and effective moves towards more liberty, based on “one-man-revolutions”, although they would, initially, be made and supported by only a few.  From these they might come to spread as fast as e.g. fashions and pop tunes do.  – J.Z., 28.4.91, 7.1.99, 20.9.04.

PROGRESSIVE PLURALISM: Progressive pluralism – another name for panarchism? 

PROPAGANDA BY DEED: A-territorial autonomy of volunteers would constitute the best kind of "propaganda by deed" of those who are nihilists towards "establishment" values and institutions. It would constitute anarchy in action.

PROPAGANDA BY DEED: Propaganda by deed has got almost wholly negative connotations through anarchist assassinations, unionist anti-industrial actions and terminal anarchist gangs. Territorialism leads to explosions, panarchism rather to implosions or extinctions of powers and of power mongers. Implosion and decentralisation are given a new meaning through alternative or parallel institutions, freedom to experiment, freedom to act responsibly in all spheres, especially through full exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities and the individual secessionism and associationism that would exist in them. - J. Z., 27.1.99, 10.12.03.

PROPAGANDA, EDUCATION & ENLIGHTENMENT OPTIONS FOR PANARCHISM: They are, essentially, the same as those for scientific experiments. 

PROPERTY: "... private property creates for the individual a sphere in which he is free of the state.(*) It sets limits to the operation of the authoritarian will." As an intermediary between the individual and the state, "it allows other forces to arise side by side with and in opposition to political power. It thus becomes the basis for all those activities that are free from violent interference on the part of the state.(*) It is the soil in which the seeds of freedom are nurtured and in which the autonomy of the individual and ultimately all intellectual and material progress are rooted." - Mises, Liberalism, rev. 77, Anne Wortham, "The Freeman", 11/85, pp 67-68. - (*) And it leaves you currently, in its all too incomplete form, open to the State's robberies, called taxes, and to regulations and controls. Only full exterritorial autonomy for volunteers could truly achieve what he claims for private property now. Propertarian and anti-propertarian and other voluntaristic societies ought to be free to compete the present territorial States out of existence or to reduce them to activities among their voluntary supporters & victims only. - J.Z., 31.7.92, 9.1.93.

PROPERTY: Private property (which may also be used as voluntarily pooled, collectivised or socialised property) forms the best basis for a tolerant and peaceful coexistence between the members of diverse ideological groups. To each his own, no more, no less!

PROPERTY RIGHTS, VOTING, TAXATION, DEMOCRACY & PANARCHISM: Taxation in territorial democratic States mean that we have no right to our  own property and earnings but that, via voting, we have a claim to the property and earnings of all other subjects of it. Panarchies would permit us to separate our interests and property rights from those of others to the extent desired by us. It would not have any compulsory collectivism. - J.Z., 23.9.04.

PROPHETS: Toleration for the followers of all prophets, be they Marx and Lenin or Mises and Rand.

PROS & CONS: Cut the Gordian Knots by freedom of action and free experimentation: "My dear sir, I am sick of syllogisms, and probabilities, and pros and contras. What do I care if, on weighing both sides, the nineteen pounds' weight of questionable arguments against, are overbalanced by the twenty pounds' weight of equally questionable arguments for? ..." - Chas Kingsley, Hypatia, 166. - End the verbal diarrhoeas. Grant freedom for tolerant actions to all volunteer groups. That requires only the understanding that, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy, this is possible for all individuals, all their minority and majority groupings. - J.Z., 12.1.93.

PROSPERITY, DEVELOPMENT, LIVING STANDARD & PANARCHISM: Exterritorial autonomy for volunteers would not only end​ oppression, civil wars and national wars but bring about ​prosperity for most productive people, too, since then all kinds​ of economic and social experiments could be freely tried - by and among their ​supporters. What would work would be fast imitated. Progress in that sphere could become as fast as it became in natural sciences​ and technology, as well as in the arts, under experimental freedom.

PROTECTION & PROTECTION AGENCIES: 32,78, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

PROTECTION THROUGH A PRIVATE INSURANCE COMPANY IN CHINA: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, ON PANARCHY.

PROTECTION, CONSENT, TAXATION & VOLUNTARY TAXATION, PANARCHISM: “Protection and taxation without consent is itself invasion; hence Anarchism favors a system of voluntary taxation and protection.” – Benjamin R. Tucker, LIBERTY,  212-2. – There are and were thousands of taxation systems and preferences and at least dozens of voluntary taxation alternatives.  The ultimate tax reform would be based upon individual choices or rejections. So would ultimate systems of protection, jurisdiction, currency and capital. – J.Z., 21.11.82, 7.1.99, 20.9.04.

PROTECTIONISM & FREE TRADE: Allow people to individually choose for themselves all or any of the real or imagined benefits of free trade or protectionism. - J.Z. 25.12.92.               

PROTECTIONISM & PANARCHISM: Protectionism - only for Protectionists! Free Trade - only for Free Traders!

PROTEGEE-CITIZENSHIP: It existed, e.g., for Chinese with the Foreign Concessions in China. See: See: Tangier and Protegee Citizenship, an article in German. (JOESTEN, JOACHIM: Article on consular jurisdiction in Tangier, Die Welt, 22.8.1953. - JZL. 

PROUDHON & NATIONALISM: "Proudhon shows an hostility to nationalism rare at the time. He cared nothing for Mazzini and Garibaldi, whose exploits dazzled his contemporaries; nothing for the wrongs of Poland and Hungary. For nationalism meant the glorification of the centralized state." - John Bowle, Politics & Opinion in the 19th Century, p. 162. - The exterritorial alternative to territorial nationalism existed for a long time and still exists in small remnants and could be brought to bloom again, with all the human rights and liberties, cultures and civilizations, religions, races, racial mixtures, ideologies and social science experiments that are wanted by some and to the extent that they are wanted and for those only, who do want them. Proudhon, in his notion of the dissolution of the State by contracts did already imply such a development. But I know not of any passage where he clearly spells out the constructive, voluntaristic & exterritorial consequences of such a dissolution and its consequences. - But then about half of his writings have still not been published, not even in French! - J.Z., 7.1.93, 10.12.03, 20.9.04. 

PROUDHON & PERSONAL LAW: "If a concept of law is to accord with the way in which anarchists react to existing situations, its promise must be that the only rules, which will be obeyed are those which people have themselves imposed or with which they have agreed. In Proudhon's words: 'AS long as I have not wanted this law, as long as I have not assented to it, voted for it or signed it, it binds me to nothing, it does not exist.' (Idee Generale, p. 313.) - Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 11. - Kant speaks of obedience towards self-given laws and by this he did not mean the assent given to laws by unenlightened mobs or majorities. He considered all States in which only the leaders decide on war and peace to be dictatorships. - J.Z., 11. 12. 03 

PROUDHON, P.J.:  General Idea of Revolution in the Nineteenth Century, first published in English in 1923, Haskell House Publishers, N.Y. 1969, 302 pp., H.C. - For individual contract governments and arbitration between them: 113ff, 206/7, 246, 258, 260, 262ff. - Proudhon said somewhere: "Whoever wants to be free must not be subjected to any other laws than his own."

PROUDHON'S ANARCHISM & VOLUNTARISM: "For Proudhon, as for all anarchists, the only acceptable economic system is one that does not in the least lean upon coercive mechanisms exercised over people by any kind of organization other than their own voluntary social groupings. Hence the end toward which all economic activity must aim, according to the anarchist view, must be one that reflects natural right." - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 146. - And yet how far are most anarchists still from fully recognizing natural and individual economic rights and the voluntaristic, social and individualistic and just relationships that result from them in a fully liberated free market. Anarchists have become opponents of the voluntarism of free markets and free marketeers have become addicted to the territorial monopoly of limited governments. On both sides a muddle of opinions and dogmas still prevents clear and consistent thinking - and a large degree of agreement between them. Both sides would only have to subscribe to the minimal requirements of panarchism, which should be almost self-evident for both sides, in order to become tolerant of or even supportative for each other and for all other voluntaristic aspirations. - J.Z. 15.1.93. See: Reciprocity or mutualism, voluntarism, exterritorialism.

PROXEMICS: LAGEMAN, JOHN KORD: How Much Space Does a Man Need? READERS DIGEST, 9/67. It reviews the research of anthropologist Dr. Edward T. Hall on "proxemics" - the study of living in close quarters. Seems to me a rational approach towards the concept of a "territorial imperative", showing its close limits. - J.Z.

PROXENOI OR PROXENUS, GREECE & EGYPT: In Athens and in other Greek cities, the institution of proxenia existed, the proxenus being appointed either by the foreign government which he represented or by the State in which he resided.4  The choice was made from among the citizens of the latter State, and had to be approved by them.5 The office of the proxenus was similar to the modern consulate and is even regarded by some as its earliest prototype.6  It is said that nearly all the Greek republics had proxenoi in Egypt.7 - 4  Phillipson, op. cit., vol. i, p. 150.   The earliest evidence of the existence of proxenoi dates from the middle of the fifth century, ibid., p. 148.

5 Pardessus, op. cit., vol. i, p. 52; Hautefeuille, Histoire du droit maritime international (2d ed., Paris, 1869), p. 06, n. 1.

6  Phillipson, op. cit., vol. i, p. 149; Miltitz, Manuel des consuls (London and Berlin, 1837-41), vol. i, p. 11.

7 Hautefeuille, ibid. – Liu, Exterritoriality, page 24.
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PUBLIC AFFAIRS TO BECOME PRIVATE AFFARIS: Privately we are already largely free to go our own ways and make our own individual choices, to the extent that we have consumer sovereignty and somewhat free markets for goods and services. Now let us extend this freedom into the sphere of political, economic and social systems and institutions, to free the rest of our lives from all the territorially imposed monopolies, tributes, oppression and exploitation, including even wars, revolutions, civil wars and terrorism. Even ordinary crime would be greatly reduced. Enlightenment and ethical behaviour would spread faster and more widely. Only some private criminal activity with victims would remain and could be countered more effectively and rightfully by competing protection agencies of various panarchies and free enterprise services. – J.Z., 27.1.05.
PUBLIC DEBT: I haven’t signed up for any public debt. Find voluntary tax slaves to pay it. – J.Z., 8.3.05.

PUBLIC OPINION: "Seek as one will, there is no substitute for an informed and enlightened public opinion. It is the only remedy." - Source? - That might be true for territorial politics, but also only within rather narrow  limits, since that politics prevents sufficient enlightenment to occur. Opportunities for enlightenment to achieve an enlightened public opinion, should not be confined to freedom of expression and information opportunities only. They must include freedom for tolerant actions and experiments, too, i.e. for exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers. Under that liberty all or the majority do not have to be sufficiently enlightened first of all. A few enlightened minorities, doing their things, will then, almost automatically and sufficiently enlighten the others, by their successful examples. Since enlightenment is first only achieved by individuals and minorities, this is the natural and effective way for them to go. And it is the only rightful one. - J.Z., n.d. & 14.1.93, 20.9.04.

PUBLIC SERVICES, PUBLIC NEEDS, PUBLIC MONOPOLIES: "The mischievous idea that all (*) public needs should be satisfied by compulsory organization and that all the means that individuals are willing to devote to public purposes (**) should be under the control of government, is wholly alien to the basic principles of a free society." - F. A. Hayek, Law, Legislation and Liberty. - (*) I find the notion that ANY public needs should be coercively satisfied, even if only by a limited government, almost as offensive in principle. - (**) That seems to leave the height of taxation already up to the individual and only the use of these means up to the State. This would already be a degree of voluntary taxation but would also require, probably, the rationing of public services. But compulsory taxation is usually coercive in two ways: In compelling tribute payments, arbitrarily imposed, even while under democratic or representative pretences and the arbitrary distribution of the "revenue" so collected, without the individual contributor having any significant vote on how his tax dollars are to be spent. Hayek isn't a panarchist but, at the same time, not all that much separates some of his thoughts from panarchism. The same applies to Ayn Rand and many others. - J.Z., 5.4.89.

PUBLICATION OF ALL PANARCHIST WRITINGS - AT LEAST ON CD-ROMs: My first panarchist and monetary freedom CD is out - but is still requires vast improvements and additions in future editions. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

PUBLICITY: 51, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

PUBLICITY, PEACE & PANARCHISM: Please recycle, re-word, duplicate and spread, as widely as possible, all panarchist ideas, opinions and proposals. You and your friends and family members need them much more than any new little luxuries, games and toys and they cost you almost nothing except some re-thinking. “Peace and Good Will on Earth” will come, not through “love” but through the peace, justice and freedom of panarchism. 

PURCHASE OP ENTERPRISES: 35, 39, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

PUYDT, P. E. DE:  Panarchie, Revue Trimestrielle, Bruxelles, Juillet 1860, 11pp: 166, in PP 1689-1693.  This text was e-mailed to me by De Bellis & corrected by me against a photocopy of the original, also supplied by him.  The English version is appended to my main website. The German one is contained in PP 399- 401 but also available digitized from me, e-mail, in text, html or Word 97 and in future at least  on the De Bellis website ww.panarchy.org. An Italian version is being prepared by De Bellis.  (Done. Also a Spanish version! - J.Z., 23.8.04.) Photocopy of the French original text, in small print: 177, 19 pages. Enlarged on sheets 291ff, in PP 1689-1693.  - No other attempt has been made by me to make it more legible. My above version and the website version by De Bellis are legible enough. - J.Z. The website version of the French original, prepared by De Bellis, 11pp: 216, in PP 1689-1693. - You can find P. E. de Puydt's original article on Panarchy in an English translation in 11pp of PP 16-17 & in PP 61-63. Both of these books are online: www.panarchism.net   The English translation of this essay was first reproduced by me in PEACE PLANS No 4, with some comments. That Nettlau summed it up approvingly in 1909 and Landauer reprinted this summary in 1920 and that the MACKAY GESELLSCHAFT discussed it in its publications, should be enough recommendation for any serious anarchist. Panarchy, July 1860,  in PP 4, 16-18, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.  April 1998 version of English translation, 12pp: 57 – 68, in PP 1540. Biographical hints: See: Nettlau. The full article is online in English, German, French, Italian and Spanish on www.panarchy.org.  Max Nettlau, David Taylor and Jim Stumm have produced abbreviated versions or this already short essay.

PUYDT, P.-E. DE: Panarchy, 1860, abridged by Jim Stumm, transcribed by J.Z., from The Libertarian Connection, No. 41, 6 Dec. 1973, 3pp, with some comments by J. Zube, 46, in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869.

_________________________________________________________________________________________

PANARCHY ( 1860 ),  by P.E. de Puydt, abridged by Jim Stumm,

transcribed by J.Z. from The Libertarian Connection, No. 41, 6 December 1973.

( I do not know of any responses to this contribution. - J.Z.)


Anyone not content with the government as it is must look elsewhere for another. It is not a matter of emigration. I have no intention of resettling the population according to its convictions; relegating Catholics to the Flemish provinces, for example, or marking the liberalist frontier from Mars to Liege. I hope we can all go on living together wherever we are; apart from this, however one likes, but without discord, like brothers, each freely holding his opinions and submitting only to a power chosen & accepted by himself.


I demand, for each & every member of human society, freedom of association according to inclination & of activity according to aptitude; in other words, the absolute right to choose the political surroundings in which to live.


For instance, suppose you were a republican. Monarchy does not suit you; the air is too stifling for your lungs & your body does not have the free play & action your constitution demands. According to the present frame of mind you are inclined to tear down this edifice, you & your friends, & to build your own in its place. But to do that you would come up against the monarchists, who cling to their monument, & in general all those who do not share your convictions. Do better: assemble, declare your program, draw up your budget, open membership lists, take stock of yourself & if numerous enough to bear the costs, found your republic.


Where, you ask? No, not off in the Pampas, but here, where you are, without moving. I agree that it is necessary, up to the present, to have the monarchists' consent. Otherwise, I am well aware of the difficulty of changing the state of affairs to the way it should be.


On the civil level we provide against unworkable households by legal separation or divorce. I suggest an analogous solution for politics. My method differs from unjust & tyrannical procedures followed in the past in that I have no intention to do anyone violence.


Those wishing to form their own political schism may be its founders, but on one condition, that is, to do so among themselves, within a group, affecting neither the rights nor the creed of others. To achieve this it is absolutely not necessary to subdivide the territory of the state into so many parts as there are known & approved forms of government. I leave everyone and everything in its place.
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To put this in practice is just a matter of a new application of a civil registry bureau. In each community is opened a new office, a "Bureau of Political Membership". This office would send every citizen a declaration form to fill in, just as for the income tax or dog registration. Your reply would be entered in a register arranged for this purpose; & once registered, unless you withdrew your declaration, you would thereby become either a royal subject or a citizen of the republic.


Thereafter, you are in no way involved with anyone else's government - no more than a Prussian subject is with Belgian authorities. You would obey your own leaders, own laws, & own regulations; would be judged by your equals, taxed by your representatives. Ultimately, everyone would live in his own political community quite as if there were not another one near - nay, ten other political communities, coexisting with his, each having its own contributors, too.


If a disagreement came about between the subjects of different governments, or between one government & the subjects of another, it would simply be a matter of observing the principles heretofore observed between neighboring, peaceful states. These legal disputes should interest all inhabitants of a certain district, no matter what their political allegiance is. Each government, in this case, would stand politically related to the whole nation almost as each of the Swiss cantons, or the states of the American Union stand to their federal government.


Certainly, it will happen that some malicious spirits, incorrigible dreamers, & unsociable natures will not accommodate themselves to any known form of government. Also there will be minorities too weak to cover the costs of their ideal states. These odd few are free to propagate their ideas & to recruit up to the needs of their budget, after which all would resolve into a matter of finance. Until then they will have to opt for one of the established patterns.


The problem rarely arises over extreme opinions. One fights more often, one struggles much harder, for shades of color than for the national flag. I have no doubt that the overwhelming majority would opt for the flourishing institutions, a few accepted shortcomings notwithstanding. But do we not have 2 or 3 million Catholics who follow only Mr. T., & 2 or 3 million liberals who owe allegiance only to themselves? How can they be reconciled? By not trying to reconcile them at all; by letting each party govern itself, in its own way, & at its own expense. Freedom should even include the right not to be free.


My panacea is simply free competition in the business of government. Everyone has the right to look after his own welfare as he sees it, & to obtain security under his own conditions. On the other hand, this means progress through contests between governments forced to compete for followers. There would be no need to give up either national traditions or family ties, no need to learn a new language, no need at all to cross rivers or seas, carrying the bones of one's ancestors. It is simply a matter of declaration before one's local political commission for one to move from republic to monarchy, from representative government to autocracy, from oligarchy to democracy, or even to Mr. Proudhon's anarchy (stressed by me. - J.Z.), without so much as removing one's dressing grown & slippers.


What is most admirable abut this innovation is that it does away forever with revolutions, mutinies & street fighting, down to the least tensions in the political atmosphere. Are you unsatisfied with your government? Change over to another! Four words, always associated with horror & bloodshed, words which all courts unanimously find guilty of inciting to rebellion; these four words become innocent.


"Change over to another" means: Go to the Bureau for Political Membership, cap in hand, & ask politely for your name to be transferred to any list you please. The commissioner will put on his glasses, open the register, enter your decision, & give you a receipt. You take your leave, & the revolution is accomplished without spilling more than a drop of ink. As it affects you alone, I cannot disagree with it. Your change affects no one (else), that is its merit. It does not involve a victorious majority or a defeated minority. But nothing will prevent 5 million from following your example if they wish.


Do you remember the times when people shouted religious opinions more loudly than anyone ever shouted political arguments? When the divine creator became the Lord of Hosts, the avenging & pitiless god in whose name blood flowed in rivers? What has become of such implacable hatred? The progress of the human spirit has swept it away like the autumn winds the dead leaves. The religions, in whose names were set up stakes & instruments of torture, survive and live together peacefully, under the same laws. If each sect preaches only its on excellence, it achieves more than were it to persist in condemning its rivals. And what has become possible in this obscure, unfathomable region of the conscience, what with the proselytism of some, the intolerance of others, the fanaticism & ignorance of the masses, must be all the more possible in the purely
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secular domain of politics, where all is so clear.


Under the present conditions, a government exists only by the exclusion of some, one party can rule only after splitting its opponents; a majority is always harassed by a minority which is impatient to govern. Under such conditions it is quite inevitable that the parties hate each other & live, if not at war, at least in a state of armed peace. Who would be surprised to see that the minorities intrigue & agitate & that governments put down by force aspiring political forms which would be exclusive, too? So society ends up composed of ambitious, resentful men waiting for vengeance, & ambitious, satisfied men, complacent on the edge of a precipice. Erroneous principles never bring about just consequences, & force never leads to right or truth.


Today we have ruling dynasties as well as forsaken ones, princes wearing a crown & others who certainly would not mind a chance of wearing one. Each has his party & each party is primarily interested in throwing sticks in the wheels of the Coach of the State until they have tipped it up, thus gaining the chance of taking it over themselves, risking the same fate.


In our system there will be neither any more conspiracies or usurpations. The whole world is legitimate & everybdy can be himself. One remains legitimate as long as one can keep it up & for one's adherents alone. Apart from this there will be neither divine nor secular right, no right except that to change, to perfect one's program & to make fresh appeals to one's followers.


No exiles, banishments, confiscations, persecutions of any kind. A governor unable to meet the demands of his creditors may leave his palace with raised head if he has been honest. He may go out into the country to justify himself in his memoirs. Under other circumstances, when ideas have changed, a deficiency is felt in society, then one launches one's program quickly, recruits members, & if one thinks he has got enough - instead of going into the streets, as one would call it in a rebellion - one goes to the Bureau for Political Membership. One hands in one's declaration, supported by the statutes & a register for members to enter their names. Then one has a new government. The rest are internal problems, management affairs about which only the members need worry.


All compulsion should cease. Every adult citizen should be & remain free to select from among the possible, offered governments, that which conforms to his will & satisfies his personal needs. Free not only on the day following some bloody revolution, but always, everywhere. Free to select, but not to force his choice on others. Then all disorder will cease, all fruitless struggle be avoided.


This is only one side of the question; there remains another. From the moment when forms of government are subject to experimentation, free competition, they are bound to progress & perfect themselves. Everything is open to scrutiny. The subjects making & comparing observations, the governors will finally see this truth: that there is only one condition of a solid, lasting success, & that is, to govern better & more efficiently than others. Forces formerly wasted on useless labor, on friction & resistance, will unite to bring about an unprecedented impulse to the progress & happiness of humanity.

PUBLISHING HISTORY OF "PANARCHY"


This essay was first published in the REVUE TRIMESTRIELLE, in Brussels, Belgium, in July 1860 (sic). The first translation into English was done (refined, since our school French was not up to it. - J.Z.) by Adrian Falk, Canberra, Australia, June 1965. It was published in John Zube's journal PEACE PLANS, issue 4, dated June 1965 as plan No. 109. The essay is quite verbose in the original form, so I have abridged it down to the meat, without, I hope, losing the meaning or feel of the original. 

(I found it rather a delightful dialogue form and coming to only ca. 10 pages. The very fact that panarchy is still so unknown or misunderstood seems to indicate that de Puydt has not said enough, rather than too much. - J.Z.) The author had in mind monarchy & the republic as the main competing forms of government to be reconciled, but the proposal is as relevant today as ever. 

I don't endorse this proposal without reservations, however, I'm not going to discuss it in detail just now. I thought that others might find it interesting that an idea that we might think is relatively new was put forward over 100 years ago. ( The Philosophy of it goes back to Fichte, 1793, Spencer 1850 and some others, whose writings I have not yet obtained and the personal law and voluntary and exterritorial government tradition, all too insufficiently reported by modern historians, goes back not only hundreds but thousands of years and survives, in traces and limited spheres to today. -  J.Z., 2.7.89.)  - Reproduced from PEACE PLANS 689 (ON PANARCHY XIII).                                                                                                                               048
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PYRRHO: On Panarchy, 5, 31, 42, 44, 66, 77, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. - 99, 111 -114, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - 2, 24, in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554. - 43, 53, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585.  - In TC 105, pp 41 & 44, with some comments by J.Zube, July 89, 2pp, 31, in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869.In ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. -20, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

Q & A: Why didn't panarchism automatically and fast spread from its first historical beginnings? See: Why? See: Questions.
QUANG, ROLAND HIAO-HI: 1904-, Essai sur le regime des capitulations en Chine, Paris, Librarie du Rucueil Sirey, 1933, 419pp. (Ann Arbor)

QUANGOs: QUASI-GOVERNMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS: They perform similar functions to governments, e.g. the UN and the International Court at The Hague.  Frey says there are now at least 350 of them with  more than 100 000 employees.  The Yearbook of International Organizations lists even more than 1000.  Alas, they represent governments rather than private volunteers. But none of them are territorial bodies and they do enjoy a considerable autonomy.

QUESTIONS: Pan Questions

11 August 2005

SOME PANARCHIST QUESTIONS

ARE YOU ESSENTIALLY A PANARCHIST OR AN ENEMY OF PANARCHISM?

YOUR OWN REPLIES TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS

SHOULD TELL YOU AND OTHERS WHERE YOU STAND IN THIS RESPECT.

IF YOU HAVE REASONS TO BE PROUD 

RATHER THAN ASHAMED OF YOUR REPLIES,

PLEASE LET ME KNOW, 

for, so far, there are still all too few of us: 

An attempt to raise knowledge of and understanding of panarchism while avoiding the usual misconceptions.

By pondering these questions almost anyone could come to easily answer his remaining questions and objections himself, rather than bothering me or my friends with them.

The own replies should show the objectors and "doubting Thomases" what panarchism means and what it does not mean.

It takes some time and effort to reject "politics as usual" and to reduce it to "business as usual" in the very best sense, or to "replace status by contract" and most laws by rights or agreements. 

Politics does not yet exist as a science. It has so far dealt with only one side of the coin, the territorialist one and has ignored the exterritorialist possibilities, rights and liberties.

As yet this questions have not yet been systematically ordered and edited. 

While I edited individual questions when typing them in, or re-reading them, I have not yet sufficiently edited and rearranged these recent questions or the batch of questions that I have appended from my Pan A Z compilation.)

Help!!!

So far only the questions part of a panarchist Q & A compilation are raised here, in the hope that readers will supply their own sensible replies upon such questions and the few, if any, sound alternatives that they do leave open.

The reason for this omission of answers is simple: Most people tend to appreciate their own answers more than they do the answers of others. 

And so they should or are entitled to, in most cases.

Call them "leading questions", if you like, for that is, what they are.

They are also an attempt to apply the question method of Socrates, although not with his skill in putting them.

Judging by your replies to such questions you are either a panarchist or an enemy of panarchism, with the latter being the greatest possible extension of free choice for all individuals, including the choice not to be free in some respects, if and as long as some individuals choose such restrictions for themselves.

Panarchism means full exterritorial autonomy for voluntary associations and com-munities.

Naturally, full-scale panarchism does exclude the suppression of the panarchistic choice others make for themselves and their affairs. And their own affairs do definitely not include the affairs of others, which these others want to arrange quite differently and undisturbed. 

It includes and requires full toleration of the different panarchistic choices that other individuals do make for themselves, as long as they do. 

This qualification means, that they must become free to disassociate themselves from their previous choices, by individual secessionism and by voluntary associationism on the basis of exterritorial autonomy, for the realization of other kinds of ideals they have come to appreciate for themselves. 

Normally, this would take place upon giving notice and the passing or a withdrawal period. However, in cases of threats to basic individual rights, individual secession may be validly practised immediately.

Panarchism means also the option to isolate or disassociate oneself from all other people as far as this is humanly possible and still survive, i.e., as long as one does not become a predator upon other people but, rather, continues to peacefully exchange one's products and services for those of others. Isolationism and or hermit status? Yes, for those, who like it for themselves. Some might, as free marketers, want to uphold merely their free exchange status towards all other exchangers, without formally organizing themselves at all, abstaining not only from political parties, clubs, movements and idealistic and reformist organizations of all kinds and that is their good right, too. They should not even have to pay any taxes to the organizations of others. However, most people are also social animals and not quite content with merely privately socializing in limited spheres. If they are quite content with that, so be it - for them.

They might also be suspicious of all "groups" and that they have the right to be, since there are all too many examples of corrupt and power-mad groups and of groups that have deteriorated from good or promising beginnings. Panarchism requires the right and even duty to secede from despotic groups and the right to set up and maintain free or more free groups and the right to secede, individually, even from them, once they no longer satisfy.

I assert that this questionnaire concerns the most important "free election" or "vote" ever undertaken, and, if you help to spread such questions, it could also amount to an unof-ficial referendum, an enlightening and liberating one, for, finally, it might become the first step to assure a social, economic and political condition of: "to each his own"!

- J.Z., 10. & 11. August 2005. jzube@acenet.com.au
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Since the following questions have not yet been sufficiently ordered, they have also not yet been numbered. 

Please, do add you own questions!

Also improvements upon the questions so far assembled here.

And let me have a copy of your amended list.

So far not even repetitive remarks have been systematically eliminated. 

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

The Questions so far formulated

on August 10 & 11, 2005 by J.Z.

Do you rather want to run your own life and your own property (self-ownership, individual sovereignty, individualism), alone or in free association with other but like-minded people, than being owned and treated as property by others, at their discretion, for their purposes and their kind of "idealism", under their kind of legalization of their actions against you, all under the pretence that they would "represent" your interests and would act only for your own good and the "common good" or the "public interest"?

In other words: Would you rather run your own life as far as possible alone or in asso-ciation with like-minded people or be forced to have it run by people that you very much disagree with? 

In other words, do you want to be the football for politicians and bureaucrats, more or less power-mad people, or, rather, run your own course, according to your own ideals, but without interfering with the lives of others and their choices for themselves? 

Do you rather want to be independent of others, as far as this is humanly possible and desirable, or dependent upon them, their preferences, their arrangements, their instituti-ons, although you did not sign up with them for this purpose and in spite of the fact that they do not allow you to secede from them?

Do you believe in self-control, in every sphere, as far as that is possible and desired by your, or in being controlled by others, whom you have not personally authorized for this purpose?

Do you believe in free competition and voluntary collaboration or in monopolies and in compulsory participation in the activities of others? 

Do you believe that self-determination, independence, sovereignty and autonomy should only be conceded to territorial organizations or that any association, society or community of volunteers could also claim and practise them, to the extent that they desire them, for their own and self-responsible actions, in their own spheres, i.e., naturally, not over the lives of others, who are not their members, and who have not infringed or threatened their genuine individual rights and liberties? 

Do you favor free competition for all public services, supplied only to volunteers and subscribers, or do you prefer a monopoly for all of them, territorially applied to consenters and dissenters alike?

When is a monopoly wrong? When it is only applied among volunteers, who agreed to it or when it is imposed also upon those, who disagree with it?

Would you rather have your job, marriage partner, location, schooling, consumption, friends, associates, trading partners, traveling, entertainment, insurance, transport, contracts of all kinds, prescribed and regulated for you or have them freely chosen by you, including the public services that you prefer for yourself?

Would your rather live under a system that tolerates only the tolerable or under a system that tolerates also the intolerable or one that even imposes the intolerable? (We are all living under the "Damocles Sword" of ABC mass murder devices in the hands of our territorial rulers or their allies or the terrorists that these rulers have produced.)

Do your rather trust your own private judgment in your own affairs or the judgment of others, who might think and act very differently, over your own affairs?

Would you rather manage your own affairs than have them managed by others, whom you have not selected and chosen for this purpose? (Self-management, self-control, choice)

Do you feel, that you have to attack or suppress all people who are merely doing their own things to themselves, things that you greatly dislike or condemn, or do you feel that, as long as they leave you and your dependents, friends and associates alone, you are prepared to leave them alone?

Do you subscribe to majority or minority decision-making or despotism or, rather, to genuine self-government and self-responsibility among volunteers?

Would you rather live self-responsibly than become the responsibility of others?

Would you rather live under an imposed system than under a system that is freely chosen by you?

Would you rather live under a system in which individual choice would be maximized for all who prefer this, or increased or reduced only to the extent that its subscribers desire for themselves or under a system that minimizes individual choice for all, apart from some merely private decision-making, whether they like that control, restriction or limitation or not? 

Would you rather live in a society that practises the moral code that you subscribe to or in a State that imposes a moral code that you do very much disagree with?

Would you rather live under individual freedom or free choice for all than under a system which imposed official plans, ideals and institutions upon all, even the peaceful dissenters?

Do you believe that nonconformists do have the right to live by their own norms, morals or ideals but without thereby actively interfering with those, who want to live under other ideals, however much others are mentally or emotionally disturbed by these different ac-tions and the supposedly bad examples that they set? Or would you impose conformism to official or majority approved norms upon all people, even the peaceful ones, who leave others alone and just want to be left alone?

Would you rather live under freedom of contract than under a system where a particular plan, status, norm or constitution is territorially imposed upon all and enforced, whether this is done democratically or in the despotic or even totalitarian way?

Do you prefer personal to territorial laws?

Do you prefer imposed jurisdictions to those court- or arbitration systems that you would choose for yourself and that do have agreed-upon "international law" rules with the juridical systems of others?

Would your rather live in a society or community whose constitution, laws and juris-diction your freely subscribed to or in one in which any majority or powerful minority imposed its system territorially upon all, who live in that territory - or even tries to impose its territorial rules upon the rest of the world, as e.g. the anti-drug warriors and financial despots , as well as the pro-democracy warriors of the "democratic" States presently try to do?

Would you be prepared to grant an official amnesty to all former terrorists, terrorist supporters and sympathizers, as long as they abstained from any further terrorist activity and support for such "actions" and merely began to live under their own ideals and with-out attempting to impose their own ideals upon anyone else in their home countries or anywhere else in the rest of the world, reducing their activity merely to self-responsible actions and to mere propaganda for the system that they prefer for themselves? After all, it was mostly official actions that created terrorism on a large scale - apart from the action so of some genuine madmen or psychopaths.

( I for one would not condemn any private retaliation against any former terrorist by relatives and friends of their victims. However, I see even in such private retaliation no fundamental solution. It seems to me, that the rapid cessation and prevention of all further political terrorist atrocities, including the official ones, is the best that we can hope for in this respect and it would have to satisfy whatever is there is rightful in the self-management aspirations even of terrorists, who at least feel, in many instances, that they, or those they sympathize with, are the suppressed and victimized people, that they are  "freedom fighters" and  "liberators", although few, if any of them do have correct ideas on freedom and liberation. That kind of excuse must become quite obviously taken from them - by the voluntary and exterritorial autonomy option even for them - and, natu-rally, for all others. Territorial State action against terrorism tends to lead to even more terrorism by other kinds of territorialists. There is all too much evidence for that. State police forces and State military forces were never very efficient in preventing terrorism or reducing it. On the contrary, they are a major cause of it, in combination with the wrong notions on collective responsibility and the consequences of monetary and financial despotism and all the other impositions of territorial rule.)

Would you rather live in a society in which consumer sovereignty and free enterprise or free cooperatives and partnerships were extended into all spheres, rather than one in which they would be more or less abolished, prohibited or restricted and regulated in favor of some monopolists?

Would you rather live under experimental freedom for all than under a system of power where only the powerful could experiment and this at the expense and risk of involuntary others as their victims?

Would you rather rule or be ruled - than rule yourself and your own affairs only? Either alone or in association with other volunteers? 

Would you rather live in a State or society where the principles and practices of reli-gions liberty and tolerance are extended into the political, economic and social spheres as well or in one where not even religious liberty and tolerance are recognized, respected and upheld?

Do you hold, that people should be free to use their individual rights and liberties in ways that please them, while respecting the rights and liberties of others, or do you hold that they should be entitled to use even the rights and liberties of non-consenting others in any way that pleases them, just like ordinary and official criminals with victims do? Or do you hold that they should use their rights and liberties only in ways that firstly please themselves and, secondly, also please others, by e.g. providing wanted goods and services for these others, in free exchanges? For instance, if you prefer monogamy and they prefer polygamy, do you feel entitled to impose monogamy upon them - and vice versa? If you prefer homosexuality of bisexuality or sadism or masochism, would you impose them upon others or merely expect that your tolerant and voluntary actions become also tolerated?

Would you rather live in a society in which voluntarism and free exchange relation-ships are extended into all spheres rather than in one in which they are confined to the decisions of a few powerful officials, lording it over compulsory as well as voluntary members and having the fate and even survival of whole populations in their hands?

Do you rather want to be left alone, doing your things for and to yourself, alone or in free association with likeminded people, while leaving others quite alone or merely peacefully trading with them, or do you feel like a national or world dictators, who has to imposed his own preferences upon all others?

Would you rather live in a society that permitted independent judgment and choices to individuals, in all spheres, except those subject to the individual judgment and choices of others, or in one in which only the officially imposed judgment and choices counted and from which one could not individually or in groups of dissenters and nonconformists se-cede?

Would you rather live in a territorial State with compulsory membership or subordi-nation than in a society or community with voluntary members only and confined to exterritorial autonomy, under personal laws

Would you rather live in a territorial State from which you are not free to secede, indivi-dually or in groups of volunteers, than in a State, society or community which does not outlaw such actions but, rather, institutionalized individual secessionism for its dissenters and non-conformists as the primary right to vote, the primary right of self-determination, independence and self-government?

If it were quite up to you, what would you decide upon these questions?

Where would you place this vote, your vote, on your own affairs?

Replies to such questions would tell where the "critics" of panarchism really stand. They might come to indicate that these "critics" themselves are merely panarchists as well, and this without having realized their true positions and the degree to which they do agree with consistent panarchists. 

One might sum up the rightful answers to the above questions with the remark:

One should trust the own experiences and preferences and should learn to genera-lize them and apply them in spheres where they were so for outlawed. 

(Den eignen Erfahrungen und Ideen Vertrauen schenken und lernen, sie zu verallgemei-nern.)

(I for one have no respect and tolerance for the experiences and preferences of e.g. pedophiles and their actions towards all too young and immature victims, who cannot have given them a sufficiently informed and rational consent and for all their rationalize-tions of such inherently aggressive actions or "single convenience relationships". Sexual actions between consenting adults, however bizarre, obscene, immoral, atrocious or unna-tural they may appear to others, are quite another matter. Children mistreated by their pa-rents are not "saved" and "liberated" by pedophiles. They deserve better treatment by bet-ter guardians.)

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

Some relevant extracts from my Pan A Z compilation, which comes to several Mbs.:

Here slightly edited today, 11.8.05.

PEACE & FREEDOM: Extract from “ON PANARCHY” No. VI, published in PEACE PLANS No. 671. 

SOME REMARKS ON THE PANARCHIST ROAD

TO  PEACE  AND  FREEDOM

A Questionnaire with Some Answers

Is the membership in any kind of anarchistic community, collective, society or coopera-tive ever to become compulsory?

Are non-anarchists only to be given the choice: death or adoption of anarchism for them-selves?

Are anarchists prepared to tolerate statist activities among statists adults in the same way as they want their anarchistic activities among themselves tolerated by the present sta-tists?

Are anarchists sufficiently in favor of free individual choices to permit other people to make quite different choices for themselves than anarchists would make for their own groups?

Or do most anarchists, in common with most statists and authoritarians, centralists, unity fanatics, territorialists etc., want to permit only one type of supposedly ideal society to exist in any country, province, region or district at any one time?

Should we therefore distinguish between voluntaryist anarchists and authoritarian anar-chists?

If one really believes in any kind of system then one always tends to imagine that all others could or should share one's beliefs and that one day they will. But should one be prepared to wait as long as would be necessary to persuade all? 

Should one, thereupon, postpone the realization of anarchy until all have become anar-chists - if ever?

Or should one, rather, aim at alternative institutions for all who desire them, i.e., at mino-rity autonomy, at doing one's own thing, at one's own risk and expense, while leaving all others free to do their own thing, however hateful that thing may be to oneself?

If membership in anarchistic communities and societies is not be compulsory, then what about the however limited liberties and rights which the others want to retain or realize for themselves? 

Are they to be free to organize and limit them in accordance with their own choices, quite undisturbed by anarchists whom they would leave free to do their own thing?

If so, then let us state this now and quite clearly:

Primarily and as realists and advocates of the rights and liberties of others, we want only anarchism for anarchists and do FAVOR statism for statists, according to their own free choices.

"The libertarians say : Let those who believe in religion have religion; let those who be-lieve in government, have government; but let those who believe in liberty, have liberty, and do not compel them to accept a religion or a government they do not want." - Charles T. Sprading, in his introduction to "Liberty and the Great Libertarians".

Instead of: "No nation can long endure half free and half enslaved" panarchists say: 

No nation can long endure when one section cannot be as free as it wants to be while the other is not allowed to be as unfree as it wants to be. 

Or they say, with Mary Chisholm: Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name of national.

Organizationally this would naturally require some changes, preparations and precau-tions.

The only quite fundamental ones would be VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP, based on individual secessionism and 

NON-TERRITORIAL ORGANIZATION, under contracts or personal laws of one's

choosing. 

In other words : Minority and majority autonomy for all who desire it, based on individu-al sovereignty, shared and combined as much as individuals want to.

John Zube, draft of 1986, then ca. 522 words. Slightly revised: 10.12.04. & 11.8.05.
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Q & A: Why didn't panarchism automatically and fast spread from its first historical beginnings? See: Why? (A long and still unedited compilation of attempted answers to this question. Available upon request as an email attachment from me, in the interest of furthering more discussion on this question.- J.Z., 11.8.05.)

QUESTIONNAIRES TO PUBLICIZE PANARCHIST IDEAS? Perhaps a questionnaire could help? It might put up a dozen or several dozen questions like the following: 

Do you know of genuine territorial solutions to involuntary mass unemployment, inflation, poverty, war, civil war and terrorism? 

Have you considered the exterritorial alternative options for solutions? - J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99. 

Are you opposed to others experimenting with possible solutions, if they would do so at their own risk and expense? - J.Z., 8.12.03.

Why should we tolerate political hierarchies any more than religious ones? 

Why should we allow any government, that has not our individual consent for this, to impose any economic, political or social system upon us? – J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99.

Why should the defeated parties be deprived of self-government? - J.Z., 13.10.04.

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

An attempt to construct, collect and later arrange, in optimal order, some leading ques-tions that steer in the direction of panarchism or polyarchism and utilize already existing notions and sentiments. 

Many more such questions are dispersed over my panarchist notes and should all be brought together, with other such questions under this heading, towards the selection of the most suitable ones. - J.Z., 16.10.04. 

Q: Do you know a territorial solution to the problem of involuntary mass unemployment, inflation, poverty, war, civil war and terrorism? 

Q: Have you considered the exterritorial alternative options for solutions? - J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99. - If not, why not? Mental laziness? Addiction to territorialism? Any particular reason or motive? - J.Z., 11.8.05.

Q: Are you opposed to others experimenting with possible solutions, if they would so at their own risk and expense? - J.Z., 8.12.03. - 

Q: Why should we tolerate political hierarchies any more than religious ones?  (See above.)

Q: Why should we allow any government, that has not our individual consent for this, to impose any economic, political or social system upon us? – J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99.

Q: To whom does your own life belong? To you or to the territorial authorities?

Q: Are you self-owned or public property, partly or fully?

Q: Do you believe in self-ownership or in being a "national resource"?

Q: What should apply to your life, your choices or those of others?

Q: Who should rule your life? You or they?

Q: Who should exercise your rights and liberties? You or they?

Q: To whom does your property belong? To you or to them?

Q: To whom does your income, your house and other property belong? To you or to them?

Q: To whom belong the returns from your labor, the values you added to the products or services of others, as measured on a free market? Should they be taxed, 10 % or even 100 %, without your consent, without proper billing for services wanted by you, ordered and received?

Q: Should you be forced to pay tribute to any authority?

Q: Who should be responsible for your family? You or they?

Q: Who should determine how, when, where and for what you spend your money? You or they?

Q: Who should determine your marriage conditions? You or they?

Q: Who should determine the details of your exchanges, e.g. the exchange medium or value standard used. You or they?

Q: Do you prefer genuine self-government, self-rule, self-determination, self-reliance, self-help, self-control or would you rather be a controlled, managed and directed subject, a serf of a territorial State, a slave of its mis-education and military and tax system, subject to many more laws and regulations than you would even ever have time to read?

Q: Should you be a serf of politicians and bureaucrats?

Q: Should you run you life in your just and rational self-interest or become the sacrifice or the resource for the irrational and unjust self-interest of others?

Q: Have you a right to act egoistically or only a legal and moral obligation to act altruis-tically? 

Q: Do you have to give your consent when others want to cannibalize your life & your property?

Q: Are you the property of the State?

Q: Are you the proper resource for all who claim that their need is greater than yours?

Q: Do you have a greater right to all of what you have earned or have otherwise peace-fully and honestly acquired, than anyone else, even the State?

Q: Who should determine the kind, choices, institutions, policies, rules, principles and methods of your community, you and like-minded people or people who strongly disagree with you and who many outnumber you?

Q: Should you only be free to boycott some private goods and services but not to boy-cott, ignore, withdraw or secede from any exploitative monopoly, any despotism, any authoritarian, bureaucratic, exploitative aggressive even totalitarian territorial State, no matter how supposedly benevolent and in the public interest its declared aims and methods are? 

Q: Have you really given your consent to all the things that your supposed representa-tives are doing to you and others?

Q: Is the foreign policy of your rulers really to be obligatory for you? Should you be bound by their war or peace decisions, their choice of allies and enemies, their interna-tional treaties, without having any real say or decision-making power in this sphere, although your life and the lives of your children, friends and other associates are at stake, too?

Q: Should you pick all your goods and services and pay for them or should they be se-lected, allocated and rationed to you - by politicians and bureaucrats and paid for out of general tax revenue?

Q: If you prefer to pay your own way, why should any and supposedly public services be imposed upon you, at monopoly prices or paid for out of your taxes?

Q: Why should your consumer sovereignty be confined only to private dealings while public services and disservices by the greatest monopoly organizations are forced upon you via constitutional and legal privileges? 

Q: Should you be free to pick your trade, job, profession, residence, tour, entertainment, books, music, clothing, painting, hair style etc. or should they be determined for you by politicians and bureaucrats, as their monopoly services and disservices are, at your expense and risk?

Q: Should you be free to pick your friends, partners, allies, service providers, non-associ-ates and enemies or should they be allocated to you by politicians and bureaucrats, as they are by their foreign policies, laws and treaties?

Q: Should foreign policy decisions always remain foreign to you, quite out of your reach, although they do greatly affect your life and you are often very much in disagreement with the foreign policies of your territorial government? Should you be free to opt out of them and make your own decisions in this sphere, together with like-minded people?

Q: Should only a few others decide, whether you are to become involved in another war or should you, yourself, have a significant say on this question, deciding upon a separate peace or neutrality or even effective opposition to your own government in this respect?  - J.Z., 11.8.05.

Q: Do you believe that it was e.g. the duty or the right of subjects of Hitler, Stalin or Mao to obey their murderous, oppressive and exploitative commands? Should they have had the right to secede from them? Should the enemies of these regimes have given every possible encouragement and support so such secessionists? - J.Z., 11.8.05.

Q: Should you be free to pick your sports or other physical actions or should there be equal and compulsory physical training for all, all at the same time and in public places, as happened e.g. in Red China?

Q: Should you be able to pick the location of your residence and job or should they be allocated to you by bureaucrats, as they were for serfs under feudalism?

Q: Have you got sufficient reasons to be satisfied with the public policy and public ser-vice choices politicians and bureaucrats made in their internal and external policies, with budgets from revenues that you were forced to contribute to? Or would you rather have made your own individual choices in all these spheres, or made your choices only within communities of like-minded individuals?

Q: Should you design your garden, your interior decoration etc., or would you have to obey the rules prescribed by others for this? Why should you be subjected to the rules of others in any other spheres?

Q: Should you determine which rights and liberties you may use, when, where and to what extent, or should politicians and bureaucrats make all these decisions for you or "regulate" and "control" them, supposedly in the interest of the public, never minding your own interests?

Q: Have you, individually, given any politician or bureaucrat any god-like powers over your own life? 

Q: Have you given any politician or bureaucrat power of attorney?

Q: Are the politicians that decide all too much about your own life any more human or less human than you are?

Q: Should we only be individually free to choose our own religion, our own gods, but not our own politicians and bureaucrats?

Q: Are politicians and bureaucrats so superior beings that they ought not to be subject to individual choices but may be rightfully imposed by majorities upon dissenting minori-ties and this in spite of the fact that we have (by now in many, not yet in all countries) individual free choice towards the deities that we choose for ourselves in our religious lives? Are politicians and bureaucrats superior Gods? At least sometimes they seem to believe that they are and sometimes act like them, mostly to our regret.

Q: Are politicians and bureaucrats any more "loving fathers" or "loving mothers" than our Gods are?

Q: Why should panarchism remain confined to religion, science, technology, arts, crafts, gardening, fashions, architecture and life styles, mere ordinary consumer sovereignty, instead of being expanded to political, economic and social systems, where it is needed most of all and where justice requires it most? To each his own! – J.Z., 25.1.05.

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

At least dozens, if not hundreds or thousands such questions might be added and then a fraction of them, as supposedly the most hard-hitting and thought-provoking, might be selected from them, after sufficient revision.

They must be hard questions - but with as obvious answers as possible, to overcome the strengths of conventional politicians and bureaucracies.

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

QUIGLEY, H. S., (Prof.?): Chinese Politics and Foreign Powers. Bibliography on Extraterritoriality, pp. 94-96.

QUIGLEY: Prof., (H.S.?): Exterritoriality in China, American J. of Intern. Law, Jan. 1926, vol. XX, pp 46-68.

RACISM: To reduce the effects of racism to rightful and harmless proportions let it be practised only among volunteers, in their own clubs and exterritorially autonomous communities, always at their own risk and expense. E.g. at the risk of losing enlightened and tolerant people as members, customers and investors. They will have to withstand competition from communities without racial prejudices and thus the number of their members, customers and investors will tend to become smaller and smaller. The will be tolerated but, at the same time, widely boycotted by all people preferring to deal only with non-racist people and communities. – Most decent people will gladly abstain from any close contact with them. They will also consider it to be either a sign of honour and certainly not a sign of dishonor to be slandered by them. All verbal aggression by racists will be counted to the discredit of the racists. It would not be penalized but at most countered with the most enlightened and deflating expressions found. Only their aggressive actions will be strongly countered and penalized, more strongly than ever before. – Racist communities only for racists and only on the basis of exterritorial autonomy – with the same freedom for all who are not racists. - J.Z., 27.1.05. 
RACISM: Full exterritorial autonomy for all those with a black or a white bias - and all those with a green or blue bias, too and for those without any particular colour preference. - J.Z. 20.9.88. See e.g.: Page 70, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

RACISM & TERRITORIALISM: White people can no more rightfully lay an exclusive claim, of any constitutional, legal, juridical kind, to the whole surface of a continent or country or any large segment of it, that goes beyond private and associated real estate, than any aboriginals, natives or other immigrants or any coloured mixtures of them could or any religions or ideologies. All that any such grouping or any other voluntary grouping, could rightly claim, would be full non-territorial autonomy or voluntary and non-territorial segregation or integration, but certainly not compulsory and territorial segregation or integration.- J.Z., 20 Sep. 89, 10.10.89, 9.9.04.

RADICALISM & PANARCHISM: Any kind of radicalism for any kind of radicals! 

RAEDER, NICHOLAS: He favoured individual secession in his magazine: Sol III, in June 1?71: "To better serve his life-action, the human joins in association with other humans. But, if those conditions necessary for human life sustainance are then limited, the purpose in joining the association is diminished. If those conditions are severely limited or removed, to serve his life-action, the human must then remove himself from the association or change it."

RAND, AYN: Competing Governments. In: The Nature of Government, in: The Virtue of Selfishness - a New Concept of Egoism, Signet Pocket Book, New American Library, N.Y. and in Essays on Liberty, FEE, vol. XI, 1964. There attacked the idea of competing governments with insufficient arguments and without naming its defenders. See the criticism by Zube, John, in 1966 and R.A. Childs Jr. in 1969. -  On her misunderstandings of "competing governments": See: Replies by Roy Childs and John Zube. - Without a proper archive for ideas even very important ideas are rarely linked up with all their support and all their criticism. Their fate and that of their originators corresponds to that situation. Ideally, a good idea should need no more than a postcard to a centre or an entry on the Internet to be linked to all its evidence, pro and con, and all its supporters and opposition - and to find the most thorough proof or disproof for itself. The wastefulness in the current "market for ideas" is enormous and recognized by only all too few. - J.Z., 17.1.99.

RAND, AYN: Competing Governments, with criticism of her views by JOHN ZUBE, in PP 7, June 1966, plan 153, page 26ff, & in ON PANARCHY II in PEACE PLANS 506. Compare Roy Child’s later: Open Letter to Ayn Rand, on the same subject. Long after R.C. withdrew this criticism but never stated why he did so, not even when Wendy McElroy asked him in a tel. talk to do so. – J.Z., 17.12.04. – To several fans of Ayn Rand that I contacted no further discussions of this issue are known. Do you know of any? Can you supply me with them? - J.Z., 27.12.04.

EXTRACT FROM PEACE PLANS No. 7, June 1966: 

153.) COMPETING GOVERNMENTS

"A recent variant of anarchist theory, which is befuddling some of the younger advocates of freedom, is a weird absurdity called 'competing governments.' Accepting the basic premise of the modern statists ‑ who see no difference between the functions of government and the functions of industry, between force and production, and who advocate government ownership of business ‑ the proponents of 'competing governments' take the other side of the same coin and declare that since competition is so beneficial to business, it should also be applied to government. Instead of a single, monopolistic government, they declare, there should be a number of different governments in the same geographical area, competing for the allegiance of individual citizens, with every citizen free to 'shop' and to patronize whatever government he chooses.

"Remember that forcible restraint of men is the only service a government has to offer: Ask yourself what a competition in forcible restraint would have to mean.

"One cannot call this theory a contradiction in terms since it is obviously devoid of any understanding of the terms 'competition' and 'government'. Nor can one call it a floating abstraction, since it is devoid of any contact with or reference to reality and cannot be concretized at ally not even roughly or approximately. One illustration will be sufficient: Suppose Mr. Smith, a customer of Government A, suspects that his next‑door neighbor, Mr. Jones, a customer of Government B, has robbed him; a squad of Police A. proceeds to Mr. Jones' house and is met at the door by a squad of Police B., who declare that they do not accept the validity of Mr. Smith's complaint and do not recognize the authority of Government A. What happens then? You take it from there." 

                    Ayn Rand, The Nature of Government, published a) in "The Virtue of Selfishness ‑ a New Concept of Egoism", Signet pocket book, No. P 2602, The New American Library of World Literature, 501 Madison Ave., New York, New York 10022 and b) in Essays on Liberty, vol. XI, FEE:  Foundation for Economic Education, Irvington‑on Hudson, New York 10533, 1964.

Her above quoted essay collection is essential for every lover of liberty. The above comment is just one weak spot among many brilliantly written paragraphs. One of the articles deals exclusively with voluntary taxation. It is the best article concerning this problem which I have found so far.

The following is not an attack on Ayn Rand but rather an illustration for the need to realize the information revolution as soon as possible at least partially, in the field of reform ideas. I find it extremely deplorable that the ideas, practices and proposals of freedom are so widely spread in various and often rare and forgotten publications and known only partially by so many different people, who have not sufficient contact with each other, that even such outstanding libertarians as Ayn Rand can be as inadequately informed concerning certain important points - as she seems to be according to her above comment.

What we need urgently is a well ordered archive of all kinds of reform ideas, including amendments and criticism, an archive which ought to be operated by an information service. Hereby I appeal again to all my readers to help me establish such an archive and service. 

I have a non‑profit organization in mind, financed out of subscriptions, fees, and sales of various specialized periodicals. 

Meanwhile I beg you again to sent me your ideas for my private archive which one day, I hope, will form the basis for such an archive accessible to the public. Compare peace plan 47. (Also PEACE PLANS 20 & 183.) all available now from me, in German, until they are offered online or on a CD.)

The main and I think first publication proposing a general archive for ideas is Solneman's "Ideen Archiv", written in German, published 1947 in Gmunden, Austria. 

(My father, 1905-1991, used the pseudonym K.H.Z. Solneman. I can now offer this book, in English and German, not only in microfiche, in PEACE PLANS 183, but also via an email attachment. Likewise, digitized, his second book on the Ideas Archive – but only in German. And my own book on this subject, especially for libertarians: PEACE PLANS 20, digitized, in English, via email, until they are offered online or on a CD. - J.Z., 27.12.04. jzube@acenet.com.au )


"Ideas, their authors and promoters, are mankind's most precious treasure." ‑ Solneman. 

My own need for such an archive is shown by the fact that I do not know the literature Ayn Rand refers to. She wrote this article in December 1963 and did not supply any references. Can any reader supply me with further information on those writings and people she attacked? - J.Z.

(By Jan. 2005 I have still not got this information. This is typical. Often it is as deeply "buried", even for those who are very much interested in it. The Ideas Archive could, finally, bring supply and demand in this sphere really together and thus establish, for the first time, what has long been wrongly presumed to exist already, namely: "a free market for ideas".  - "Check your premises!" she used to say. – J.Z., 27.1.05.)

In other passages, e.g. in 'Collectivized Rights', written in June 63 and published in the above quoted pocket book, Ayn Rand has already gone far towards the concept of 'competing governments' - although she still favors "limited" but uniform and territorial ones:

"Any group or 'collective', large or small, is only a number of individuals. A group can have no rights other than the rights of its individual members. In a free society, the 'rights' of any group are derived from the rights of its members through their voluntary, individual choice and contractual agreement, and are merely the application of these individual rights to a specific undertaking. Every legitimate group undertaking is based on the participants' right of free association and free trade. (By 'legitimate', I mean: non-criminal and freely formed, that is, a group which no one was forced to join.) …

“This is true of all legitimate groups or associations in a free society: partnerships, business concerns, professional associations, labor unions (voluntary ones), political parties, etc. It applies also to all agency agreements: the right of one man to act for or represent another or others is derived from the rights of those he represents and is delegated to him by their voluntary choice, for a specific, delimited purpose ‑ as in the case of a lawyer, a business representative, a labor union delegate, etc.

"A group, as such, has no rights. A man can neither acquire new rights by joining a group nor lose the rights which he does posses. The principle of individual rights is the only moral base of all groups or associations.

"Any group that does not recognize this principle is not an association, but a gang or a mob.

Any doctrine of group activities that does nor recognize individual rights is a doctrine of mob rule or legalized lynching."

If, like me, you do not know anybody who has expressed this better, you will have to buy this book. Just one more relevant quotation. In: "The 'Conflicts' of Men's Interests" she says in the end:

"All of the above discussion applies only to the relationships between rational men and only to a free society. In a free society, one does not have to deal with those who are irrational. One is free to avoid them."

The variant of what A. Rand likes to call 'anarchist' theory is not as recent​ as she assumes: 

Johann Gottlieb Fichte dealt with it, in his book on the French Revolution, back in 1793. 

"Social Statics" by Herbert Spencer was published in 1850 and P. E. de Puydt's article "Panarchy", in French, in 1860. Compare peace plans 91, 109, 129, 134. 

(Also my whole sub-series to PEACE PLANS, called ON PANARCHY, which comes so far to 24 volumes, on 24 microfiche. There is also my all too rough and incomplete collection of panarchist and monetary freedom files in my first CD. I have run out of copies. My system refused to make further copies. But I do intend to bring out an updated and indexed edition as soon as I can, with much more material. – Any help in that project is very welcome. – J.Z., 18.12.04.)

(Apparently, she had read neither of these three nor many of hundreds of literature references and historical precedents for "competing governments". My still very incomplete bibliography on this subject comes to 56 pages and I would like to include the reference or several references that she attacked.  My growing “encyclopedia” of digitized and alphabetized notes on and references for panarchism comes to almost 3 Mbs. – J.Z., 18.12.04.), called ON PANARCHY, has reached 24 volumes on 24 microfiche. - J. Z., 18.12.04.)

Whilst A. Rand believes to see inherent differences between governments and other associations, these philosophers recognized the similarities according to natural rights. 

1. Spencer, in his chapter XIX/l said: 

"Government being simply an agent employed in common by a number of individuals to secure to them certain advantages, the very nature of the connection implies that it is for each to say whether he will employ such an agent or not."

2. De Puydt wrote: "On the civil level we provide against unworkable households by legal separation or divorce. I suggest an analogous solution for politics, without having to circumscribe it with formalities and protective restrictions, for in politics previous associations leave no children or physical marks . ...

What, basically, all preconceptions apart, is the function of any government? As I have indicated above, it is to supply its citizens with security, in the widest sense of the word, under optimum conditions." (Plan l09, pages 7, 8 and 13.) (His essay, in French, German, English, Italian and Spanish is available on www.panarchy.org )

3. The relevant passages in Fichte's work were microfilmed in my early PEACE PLANS issues, of which issues 1-20 have been digitized and are available from me via email – until they are available online and or on CD.

Ulrich von Beckerath in "Public Insurance and Compensation Money" (published by Williams & Norgate Ltd., London, and deserving a reprint) writes on pages 78/79: (Now online, together with his other 2 monetary freedom books! – J.Z., 18.12.04.)

"For the populations of the eighteenth century insurance was still something of a novelty, but they nevertheless fully recognized its value. They esteemed it so: highly that they found nothing more laudable to say in justification of the State than that it is a general insurance institution for mankind, taxes being its insurance premiums. (Thus in his Essai philosophique sur les probabilités, Laplace writes in the section treating of insurance companies: 


"A free people may be regarded as a large association the members of which mutually guarantee their possessions, by bearing proportionately the charges of such a guaranty."). Compare plans 138 and 157.

A question well put is already half answered. I would therefore slightly alter A. Rand's ironic question thus:

"Remember that forcible restraint of wrongdoers is the only service a rightful government has to offer. Ask yourself what a competition between volunteer communities in the forcible restraint of criminals would have to mean."

Since I am not a criminal, I would not be afraid of this, for it would merely mean that exterritorial and autonomous governments would compete with each other for satisfied customers. Each of them would try to be more efficient in the protection of the rights of individual members against criminals among its members

than the other governments are.

Most offences would be dealt with in this way: Police A dealing only with customers of Government A, Police B with those of Government B only.

In the relatively few cases of "international" clashes when there are arguments between citizens of different exterritorial and autonomous communities, we would have to resort to what should always be the common basis: natural rights of individuals. I think that Ayn Rand agrees with this. 

I have no argument with her, either, when she says ‑ ibid, page 103: "sovereignty... cannot be claimed by dictatorships, by savage tribes or by any form of absolutist tyranny." 

Such organizations would have to be deprived of their power and disarmed, in future as well as they ought to be today. Individual secession would be essential for this.

What would this mean in practice?

Government A, no matter to what extent (by unanimous consent) it would restrict the rights of its citizens (as long as they remain members), would always have to respect all natural rights of the members of other communities and would have to see to it that all its subjects do the same. 

Article 25 of the constitution of the German Federal Republic (23/5/1949) is exemplary in this respect:

"The general rules of International Law are part of the Federal Law. They take precedence before laws and establish directly rights and duties for all people living in the Federal Republic."

As a result of legal difficulties some criminals today get away with crimes towards members of other communities, committed across a border. But this is certainly not an example to be followed by competing governments.

If the competing Government A would not stick to the rule to respect at least the rights of members of other communities, then it would and should naturally be checked by rightful resistance exercised by Governments B, C, and D. In this respect nothing would change.

It is very well possible that several competing governments would employ the services of one and the same police organization which has proved its effectiveness in free competition with other police forces.

Would clashes be inevitable? Even today the local, State, and national or federal police forces cooperate already to a certain extent. We should not simply assume that police forces could never be organized in a way that they would merely be eyes, ears, mouths and arms of laws and courts.

The question whether a crime was committed or not, is, as today, to be settled by courts, arbitration courts, possibly mixed courts. Whose laws ought to be applied? See the precedents: 

Gibbon reported that under the Merovingians the law of the defendant was applied. The Ripuarian Law declares in favor of the right of the plaintiff. Between the three separate communities still existing in Morocco in 1955 (Arabs, Jews, Europeans), the law of the accused was applied. 

I favor the right of the accuser and the more severe punishment when both codes punish an offence. The natural law would have to be the common basis for all court decisions.

When A. Rand says: "Ask yourself what a competition in forcible restraint would have to mean", she seems to imply a competition on which government would be able to impose the greatest number and greatest degree of  

restraints upon its victimized subjects. In this she seems to forget about the effect of voluntary membership, the freedom of customers to shop around and to settle only for restraints and a degree of restraints according to their liking. 

(Their voluntary members would be voluntary taxpayers. You do not voluntarily pay representatives who do not represent you and even infringe your rights. And as member of a volunteer militia for the protection of individual rights you would resist and throw out such agents. - J.Z., 13.11.01.)

"The truth is that there is not enough of the right kind of liberty; the fundamental liberty to choose to be free or not to be free, according to one's choice" ‑ said de Puydt. 

(He merely asked for full consumer sovereignty for all "public services", quite in accordance with radical laissez-faire and free market economics, to which he explicitly refers.  - J.Z., 13.11.01.)

Ayn Rand seems to think that clashes between competing governments would be inevitable. J.G. Fichte, in his book on the French Revolution answered this with:

"No State becomes dangerous to another by existing in the same territory but only by having another and contrary interest. If all States were subject, like isolated men, to the rule of Natural Law then such a conflict could not develop (as this law imposes a general prohibition to infringe the lawful freedom of others as long as they do not infringe one's own), unless in one or in both States the members felt obliged to act unjustly. This they are not supposed to do. They are therefore not entitled to complain about pressure of circumstances but ought to criticize their own malevolent intentions, instead. ... They need only be just and they could live mixed with and yet separated from each other; pursuing the most diverse enterprises."

Is the concept of "competing governments" really "devoid of any contact with or reference to reality ...."? 

Just imagine, there is such a chaos in our methods of storing important knowledge and making it available that a philosopher like Ayn Rand has not yet come across this reality, though she would be immensely interested. 

Fichte mentions three rather common examples concerning exterritorial self‑rule: The aristocracy, the clergy and the Jews administered their own affairs for centuries with a large degree of independence. 

The Order of the Maltese is a still existing example for exterritorial and autonomous volunteer communities with political powers. 

The Huguenots in the Prussian absolutist monarchy enjoyed the benefits of their own communal self‑administration; had even courts of their own and, naturally, their own education and church system. Hugo Erbe wrote an excellent book concerning their settlements in Prussia.

Thomas F. Millard in "The End of Exterritoriality in China", A.B.C. Press, Shanghai, 1931, mentions 91 publications dealing with the "unequal treaties" establishing exterritorial or extraterritorial communities.

Peace plan 136 mentioned some relevant historical examples. Peace plans 102, 135, 141 and 143 indicated how the concept of competing governments could help to bring peace and freedom to Vietnam.

__________________________________________________________________________________________

RAND, AYN: Hands Off! - A note from and on Ayn Rand, from PP 6, 3/1966, plan 137   19, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506: Ayn Rand, The Fountainhead, Panther Pocket Books,  pp. 668‑70.

137.) HANDS OFF  File: Pan Rand Ayn Hands Off 


(From an early PEACE PLANS issue, an extract in which Ayn Rand came close to the individualism and 
voluntarism of panarchy.)


"The creator ‑ denied, opposed, persecuted, exploited ‑ went on, moved forward and carried all humanity along on his energy…  The second‑hander, contributed nothing to the process except the impediments. The contest has another name: the individual against the collective.

The 'common good' of a collective ‑ a race, a class, a State ‑ was the claim and justification of every tyranny ever established over men. Every major horror of history was committed in the name of an altruistic motive. Has any act of selfishness ever equaled the carnage perpetrated by disciples of altruism? Does the fault lie in men's hypocrisy or in the nature of the principle? The most dreadful butchers were the most sincere. They believed in the perfect society reached through the guillotine and the firing squad. Nobody questioned their right to murder since they were murdering for an altruistic purpose. It was accepted that man must be sacrificed for other men: Actors change but the course of the tragedy remains the same. A humanitarian who starts with declarations of love for mankind and ends with a sea of blood. It goes on and will go on so long as men believe that an action is good if it is unselfish. That permits the altruist to act and forces his victims to bear it. The leaders of collectivist movements ask nothing for themselves. But observe the results.

The only good which men can do to one another and the only statement of their proper relationship is ‑ hands off!

Now observe the results of a society built on the principle of individualism. This, our country. The noblest country in the history of men. The country of greatest achievement, greatest prosperity, greatest freedom. This country was not based on selfless service, sacrifice, sacrifice, renunciation or any precept of altruism. It was based on a man's right to the pursuit of happiness. His own happiness. Not anyone else's. A private, personal, selfish motive. Look at the results. Look into your own conscience . ...

"I recognize no obligations towards men except one; to respect their freedom and to take no part in a slave society." 

*********************

I added then: 

Miss Rand's novels are quite a recent and joyful discovery for me. I had long ago given up novels, suffering only now and then a relapse. Particularly the bestsellers are usually empty of ideas and confirm Laotse's dictum: "To be appreciated only by the few belongs to my value." 

Miss Rand's books are the exception. Because of their mass‑appeal covers and the titles: Anthem, The Fountainhead, Atlas Shrugged, which become clear only after reading the books, I might have missed reading them for many more years. But a friend, Richard King, insisted on my reading them. I can only thank him and pass his recommendation on, especially regarding Atlas Shrugged. 

Her books, other relevant philosophical and economic literature and a newsletter explaining her philosophy of "objectivism" were then available from: NBI Book Service, 120 E.. 34th St., New York City. 

By now they are almost universally available, new, also from Jim Peron, see below often very cheaply second-hand. I do like such “second-handers” and often buy spare copies to pass on!  

Recently a new Ayn Rand website was established in New Zealand, in addition to the numerous other ones already existing: This was done through Jim Peron’s www.liberalvalues.org.nz. : www.aynrand.net  He declared that it would be open to discussion from all points of view, i.e., not a site for „closed minds“ or 120 % Randians or Randian cultists.

I wish more libertarians would make use of his bookshop, the only libertarian shop front bookshop in the world, in Auckland, N.Z.  Ask Jim to put you on the e-mail list for new acquisitions, in which he usually adds abstracts. Mail orders are accepted: Jim Peron peron@orcon.net.nz  I do not have the URL of his Aristotle Bookshop handy. – Once, in July 04, I had a chance to visit it, all too shortly. – But he had a large display for all the days of the ISIL conference in Rotorua. - J.Z., 27.12.04.

________________________________________________________________________

RANDALL-MACIVER, D. & WILKEN, ANTHONY:  The Political and Social Organization of the Berber People, ch. 3. On the "cof" or "sof" organizations among them. They formed a kind of "biarchy". See plan 201 in Peace Plans No. 12.

READ, LEONARD E.: 40, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. – At least two of his formulas, which in various versions are spread through his books, are essentially panarchistic, although Read himself interpreted them only within his framework of “limited” territorial governments: 1.) “Anything that’s peaceful!” and “Release all creative energies”.  Nowhere did I see in his writings an awareness that for the full realization of these principles exterritorial autonomy is required for volunteer communities, even for those reformers who are still on false and statist tracks. This is the fastest way for them to get rid of their remaining errors and prejudices, always at the own risk and expense only. The only sphere that I know of, where he favoured panarchistic competition and individual choice is monetary freedom. But here, too, he spoke only in all too general terms and did not enquire into the details of monetary freedom, its peculiar technicque, although they follow from free contract, free markets and publicity principles.  – J.Z., 25.1.05.

REALITY & THE IDEAL: "I'm only speaking a melancholy truth. Reality doesn't always come up to the ideal, you know. But that doesn't make me believe any the less in the ideal." - Mr. Hutton, quoted by Sybille Bedford in Aldous Huxley, II, 122. - Is an ideal really an ideal when its reality does not and cannot come up to it? (Or at least closely approach it?) Moreover, one should certainly not be confined to a single experiment in the attempt to realize one's ideal. Nor should one depend, for this experiment, on the active participation of people who do not share this ideal but might rather try everything in their power to make the experiment fail. Nor should one have to rely on politicians, bureaucrats and policemen for the realisation of one's ideal. Panarchists, on the other hand, would be quite free to try to realize their ideals - without permission from any outsider and supported only by like-minded people. Thus they would have a much better chance to rapidly approach their ideal, if it can be realized at all. - J.Z. 1.7.92. To speak of the realization of an ideal under far from ideal conditions, of experiments when experimental freedom is stricly limited, of practical failures when freedom of action is absent, does not make sense to me at all. - J.Z. 15.1.93, 10.12.03.

REASON, POLITICS, PARTIES AND PANARCHISM: Reason devoted to politics fights for its own dethronement. Benjamin R. Tucker, in his Catalogue, p. 102. - Unless it introduces individual secession and exterritorial autonomy for volunteers.  J. Z. 29.4.91. - All dogmatic statements are conditional and all to often based upon unchecked and false premises. Tucker's statement does apply to territorial politics and political "reasons" and "realities". J. Z. 6.1.93.

RECIPROCITY OR MUTUALISM, VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY & ECONOMIC FREEDOM: "Where commerce as well as social relations are established on principles of free exchange determined only by the felt sentiments and reactions of the human beings directly concerned, the most (J.Z.: I think that the "almost", in my copy, is a typo or a flaw.) reasonable choice open to each individual, who is party to any contract, is likely to be one that reflects the quality of reciprocity, that is, each individual, drawing upon his own personal feeling, is in a position to know what the other party to the contract is experiencing, and hence the possibility of a mutual settlement that will reconcile the individual interests of both parties is perfectly possible. (J.Z.: That knowledge may be imperfect but in the process of choice among various price and quality offers and, possibly, of haggling about them, the prices, qualities and conditions offered and asked for are pretty good indicators and substitutes for such a knowledge. Let supply and demand operate freely. - J.Z.) As Proudhon attempted to explain in the last of his writings, 'Reciprocity, in creation, is the principle of existence. In the social order, reciprocity is the principle of social reality, the formula of justice.' (Proudhon's Solution to the Social Problem, N.Y., 1927, p. 48.) Where economic activity takes place within the context of a social structure  where the forces of nature are sovereign, in other words, men will perforce recognize each other in terms of mutual accord, for they will be compelled, in the absence of the state and its highly centralized structure of legal order, to organize themselves within communities devised for agreed upon social ends. (J.Z.: Panarchies.) Without an established system of (J.Z.: territorial!) legal obligation to rely upon, every individual will be compelled to look inside himself for resources necessary to live in reciprocity with his neighbors. And since man is basically a social being, with unfathomed capacity for further development and growth, it is not unreasonable to expect that men will perfect a pattern of free social relationships that equate with the demands of individual liberty, providing that the right kind of economic machinery exists to make this possible. But what kind of economic means need we adopt that can guarantee reciprocity in exchange for gods and services?" - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 144. - For their external or international economic relations, their economic means and machineries, will have to be based on individual economic rights, even while internally they might deny or restrict such rightful relations between their voluntary members, to the extent that they can and are willing to bear such restrictions. In other words, their international economic relations will have to be based on e.g. property rights, free trading rights, free enterprise, free banking, freedom in finance, in short, on free contracts in a free market. - J.Z., 1.7.92.

RECIPROCITY IN PERSONAL LAW TREATIES OR CAPITULATIONS, CONSULAR JURISDICTION: Liu, ibid, page 39: What is most remarkable, perhaps, is the treaty of Sep​tember 24, 1631, between Louis XIII, Emperor of France, and Molei Elqualid, Emperor of Morocco, which contains terms of absolute reciprocity, so far as extraterritorial jurisdiction was concerned.1 The most interesting provision of this document is article 9, which stipulates that the ambassa​dor of the Emperor of Morocco in France and the am​bassador or consul of France in Morocco should determine all disputes respectively between Moroccans in France and Frenchmen in Morocco. 2   In cases between Frenchmen and Moors, the local authorities on either side were alone competent, 3 and to make mutual intervention in territorial juris​diction impossible, article 12 contains the admonition that all judgments and sentences given by the local authorities should be "validly executed" without interference on the part of the other contracting party." 4 Here, then, is a treaty of perfect equality and reciprocity between a Christian and a Mohammedan Power, hearing a strikingly modern date, which assures to the parties thereto reciprocal extraterri​torial jurisdiction of a limited sort. The arrangement is all the more significant when it is remembered that France, of all the continental European Powers, was the first in which national sovereignty was most completely established and a systematic jurisprudence most  fully developed.5    

1 Dumout, op. cit., vol. vi, pt. i, p. 20.

2 ''That if any difference should arise between the Moorish merchants who are in France, the Ambassador of the Emperor of Morocco residing in France shall terminate them, and the same shall he done by the Ambassador or Consul of France in Africa."

3 Art. 10.

4 That all the judgments and sentences given by the Judges and Officers of the Emperor of Morocco [in disputes] between the subjects of His Christian Majesty and the subjects of the said F.mperor, shall be validly executed, without any complaint to the Kingdom of France, and the same shall be practised between the subjects of Morocco and the Frenchmen in France."

5  Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 762.

What is most remarkable, perhaps, is the treaty of Sep​tember 24, 1631, between Louis XIII, Emperor of France, and Molei Elqualid, Emperor of Morocco, which contains terms of absolute reciprocity, so far as extraterritorial jurisdiction was concerned.1 The most interesting provision of this document is article 9, which stipulates that the ambassa​dor of the Emperor of Morocco in France and the am​bassador or consul of France in Morocco should determine all disputes respectively between Moroccans in France and Frenchmen in Morocco. 2   In cases between Frenchmen and Moors, the local authorities on either side were alone competent, 3 and to make mutual intervention in territorial juris​diction impossible, article 12 contains the admonition that all judgments and sentences given by the local authorities should be "validly executed" without interference on the part of the other contracting party." 4 Here, then, is a treaty of perfect equality and reciprocity between a Christian and a Mohammedan Power, hearing a strikingly modern date, which assures to the parties thereto reciprocal extraterri​torial jurisdiction of a limited sort. The arrangement is all the more significant when it is remembered that France, of all the continental European Powers, was the first in which national sovereignty was most completely established and a systematic jurisprudence most  fully developed.5    It

______________________________________________________________

1 Dumout, op. cit., vol. vi, pt. i, p. 20.

2 ''That if any difference should arise between the Moorish merchants who are in France, the Ambassador of the Emperor of Morocco residing in France shall terminate them, and the same shall he done by the Ambassador or Consul of France in Africa."

3 Art. 10.

4 That all the judgments and sentences given by the Judges and Officers of the Emperor of Morocco [in disputes] between the subjects of His Christian Majesty and the subjects of the said F.mperor, shall be validly executed, without any complaint to the Kingdom of France, and the same shall be practised between the subjects of Morocco and the Frenchmen in France."

5  Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 762.

LIU, ibid, page 40: It is noteworthy that in the treaty of Jan​uary 23, 1721, between Great Britain and Morocco, a measure of extraterritorial jurisdiction was granted, to the Moors in England.2 This privilege was repeatedly renewed and confirmed by later treaties.3

In the treaty of 1740 between the Ottoman Empire and the Kingdom of the Two Sicilies, there is a reciprocal pro​vision regarding the adjudication of cases arising between Sicilians in Turkey and between Turks in Sicily. Accord​ing to article 5, these cases should be disposed of by their respective consuls according to their own laws and customs. 4

3 Art. 4, treaty of May 10, 1729; art. 4, Feb. 1, 1751; art. 9, July 28, 1760; art. 8. April 8, 1791; and art. 8, June 14, 1801.   Ibid., pp. 431, 435, 439, 447, 457.

4 Noradounghian, Recueil d'actes internationaux de l'empire ottoman (Paris, 1897-1903), vol. i, p. 272.

LIU, ibid, page 41: 321]
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The treaty of 1787 between France and Russia stipulated that the consul of one or the other party might decide dis​putes between, his nationals when they submitted to his jurisdiction by mutual consent.1

Still more interesting is the treaty of 1788 between France and the United States, article 12 of which provides:

All differences and suits between the subjects of the Most Christian King in the United States, or between the citizens of the United States within the dominions of the Most Christian King . . . shall be determined by the respective Consuls and Vice-Consuls, either by a reference to arbitrators, or by a sum​mary judgment, and without costs. No officer of the country, civil or military, shall interfere therein, or take any part what​ever in the matter; and the appeals from the said consular sen​tences shall be carried before the tribunals of France or of the United States, to whom it may appertain to take cognizance thereof. 2

In 1825, Sardinia and Morocco mutually engaged to permit consular intervention in cases which involved the sub​jects of either country in the other. The pertinent provision is quoted below:

XXII. If, in the States of Morocco, disturbances should arise between our subjects and subjects of Morocco, the diffi​culties shall be settled in equity and justice, for which purposes our subjects may present themselves before the Court, assisted by our Consul or other Consular official, or may be represented

1Art. 7, Martens, Recueil de traités (2nd ed., Gottingen, 1817-35), vol. iv, p. 109.

2 U.S. Treaties, Conventions, etc. (hereafter referred to as Malloy), Washington, 1910, vol. i. p. 495. In Villeneuve v. Barron, it was held that the consular jurisdiction of France did "not extend generally to all differences and suits between Frenchmen." Moore, op. cit., vol. ii, p. 84: The convention of 1788 was abrogated by Act of Congress, July 7, 1798, Malloy, vol. i, p. 490n.
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by an attorney. Appeal from the decision, whether favorable or otherwise, may be made to the Emperor.

On the other hand, should a question arise in our States, it shall be determined by the competent authority in the pres​ence of the Consul of Morocco, or his agent or attorney, and if justice is not accorded, appeal shall be made to a Supreme Judge, to whom shall appertain the jurisdiction in such a case. 1

1 State Papers, vol. xcviii, p. 979.

RECOGNITION & NON-RECOGNITION: Spread right through the territorial States and yet do not recognize them morally & intellectually and avoid supporting any of their wrongful acts, dogmas and institutions, as far as you can.  Do your own things, as far as is humanly possible, independently, in spite of the territorial States, in a way that, potentially, your own way could grow, by voluntary support, to its optimum size. - J.Z. 15.1.92, 13.1.93.  See: Alternative Institutions & Parallel Institutions. - The growth of e.g. home schooling, in our times, is an inspiring example. Libertarian and anarchist self-education and self-publishing, using all available alternative, powerful and affordable as well as lasting publishing and reading media, could and should be another example. With them we could, for the first time, provide a comprehensive freedom library and information service, one that could cheaply sell free duplicates of any selection of wanted texts. Theoretically, our educational and ideas offers could come to outperform, quite obviously, all the output of statist schools and universities, at least concerning the solutions of the remaining social and international problems. We could offer e.g. rightful and better defence and liberation, full employment and anti-inflation, anti-crime and general prosperity programs than were and are offered by any territorial government. And we should be able and willing to market them much more effectively than the governments market their non-programs. Alas, our "think tanks" have so far not thought enough about e.g. alternative media, alternative exchange media, alternative value standards, alternative revolution-, defence- and liberation methods and alternative institutions to territorial States. They certainly haven't subscribed to my PEACE PLANS series and still do not offer their combined output cheaply and widely on one or a few CD-ROMs. Why not? Who should be blamed for that, if anybody? - J.Z., 11.12.03. Why go on publishing only a fraction of all freedom titles in print on paper (out of sight in most bookshops and libraries) or dispersed on dozens to tenthousands of websites only, instead of also offering all of them cheaply and permanently not only on microfilm but e.g. on CDROMs, which are already powerful enough to contain EACH up to 3000 books, not to speak of DVDs and the coming-up still more powerful CDs etc.? - J.Z., 9.9.04. Why are libertarians so slow in adopting such enormous freedom of expression, publication, reading and information opportunities for themselves, for their favourite writings? - J.Z., 20.9.04.

RECOGNITION & NON-RECOGNITION FOR GOVERNMENTS BY GOVERNMENTS OR THE PEOPLE: Non recognition for any military or other dictatorial government, by any government and people which have some cause to call themselves democratic. At the same time, full recognition by both for all aspirations to establish exterritorially autonomous volunteer societies or governments. J. Z. 15.6.92, 6.1.93.

RECOGNITION OF EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR ALL VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES: I for one do hereby formally recognize the right of ALL minorities & majorities consisting ONLY of VOLUNTEERS, to full exterritorial autonomy regarding their own internal affairs. - J.Z., 12.2.88. - When will you add YOUR recognition to mine? - J.Z., 9.9.04.

RECOGNITION OF EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS COMMUNITIES OF VOLUNTEERS IN DIPLOMACY, IN THE UN & IN RIGHTFUL WAR-, PEACE-,  LIBERATION- & REVOLUTIONARY AIMS: If their recognition cannot be achieved there then they should form their own international federation. It could soon become much more suitable to promote the liberation and protection of all minorities everywhere. - J.Z., 20.9.04. See: International Law, Governments in Exile. 

RECOGNITION OF GOVERNMENTS & PANARCHISM:  Only those governments can be rightfully recognized which grant individual secessionism and full exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities of dissenters. See: ZUBE, JOHN, Some Notes on Moral Recognition. - What does "recognition" mean and how and when, if at all, should a government, group or being be recognized - and by whom? Plan 247, pages 74 - 76, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

RECOGNITION OF GOVERNMENTS IN EXILE: "...The U.S. has had diplomatic relations with Lithuanian representatives-in-exile for the past 50 years." - Lars-Erik Nelson, N.Y. Daily News, Washington Bureau Chief, in The Denver Post, 3 April 90.- Apparently, there was not even a formal government recognition of a single Lithuanian government-in-exile. Not that this on its own would have done much good. In the sphere of recognition, it should have been backed by recognition of exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities, in Lithuania, as well as in all the other Baltic countries, Russia and in the world. In the sphere of actions these governments in exile should be recognized as rightful ones, because individually chosen governments, free to act for the rights of all the deserters and other refugees who would individually join them. They should be free to apply their own monetary and financial solutions or liberties to provide jobs and stable currencies for those who joined them. Thus they would become real and gradually better and better alternative governments, even compared with the government of the host country. Ultimately, the transfer of power over their volunteers in their home countries might become similarly peaceful and individualistic. At least, by not raising new territorial monopoly claims, most confrontations and bloodshed could be greatly reduced, mostly to some resistance, revolution, tyrannicide and liberation efforts against the existing territorial i.e. monopolistic and despotic regimes. - Even those despotic governments, which are opposed by the governments in exile, and from which the members and subjects fled, should become recognised as rightful governments - but only for their own and remaining voluntary followers and only on the basis of exterritorial autonomy for them. - Thus they would not desperately resist. - J.Z., 3.4.90, 5.8.92. 13.1.93, 20.9.04.

RECOGNITION OF GOVERNMENTS: I recognize all governments and governments-in-exile as personal law associations of voluntary members and no government at all as representing any involuntary and non-aggressive "member". - J.Z. 27.11.88, 20.9.04.

RECOGNITION: Recognize every government, privately, as an individual and publicly at every opportunity, as representing at least one faction quite legitimately, namely its voluntary members and voters. Recognize also every government to the extent that its actions uphold rather than infringe individual rights and liberties. But do not recognize any government pretending to have received a mandate to rule over any neutrals or dissenters (in any of the rightful, peaceful and self-concerned activities of these people), in any sphere.  They ought all to become fully autonomous, too, based on their individual sovereignty, rights and liberties, individual choices, contracts, self-concerned votes, consent or alternative individual choices. - J.Z., 16.2.90, 10.1.93, 20.9.04.

RECONCILIATION: Enforced territorial divisions are the main obstacles to reconciliation. J. Z. 13.6.92. They enforced either the subjugation of the remaining minorities or their deportation or voluntary exile from their homelands and that is rarely satisfactory for all of them. J. Z. 13.6.92, 6.1.93.

RECONCILIATION & TOLERANCE Tolerance optimises the chances for reconciliation.

RECONCILIATION & TOLERANCE: "It is much better to reconcile an enemy than to conquer him."

RED ARMY, INSURRECTION: 17, 18, 21, 61, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

RED CHINA: Den Xiaoping's "one state, two systems" (SMH 5/ June 89 ) is not enough. It must come to "X Systems for X volunteer groups within the areas of Y former territorial and exclusive and coercive States." - J.Z., 5.6.89, 4.7.89.

REDUCING OR EVEN ABOLISHING THE NEED FOR PROLONGED FREEDOM STRUGGLES: After thousands of years of freedom struggles, more or less complete ones, and an almost overwhelming number of failures and after years to decades of personal freedom struggles, rarely crowned with significant successes, it is high time to ponder: Under what conditions could such struggles be reduced to a minimum or become as unnecessary as is e.g. any “struggle”, campaign or revolution for the job of filling one's  shopping cart with the goods one does desire for oneself. Years to decades of struggling against particular abuses by territorial governments, parties, laws or juridical or bureaucratic decisions did take their toll and have led to many resignations from the freedom struggle. Such prolonged efforts for the realization of any personal ideal should not be necessary at all. It isn’t, in many of our private action spheres, where we have been conditioned, by daily practice, to accept their degrees of exterritorial autonomy and voluntarism as self-evidently justified and practicable and can hardly any longer imagine anything else but the limited panarchism that is involved. It is already “in our flesh and blood”. However, we have granted all too large concessions to territorial States, permitting them to preempt large slices of our social lives by their territorial monopolies and non-solutions, imposed upon all via their territorial constitutions, laws, jurisdictions, regulations and administrations. This is the modern remnant of a still all too popular monarchic absolutism. We allow territorial States to force their systems, at best majority approved, upon all their subjects, not only criminals, ignoring their contrary desires and choices, their individual rights and liberties. These territorial State prerogatives, or remaining State and government absolutism and monopolism, camouflaged as "national sovereignty" and as supposedly required for "national security", have to be abolished. Then all solvable human problems will become manageable, fast, at least for the first few panarchists and later for all others prepared to adopt their solutions. What this amounts to may be considered as free choice of doctors or experts or medicines for everyone. Panarchism would permit even one-man revolutions. That they would lead to revolutionary changes only for one individual and these only at his own risk and expense would be one of their most moral, rational and endearing features. – J.Z., 9.3.93, 12.1.99, 9.9.04.

REFERENDUM & PANARCHISM: See also: Direct Democracy.

REFERENDUM, DIRECT DEMOCRACY, PLEBISCITES: " The nation is a daily plebiscite." - Renan. - Even while referendum decisions within it and individual secession from it as well as free voting with one's own dollars is outlawed and numerous desirable private contracts are not permitted? Only exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities are daily subjected to the secession and join-up votes of individual members and to decisions of other of their clients and consumers, who retain their sovereign consumer votes towards the goods and services offered by these communities and their members. Territorial nations are as far away from daily plebiscites as they can possibly be. - J.Z. 15.1.93. - Even "limited governments" do except too many decisions from sovereign individuals. Just compare the monster that the "limited" but still territorial government of the USA grew into. - J.Z., 9.9.04.

REFERENDUM, MAJORITIES & DIRECT DEMOCRACY: Even a referendum does not authorize a majority to dominate the peaceful and self-concerned activities of minorities. Morally it only authorizes exterritorial autonomy for the members of that majority. - J.Z., 7.4.91.

REFERENDUM: A referendum is not, by its very nature, tied to compulsory membership, territorial organization, the suppression of individual secession, the non-recognition of individual rights and the assumption that the majority is always right. It is just ONE of the many avenues that could lead to full self-determination via exterritorial and autonomous groups of volunteers. Within such groups a referendum would have a different value and meaning, morally and otherwise, than within territorial States. - J.Z., 13.9.88, 3.4.89.

REFORMATION & ABSOLUTE INDIVIDUAL FREEDOM: "The Reformation brought the notion of absolute individual freedom; the individual just needed to obey his conscience. The secular consequences of these developments, however, were oppressed by the power of the king and the emperor. Hence the state was assured of its existence; ..." - C. Bax, Kropotkin on law, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 167. - That development was partly due to the fact that the support of protestant princes of the realm was required to overcome the Catholic Churches hierarchical and territorial powers. - J.Z. 15.1.93. - Territorial powers of princes, prime ministers and presidents are no less objectionable than territorial powers of popes. - J.Z.,  20.9.04.

REFORMERS: "Ein ... Zitat von Gottfried Benn ... der etwa folgendes geschrieben hat: 'die Welt aendern, nach welchem Geschmack, bitte? die Welt tiefer machen, nach wessen Meinung? die Welt besser machen, nach wessen Meinung? die Welt gerechter machen, nach welchem Masstab der Gerechtigkeit? - Das Konstantin Wecker Buch, 149. - Jeder fuer sich und die Seinen! (A quote from Gottfried Benn, who wrote something like the following: Changing the world? According to whose taste? Making more sense of the world? According to whose opinion? Improving the world? According to whose opinion? Making the world more just? According to which standard of justice?) - Each for himself and his own! - i.e. like-minded people). - J.Z., 1985.

REFORMERS, EXTERRITORIAL, VOLUNTARY, COMPETITIVE & TOLERANT REFORMERS VS. TERRITORIAL, COERCIVE, MONOPOLISTIC & INTOLERANT REFORMERS: All those “reformers” who only consider the nation- or even world-wide realization of their pet reforms are, in spite of their oft good intentions, among the worst enemies of mankind. In our times, given the chance to become territorial rulers, they have murdered even more people than were murdered in the wars of our times. See the statistics of Prof. Rummel on this, on his many web pages. Thus, in future, only tolerant reformers are to be tolerated, i.e., those who confine their reforms to their voluntary supporters and leave all others either with their present systems or with the reforms that they prefer for themselves. – J.Z., 25.1.05.

REFORMS - AMONG VOLUNTEERS ONLY: "To innovate is not to reform." - Edmund Burke, A Letter to a Noble Lord, 1796. - But it can be part of a general reform movement when the innovations are undertaken only among volunteers and at their risk and expense. Indeed, this would be the fastest way to achieve better and better reforms for more and more people. All would advance only at their own speed and in accordance with their own desires and never at the expense or risk or depending upon the votes or permissions of others, who fundamentally disagree with them. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89, 9.9.04.

REFORMS & PARLIAMENTARISM, DEMOCRACY: No great reforms are to be expected from any parliament, at least as long as its territorial and absolutist rule continues. Even if a parliament sometimes acts positively, by law repeals, it is usually only done upon outside pressures and influences. At most parliaments serve to prevent SOME oppressions, abuses, violent revolutions and wars. But too many are caused and maintained by them. They cause still unrecognized injustice and harm by upholding territorialist uniform rule and law over dissenters. To that extent they do not liberate but enslave. And participation in their political game is enormously wasteful of energies and resources and very doubtful of success, even for the most clear and just claims. Compare the history of free trade and deregulation via parliaments. Only within exterritorially autonomous volunteer groups could parliaments, as free discussion groups, do some good for all the members of such communities. As territorial monopolists and coercers they do inevitably wrong the dissenters and tend to harm and wrong even those who love them, largely by keeping them in perpetual immaturity or forcing them to engage in compromises. Talk, discussion and decision-making for others, at their risk and expense, is not the general solution to our problems that it is still widely believed to be. Nor does "free voting" for such an inherently wrong and flawed to ridiculous system realise all the voting rights and free choices that any individual citizen ought to have and can rightfully ask for. Panarchism would provide the option of e.g. alternative parliaments of all kinds for all dissenting groups, to the extent that these groups want them. Outvoted parties would not have to temporarily resign themselves to their fate, until the next election, just playing the role of the loyal opposition until then. Instead, they could claim victory for their followers and rule them. However, unfulfilled promises would then lead much faster to their failure, because they would no longer have the excuse that the opposition parties and movements prevented them from fulfilling their promises. When parties are really free to act, for their members and voters, then their members want to see positive results, soon. Thus parties without a genuine program would tend to rapidly disappear. - J.Z. 25.10.91, 13.1.93, 11.12.03, 9.9.04.

REFUGEES & LIBERTY, ASYLUM, FREE MIGRATION, IMMIGRATION RESTRICTIONS: "I am a refugee to this country, not​ because it manufactures Olympic winners or the greatest ​technology in the world or any other single achievement found in ​it, but because it is the best environment for individuals to​ pursue their own happiness, according to their own individual ​talents, abilities and choices." - T. Machan, Liberty and ​Culture, 288. - I wish the U.S. were still as close to that ideal​ as they once were. But even in its greatest times, it could not​ offer, with its territorial system of collectivist ​sovereignty and compulsory membership, the kinds of liberties and opportunities that would be provided by competing and ​exterritorially autonomous governments of volunteers or panarchies. Why stop short of full liberty - if one wants full ​liberty, or why not freedom for each & everyone to stop at and enjoy the level of​ liberty that he finds satisfactory? - J.Z., 5.9.92, 5.2.93, 9.9.04.

REFUGEES & PANARCHISM: See also: Desertion, Free Banking, Immigration Restrictions, Monetary Freedom. - People free to try to productively employ streams of refugees and deserters would soon find ways to do so or these immigrants, free to do so, would find them themselves for their labour and service capacity. They would not be bound by the restrictions that others have imposed upon freedom in production and freedom in exchange.  They would see in these refugees not mouths to be fed but hands that can  do more than feed their own mouths, if free to do so. More people would mean greater division of labour and thus an increased productivity and standard of living. Compulsory licensing systems would also not apply to refugee professionals and their potential customers, who would prefer to manage without them.  Doctors and engineers would no more have to work as taxi- or truck drivers because they do not have a local licence for their profession. - J.Z., 20.9.04.

REFUGEES, ALIENS, FOREIGNERS, MINORITIES, DESERTERS, ECONOMIC REFUGEES, ILLEGAL IMMIGRANTS: Aliens and dissenters to become exterritorially autonomous, especially refugees and deserters, "economic refugees" included. Full exterritorial autonomy is required, not only for extraterrestrials, should they ever arrive here, but right now for our internal "aliens" and dissenters. It is absurd to consider their work and services as threatening for us. But the policies of territorial governments towards them does very well reveal how ignorant, prejudiced and helpless territorial governments are in this respect.  - J.Z. 18.4.92, 13.1.93, 20.9.04.

REFUGEES, STATIST: 41, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

REFUSE ALLEGIANCE, SECEDE! "If the tax-gatherer or any other public officer, asks me, as one has done, 'But what shall I do?' my answer is, 'if you really wish to do anything, resign your office.' When the subject has refused allegiance, and the officer has resigned his office, then the revolution is accomplished." - Thoreau, Resistance to Government, 200. - But will he resign, when this is the only job available to him and, especially, if he has dependents to support? Being more realistic and not expecting everybody to act heroically in accordance with the highest principles, no matter how much this would be costing him immediately and for the foreseeable future, one should also teach him how to supply himself with paid work through and within free market relationships, including especially monetary and financial freedom arrangements. - J.Z., 14.1.93. - At least one should point out to him where such information is easily and cheaply available, as, e.g., in my PEACE PLANS series in microfiche, and in some of my digitized files, eg. on my first CD. - J.Z., 9.9.04.

REGISTER, THE: Santa Ana, Col., Jan. 12, 1962 : "Democracy with a Small 'd'" - reproduced as a leaflet by OCI Bookshelf and in Peace Plans No. 15, plan 240, pages 9-11. See: GALAMBOS, Prof.

REGISTRY FOR GOVERNMENT MEMBERSHIP: They are not to be monopoly institutions but competitive enterprises, like private directories.

REICHERT, WILLIAM O.: Natural Right in the Political Philosophy of Pierre-Joseph Proudhon, 15pp, in THE JOURNAL OF LIBERTARIAN STUDIES, IV/1, Winter 1980, JZL. Page 78/79: "When Proudhon wrote that "Association is Justice," he put himself totally outside the bourgeois conception of authority and law laid upon modern society by Hobbes and Locke, neither of whom was capable of visualizing any legal reality outside the jurisdiction of the state. Unlike both Hobbes and Locke, who maintained that justice is immpossible where there is no functioning legal establishment to give right credibility, Proudhon insisted that the proper basis of law is not the authority of a political constitution or even the will of a sovereign manority but the essential social norms that are developed over time by social groups. The norms created by any particular group may ultimately take the form of statutes or merely remain widely accepted rules of conduct upheld by virtue of public understanding, but in either case the one thing essential to law is that the norms that underlie it should express the fundamental will of people organized within voluntary relationships which they create in the course of living their lives. - In arguing that 'Justice is Association', Proudhon meant to establish the principle that 'justice always exists objectively in the nature of the relationship' that individuals voluntarily enter. From this it follows that his mutualist theory was pluralistic, justice and law being defined over and over again in the daily activity of society as it broke down into functioning associations of one kind or another operating according to the social principle of reciprocity. And since individuals create justice by virtue of their own actions in these reciprocal relationships, according to Proudhon, it is beyond the jurisdiction of any court or governmental agency to decree what justice is; only the individual, answering to the court of his own conscience or group norms, can find himself guilty of injustice, or, conversely, determine what is right social conduct. Proudhon, obviously, was a thoroughgoing pluralist in his thinking about law, as all anarchists basically must be. Unfortunately, throughout history all too many who have thought of themselves as legal pluralists, lacking Proudhons' willingness to go straight to the roots of the political problem, have been unwilling to divest the state of its monopoly of force..." 

REILLY: in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869.

REITH, EDWARD B.: On Panarchy, 6, in PEACE PLANS No. 505.

REITH, GERRY: On Panarchy,  22, 43, 60, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. -- 117, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. --  In ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870.

RELATED TERMS & IDEAS, ARGUMENTS, PROVERBS, SAYINGS, QUOTES, OPINIONS ON EXTRATERRITORIALITY, GEOGRAPHICAL SECESSIONISM, MINI-TERRITORIES, A-TERRITORIALITY, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, NON-TERRITORIAL DECENTRALIZATION, DECENTRALISATION, PANARCHISTIC TOLERANCE & SELF-GOVERNMENT, TRIBALISM ETC: Some related terms do not express the personal law aspects of panarchism but amount merely to autonomy for mini-territories or geographical secessionism and autonomy: Extraterritoriality of embassies, decentralization of the conventional type, geographical and with limited autonomy, tribalism with native land claims, fragmentation, foreign concessions. - Numerous old and new freedom proverbs, slogans and ideals have already anticipated this freedom framework and opportunity for all. E.g.: "Don't fence me in!" - "I did it my way!" - - "We must create sanctuaries for social imagination." (Alvin Toffler, Future Shock, 1970, quoted by M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, p. 331.) - "To each his own" (the old Latin: "Suum cuique". - "Equal liberty for all". "Equal rights for all", "no privileges or monopolies for anyone!" "Self-government", "self-determination", "independence". "opting out",  "alternative institutions", "experimental freedom", "minority autonomy". "Free choice in everything", "freedom of action", "decentralization", "self-management", "self-control", "self-discipline", "free societies", "intentional communities", "utopias" for volunteers, "individual sovereignty", "consumer sovereignty", "competition", "cooperation", "voluntarism", "voluntaryism", "autonomy", "autarchy" (in Robert LeFevre's meaning), "anarchism", "individualism", "libertarianism", "capitalism", "collectivism", "socialism", "tolerance", "mutualism", "radicalism", "freedom of association", "freedom to dissociate oneself", "opting out", "enfranchisement", "liberation", "the one-man revolution". "Mutual convenience relationships" vs. "single convenience relationships" (Don Werkheiser). "No one is good enough to rule any other man without his consent." "Follow your own drummer!" Voluntary government. Self-Help in Every Sphere,  Exterritorial Associationism. Choice among Governments and Societies. Competing Social Contract Package Deals, spontaneous cooperation, Household Government (Chaitlin), Optional Law (Rex Gordon), tribalism, freedom of choice, resigning one's commissions. Abdication (not only for rulers but also for voters!). "Don't fence me in!" - "Neither victims nor executioners." - Albert Camus, essay title. - Compare : Neither master nor slave. Neither anvil nor hammer. Neither rule nor be ruled. “Il faut cultiver notre jardin.” (Voltaire) – Self-realization, self-enactment (Oakshott). - See also under: NAMES.

RELEASE OF CREATIVE ENERGIES: Panarchism has the largest potential to unleash the maximum of just, reasonable, peaceful, defensive, productive, decentralist, centralist, federalist and liberating, talents, energies, ideas, initiatives, forces and organizations, systems and processes, in all countries, for the benefit of volunteers and against the wrongful rule and aggressive intentions of any authoritarian, despotic, tyrannical and totalitarian regime. It could rapidly cause widespread dissatisfaction, desertion, resistance and armed uprisings - among the armed forces of dictators and could thus prevent wars, civil wars, revolutions, putches and terrorism. If closely examined and discussed from all angles, we would come to adopt it very soon and to wonder why we had not done this long ago. No other democratic or republican or revolutionary and reform model, framework or programme comes even close to it. It is the consistent culmination of all rightful and voluntary reform and liberation efforts and ensures their continuance, in accordance with human nature and its potential.- J.Z., 23.9.91. 13.1.93. - How intelligent are "intelligence services" when they haven't found out such basic truths as yet??? - They tend to look only where such intelligence cannot be found.  E.g. in the secrets of territorial governments, not in the open files of libertarians. - J.Z., 9.9.04.

RELIGION: "If governments had ever tried to dominate physical and mathematical opinions of the public as much as political and religious views, then we would have wars for and against differential calculus as we had for the Holy Trinity of God."- Franz von Bader.

RELIGION, RELIGIOUS LIBERTY & PANARCHISM: 31, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

RELIGIONS & PANARCHISM: Since even the questions of all religions have so far been no further "settled" than can be, namely through a wide-spread agreement upon religious liberty or tolerance (alas, not yet universally accepted even now, after being introduced hundreds of years ago), why should we expect a widespread agreement upon political, economic, social and ideological questions upon any other basis than tolerance, freedom of action for all, free experiments for all or exterritorial autonomy for all or: To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams? J.Z. Dec. 92. - Even Genghis Khan practised more religious tolerance than do all too many people of our time. See: Harold Lamb, Genghis Khan, The Conqueror, 1927 ff. - J.Z., 9.12.03.

RELIGIOUS FREEDOM OR RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE & PANARCHISM:  Religious tolerance remains the largest analogy and precedent for the same kind of tolerance in the political, social and economic spheres. Alas, priests imagining to have monopolized morality and proper living for human beings have almost totally ignored this precedent, set by themselves and have not applied it in these spheres, still monopolized by territorial governments. Neither have political "scientists", as a rule! - J.Z., 20.9.04. - Even religious tolerance is still a primary requirement in many countries today, not to speak of the equivalent political, economic and social tolerance. - J.Z., 17.1.05.

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY & PANARCHISM: Let people be free to choose their own government as they are now free, in many to most countries, to choose their own churches or sect or atheistic etc. alternatives to them. – J.Z., 8.6.97, 10.1.99.

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY AS A MODEL: Most of the somewhat enlightened people are anarchists or panarchists in the sphere of religion. (I do concede the existence of some religious anarchists and libertarians and do respect some of them.) If they were similarly enlightened on their political, social and economic options, then they would become anarchists or panarchists in this sphere as well, as they already are, to a large extent, in their private life, e.g. in making ordinary individual consumer decision-making for themselves. – J.Z., 15.1.98, 11.1.99, 9.9.04.

RELYEA, HAROLD C.:  Black Power & Parallel Institutions, Ideological and Theoretical Considerations, in Journal of Human Relations, Second Quarter, 1969, Central State University, Wilberforce, Ohio, pp. 208-223, bibl. 221-223.  See also the introduction, pp. VI and VII.

RENNER, KARL & BAUER, OTTO: Two leaders of Austrian social democracy, developed, around 1900, what has become known under the name of "personal or cultural autonomy". - Hint by AKZIN, BENJAMIN, State and Nation, p. 142. - How far towards full exterritorial autonomy did their proposals go? - J.Z., 2.9.04.

RENUNCIATION OF CITIZENSHIP: See: Kukobaka vs. the Soviet System, 1p, 196, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. - - See: VOLUNTARYIST, THE, No. 49, April 1991, case of Clark Hanjian, 163, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. See: SECESSION, INDIVIDUAL.

REPRESENTATION & PANARCHISM:  Each and everyone can be “represented” only if while he remains free to secede, individually, and to associate exterritorially and autonomously with other such secessionists. The right to individually secede and voluntarily associate for all non-criminal purposes applies not only to tyrannies and dictatorships but also to more or less democratic, republican or “representative” systems and to the new panarchical communities as well. – J.Z., 6.8.93, 14.1.99. - Only if he is free to opt out and does not do so can he be presumed to have given and maintained his consent to the actions of his "representatives". - J.Z., 9.9.04.

REPRESENTATION & POLITICIANS: Tom "Gumbert had also come to realize that elected political representatives couldn't represent all of the people in their district." - Watner: LeFevre, 207.REPRESENTATION, 

REPRESENTATION: "Those whom you nominate as your Representatives will one day become your masters." - Erckmann - Chatrian, "The Story of a Peasant", II, 310. - One must be free to individually secede, even from one's supposedly democratic or republican or patriotic representatives and their talk-shops and supreme command councils and laws, regulations and institutions. - J.Z., 27.7.92, 10.12.03.                        

REPRIVATIZATION PROPOSED: Letter to Jean-Marie Le Pen by J.Z., 115, in ON PANARCHY VII, in PP 672.

REPUBLIC OF NINETEENEIGHTYFOUR: Minority autonomy attempt by INGAR HOLST, see: HOLST, INGAR, in ON PANARCHY XI, in PP 832.

RESIGNING FROM THE STATE: “I have a hundred times wished that one could resign life (*) as an officer resigns a commission.” – Robert Burns, Letter to Mrs. Dunlop, Jan. 21, 1788. –  (*) I would replace “life” by: “from the State”. Allow subjects and taxpayers to resign their "commission". Allow them to throw off statist burdens and benefits and become self-responsible, alone or in association with other and like-minded people. The State isn’t society. It is rather anti-social and prevents many solutions which free societies could and would soon provide for themselves – or, rather, for their own voluntary members. Panarchism would simply replace territorial statism by self-responsible experimental freedom. We could expect the same benefits from this reform as we experienced from Protestantism and from scientific, technical, literary and artistic experimentation. – J.Z., 5.7.86.  Only the incurably ill and incapacitated would want to resign from a truly free life. They should be free to make “living wills” if they should ever fall into such a condition and would be unable to commit suicide without the assistance of someone else. –  However, they should not rely on their family doctor or upon one or two conventional specialists, either, to ascertain their incurability. Via their own researches they might come to find that cures even for their troubles do already exist, recorded somewhere, for decades.  On their own conditions they can become more knowledgeable than the professional and orthodox specialists. There are e.g. some cancer and cold cures not yet recognized by most professionals. – An ideas archive is needed for such and other important ideas. - J.Z., 5.7.86, 9.1.99.

RESISTANCE: When the followers of any system attempt to coerce others to apply this system, then this is tyranny and it authorises resistance.

RESOLVING DIFFERENCES, SELF-CHOSEN VS. ENFORCED UNITY: The aim should not be to try to directly resolve differences by interference but, rather, to allow them to coexist anonymously and exterritorially, among volunteers, who have sorted themselves out, under their own personal laws and institutions and become thus free to act among like-minded people. There does not have to be one territorial law system and State institution for all. That remains the high road to war, civil war and revolution, seeing the contrary critters that we are. Let the ones play chess or republic while the others play tennis or monarchy. To each his own. That is the precondition for a peaceful and just and free civilization and for continued progress. - J.Z., 13.1.93, 9.9.04, 20.9.04. 

RESPECTISM & PERSONALISM: “To escape the prejudice which the opponents of a polity based on individual personal right sought to impart by representing it as a disordered egoism, now that the term Liberal had become debased, in its turn, such terms as Personalism and Respectism (indicating the same respect for the rights of others as of one’s own) were later proposed by various other groups of Individualists.” - HUTCHINSON HARRIS, S., The Doctrine of Personal Right, Barcelona, 1935, 299.

RETREATISM, DROPPING OUT, NON-VOTING, CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTION, PASSIVE RESISTANCE, SELF-EXCLUSION: Self-exclusion is not enough. One would still remain the victim of the territorial politics of others. One must also be free to choose other politics, even if these are totalitarian towards oneself and like-minded volunteers, or limited government politics, or governmentalism reduced to zero as in non-governmental free societies of anarchists and radical libertarians. - - "And such self-exclusion, far from being arbitrary discrimination, would in fact give substance and reality to one of the most important negative liberties we have enjoyed since the end of the ancient world, namely, freedom from politics, which was unknown to Rome or Athens and which is politically perhaps the most relevant part of our Christian heritage." - Hannah Arendt, On Revolution, 284. -  I find religious liberty more relevant. - Many years ago I bothered to write a long letter to her, showing similarities between some of her thoughts  and that of panarchists. I never received a reply. - J.Z., 14.1.93.

REVOLUTION, THE MOST RADICAL: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

REVOLUTION & INDIVIDUALS: "Die Revolution des Einzelnen sollte dem Einzelnen immer offenstehen - und andere koennen sich ihm anschliessen, wenn, wann und wo sie wollen ..." - author? source? Fichte? (The revolution of the individual should always be an option for the individual and others could join him if, when and where they want to.)

REVOLUTION & PANARCHISM: The beginnings for the theory and practice of libertarian and panarchistic revolutions against dictatorships can be found in my first peace book, whose English translation is now online at www.exterritorial.net.  The German original has not yet found a place on the IN, but it has also been digitized by me and is offered on my first CD or via e-mail by me. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

REVOLUTION & REFORMS: To each his own revolution or reform. - J.Z., 5.12.93.

REVOLUTION & TOLERANCE: The revolution that establishes tolerance is the only worthwhile and probably last revolution. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

REVOLUTION, ENLIGHTENMENT, WAR & PEACE: "War is unthinkable in a society of autonomous people, who have discovered the connectedness of all humanity, who are unafraid of alien ideas and alien cultures, who know that all revolutions begin within and that you cannot impose your brand of enlightenment on anyone else." - Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 451. - There are many more and more concrete reasons why panarchism would be peace-promoting. E.g., neither inflation nor taxation to finance wars any longer, nor conscription or hiring of mercenaries (with tax funds, for cannon fodder), no more monopolized decision-making on war and peace, no more oppression, no more internal disagreements of any large scale. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

REVOLUTION: "...the central idea of revolution, which is the foundation of freedom, that is, the foundation of a body politic which guarantees the space where freedom can appear." - Hannah Arendt, On Revolution, 121.

REVOLUTION: "A revolutionary is either a socialist under capitalism or a capitalist under socialism." - Petan. - Thus, obviously, to prevent revolutions, allow socialism among consenting socialists under capitalism and capitalism among consenting adults under socialism. Let them produce and exchange in accordance with their ideals rather than merely cast minority votes, march and demonstrate, organize, fight, conspire, subvert or terrorize. - J.Z. 15.1.93.

REVOLUTION: "Not the religion but revolution is opium for the people." - Weil. - The territorial revolution is the opium of the people. - J.Z. 4.7.92.

REVOLUTION: Kann es eine Revolution geben, die allein durch den Teil gemacht wird, der sie will? - Johann Benjamin Erhard, 1795, in Rezension ueber Fichte's Beitrag... - Und der die Rechte aller anderen nicht antastet. - J.Z. 10.9.92. (Can there be a revolution which is undertaken only by those who want it? J.B. Erhard. - And who do not infringe the rights of all others. - J.Z.)

REVOLUTION: See: Saturation Revolution by Kerry Thornley, July 1968, plan 225, pages 36 - 37, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

REVOLUTIONARY DESPOTISM: "The government of the Revolution is the despotism of liberty against tyranny." - Maximilian Robespierre, French National Convention, Feb. 5, 1794. - Remember how he applied it! Despotism in the name of liberty is still despotism rather than defence of liberty. No aggressive act is a defensive act. Robespierre defended, in a despotic way, only his kind of collective freedom, as interpreted by himself. He did so against all real or imagined dissenters or "conspirators". He allowed no one to secede from his political circus. And he enforced his political bias and power with terror. Any rightful revolution begins with and continues by individuals seceding and associating freely. - J.Z., 6.4.89.

REVOLUTIONS & PANARCHISM: Revolutions only from the top of the power pyramids are as useless as those only from the bottom. The best, most peaceful and radically liberating revolution is that which sets all innovators, and also all conservatives and reactionaries, quite free to establish for and among themselves all the alternative institutions they wish for and are willing to pay for, leaving all others to their own and individually chosen ones. - J.Z. 18.4.92, 4.1.93, 9.9.04.

REVOLUTIONS, CONSPIRACIES: Conspirators terrorists and revolutionaries do also form panarchies - temporary ones. Alas, all of them are perverted by their common aim: territorial supremacy and their non-recognition, thereupon, by the present territorial governments. - J.Z. 21.7.87, 10.8.87. If they were merely exterritorialists and quite tolerant as such, then many territorial governments, not sitting very firmly in the saddle, might be happy to let most of their opponents go - to do their own things among themselves. - J.Z., 12.12.03.

REVOLUTIONS, RIGHTFUL: "And since I could not regard it as justified for Jones to attempt the violent overthrow of my government merely because (for a variety of possible reasons) he detested it, I can claim no such right for myself." - Murphie: Kant, p. 137. - But each has the right to make a part or complete revolution for himself and for like-minded people. - J.Z., 9.1.93.

REVOLUTIONS: "...revolutions grow out of the disintegration of consent, not out of violence. The reason violence is so often associated with revolution is that few have tested the power of government or the consent of the governed - except those who in their anger and frustration have been prepared to use violence." - John M. Swomley, Jr. -  I would rather say that revolutions grow out of the coercive denial of consensual relationships. - J.Z., n.d. (Fragment missing!). Territorialism or uniform territorial constitutional institutions,  laws,  jurisdictions and administrations deny consensual relationships to all too many. - J.Z., 9.9.04.

REVOLUTIONS: Panarchies represent one-man revolutions, i.e. rightful and peaceful revolutions, and they have the power to undermine all others and all territorial establishments. - J.Z., 20.6.92, 6.1.93.

REVOLUTIONS: The majoritarian and collectivist revolutions must be partly replaced and otherwise supplemented by those of individuals and minorities, exterritorially and autonomously doing their own things. - J.Z. 13.2.92, 13.1.93. - That would also leave the majority in all countries free to do their things to and for themselves, without any but merely verbal opposition from dissenting minorities. If majorities really cared about their own interests, they would let all the "crackpots" and "fools" go into internal self-isolation or internal exile - as far as their interests and affairs were concerned. All would be free to engage in their own favourite "dances", "shows" and "games" in their own circles.- J.Z., 11.12.03.

REY, FRANCIS: La protection diplomatique et consulaire dans les echelles du Levant et de Barbarie, Paris, L. Larosse, 1899, 552pp. (Ann Arbor, Univ. of Michigan)

REYNOLDS, MACK: Ace Books, Inc., N.Y. 1968, has on page 131 a note on the sovereign order of the Maltese : "It was a sovereign country with its own citizens, ambassadors, air force, licence plates and so forth and it occupied the second floor of a villa in Rome, as its sole territory." JZL.

RHODESIA & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: See: plan 184, pages 19 - 21, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

RIGHT: Right is the restriction of arbitrary actions of each so that they can agree with the arbitrary actions of others according to a general law of freedom. - Free after Kant, Populaere Schriften, 63.

RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT: “… the right of private judgment, in matters of conscience.” – Samuel Adams, 1722-1803, oration at Philadelphia, August 1776. – Political, economic and social affairs can also be a matter of conscience. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGMENT: The “right of private judgment”, widely enough interpreted, includes not only the right to decide upon one’s own private affairs and competing juridical systems but also the experimental freedom and freedom of association expressed in exterritorially autonomous protective associations and communities of  volunteers. It demands individual sovereignty and individual secessionism, which are presently severely restricted in spheres preempted by territorial governments. – J.Z., 17.1.96, 9.1.99.

RIGHT TO IGNORE THE STATE, THE: by Herbert Spencer, "Social Statics", 1850, page 83, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

RIGHT TO MAKE MISTAKES, TO EXPEREMENT: You do have the right to make mistakes and to experiment at your own risk and expense in every sphere, even in those of political, economic and social systems. But only a-territorially and among volunteers. Then the best ones will tend to win most adherents – and this rather soon, while the worst ones will tend to perish as fast as possible or become reduced to harmless proportions. Under territorialism and its intolerance, compulsion, exploitation, repression, centralism and stupidities even some of the worse systems persist for all too long and even the best ones have many dissatisfied minorities.

RIGHT TO RESIST & REVOLT & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: The right to resist and revolt are largely realizable and limited, in theory and in practice by individual secessionism. When individuals are free to secede then they do not have the right to resist or revolt. - If they aim at individual secessionism and associationism then their resistance against totalitarian regimes will be more successful.

RIGHTFUL POLITICS: Only exterritorially autonomous politics CAN be rightful. - J.Z. 29.11.92.

RIGHTFUL WAR & PEACE AIMS: They would have to include personal law, by individual choice, for all dissenting individuals and minorities, especially for all governments-in-exile that are allied with the enemies of all dictatorships. 

RIGHTS: 42, 47, 48, 75, 76, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

RIPUARIAN LAW: The oldest part of the Lex Ripuaria (tit. 31) is found to contain a passage which ensures to the Frank, Burgundian, Alamann or any other, the benefit of his own law.3 In the Capitu​laries of Charlemagne and of Louis I, recognition was given to the applicability of Roman and other foreign laws to cases involving the respective foreign subjects. 4 -  4 Savigny, op. cit., vol. i, p. 127. LIU, Extraterritoriality, page 29.

RISK & TOLERANCE: If tolerance of diversity involves an admitted element of risk, intolerance involves a certainty of destruction. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

RISKS: This is a dangerous world by itself. We cannot do much about that. But we have also made it dangerous or unpleasant than is justified or necessary by our uniform and territorial institutions for all dissenters. Should we thus make them share these artificial risks or should they become free to opt out of them? - J.Z., 4.12.90, 10.1.93, 20.9.04.

ROBBINS, HARRY S.: TC 154, 96, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

ROBERTS, MILES T.: Needed: A Manifesto for the Green Revolution, 1p outline, favouring individual secession: 15 & 30 in PP 1386-91.

ROBESPIERE & OUTLAWRY: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

ROBOTS: 34, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

ROCKWELL, LLEWELLYN H., Jr., The Future of Liberty: A speech to the Ludwig von Mises Institute, from CHALCEDON REPORT, July 1998. "... the tax collection agency is the teeth of leviathan, just as the central bank is its lifeblood. Undermine the authority of the official confiscators, and society is that much less governable...." - "In 1919, Ludwig von Mises said that the idea of secession could make democracy pro-liberty. He proposed, as a restraint on civil government, that 'no people nor any part of a people shall be held in a political association it does not want.' Absurd, everyone said, but today we see that the principle of voluntary association is tenable and just." -  "... The most promising sectors of the economy are those that, for all practical purposes, exist in a state of anarchy. Consider the rise of all-private communities, the private courts and arbitration system, the home-schooling movement, and the large and growing microprocessor-related industries. They are qreaking havoc on the plans of political elites. They are causing us to rething all our assumptions about civil government and the private sector." 

RODE, GUNARS: Ich bitte um Befreiung von der sowjetischen Staatsangehoerigkeit, the case of the Latvian Gunars Rode, 1977, as reported in FAZ, 20 Sept. 1977, 3pp, 174, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. See: RENUNCIATION OF STATE MEMBERSHIP.

ROME, ANCIENT & PANARCHISM: The Romans had special courts for foreigners. Rome did not impose Roman Law upon all the peoples it subjugated but left them, largely, in possession of their own local laws and institutions. To become entitled to Roman Law was considered a privilege and one that was not readily and fast granted to any applicant. - Alas, I have not seen any detailed study of this aspect of the Roman Empire. - J.Z., 20.9.04.  - STOBART, J.C.: The Grandeur that was Rome, first published in 1912, A Four Square Book in 1965, revised and edited by W.S. MAGUINESS & H.H. SCULLARD, JZL. At least pages 62 & 179 indicate the degree of local autonomy communities enjoyed when "subjected" to the Roman Empire. Page 177: Greek freedom under Rome. Extension of citizenship: 86 & 96. Secession: 37 & 47. The defeated remain largely independent: 61. Tyrannicide: 114, 115, 145. Assassination as a warfare method: 89, 100, 112. - It is still not sufficiently recognized why the Roman Republic and Empire and Pax Romana succeeded to some extent and why they failed and had to fail. There are dozens of theories on in, among them a monetary freedom one. But the degrees of panarchism that it practised and also that it failed to realize, had much to do both with its rise and its decline. The "barbarian" conquerors were more panarchistic and freedom loving in several respects. - The decisive factors are still more or less "buried" in thousands to tenthousands of volumes. I would like to see an encyclopaedia that would detail what ancient Romans did right and what they did wrongly and listing their mistakes. Too many did just discuss the formal statist features and their military ones or their great leaders and battles. L. Sprague De Camp"s "Lest Darkness Fall", 1939, 1949, is a good but not a sufficient treatment of this subject. - J.Z., n.d. - MAINE, SIR HENRY JAMES SUMNER, 1822-1888: Ancient Law, first published 1861, 3rd. Am. ed., N.Y., 1888, p. 99: "The principle of territorial sovereignty as stated in the epoch-making opinion of Chief Justice Marshall in the case of the Schooner Exchange, mentioned above, was unknown in the ancient world. In fact, during a large part of what we usually term modern history, no such concept was ever entertained."

ROME, ANCIENT & PANARCHISM: Liu, Exterritoriality, pages 25-28: Somewhat like the xenodikoi in Greece was the Roman magistrate, praetor peregrinus, whose influence on the devel​opment of international law is universally recognized. The name of this officer, as it appears in the present form, is, according to Mommsen, an incorrect one, deriving its pop​ularity from mere usage. The full title of the Roman magistrate designated by the abbreviated form prator pere​grinus was, under the Republic, praetor qui inter peregrinos jus dicit, and under the Empire, praetor qui inter cives et peregrinos jus dicit.2 The office was established about 242 B. C, in addition to that of the praetor urbanus, which was already   in   existence.    The   competence   of   the   peregrine

_______________________________________________________________________

1 Op. cit., p. 192.

2 Mommsen   et   Marquardt,  Manuel   des   antiquités   romaines   (Paris, 1888-1907), vol. iii (Mommsen, Le Droit public romain, vol. iii), p. 225.
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praetor, as his full title suggests, extended to disputes between peregrines and between them and Roman citizens.1 The connotation of the word peregrini is described by Girard as follows:

The peregrines, peregrini, formerly hostes, were not, in de​veloped Roman law, true foreigners. The most ancient of them were certainly foreigners bound to Rome by treaties. But the development of the Roman power made them, like the others, members of the Roman State. They were subjects of Rome, the free inhabitants of the empire, who were neither citizens nor Latins.2

Outside of the peregrines, the foreigners who did not maintain treaty relations with Rome enjoyed no legal pro​tection and were not amenable to Roman justice.3 It was the peregrines who were placed under the jurisdiction of the praetor peregrinis, and it was to them that he adminis​tered the jus gentium, for even the foreigners of allied nationality, who later became subjects of the Roman State, were not amenable to the jus civile, which was applicable to a very restricted number of Roman citizens and Latins.4 With the extension of Roman citizenship to all the provin​cials of the Empire under Caracalla, in 212 A. D., however, the office of the praetor peregrinus disappeared from the judicial system of Rome.5

It is true that the praetor peregrinus of Roman times was merely a Roman officer administering the jus gentium, which

______________________________________________________________________

1 Ibid., p. 252.

2   Girard, Manuel élémentaire de droit romain  (6th ed., Paris,  1918).
3 Mommsen et Marquardt. op. cit., vol. vi, pt. ii (Mommsen, op. cit., vol. vi, pt.   

   ii), p. 216.

4 For the jurisdiction of the praetor urbanus over the Latins, see Mommsen,   op. cit., vol. vi, pt. ii, p. 221; Girard, op. cit., p. 112.

5  Mommsen et Marquardt, op. cit., vol. iii, p. 260, n. 3.

307]
                  IN EUROPE
                                               27

was municipal law, to foreigners resident in Rome, and that his competence bears little or no resemblance to the modern system of extraterritoriality, under which the consul or other authority invested with the exercise of the juris​diction, is appointed by the State which he represents and administers his national law. But the fact that the Romans made a discrimination against the subjects of non-treaty Powers and that even those of the treaty Powers were sub​jected to a special jurisdiction serves to show the extra-legal status of the foreigner in ancient times, out of which most probably extraterritoriality drew its impetus in its early development.

The germs of extraterritoriality were, however, not en​tirely absent in the Roman Empire. In the first century of the Christian era, Emperor Claudius (41-54, A.D.) accorded to the merchants of Cadiz the privilege of choosing magistrates, who were given the jurisdiction of the tribunals established by Caesar in Baetice.1 Under the rule of Jus​tinian (483-565, A.D.), the Armenians were granted the benefit of the same laws on certain subjects as those by which the Romans were ruled; but questions of marriage, succes​sion to property, and personal status generally, were left to be settled either by the Armenians themselves or by a magis​trate named by the Emperor to administer Armenian law.2

1 Miltitz, op. oil., vol. i, p. 15.

2 Pears, Fall of Constantinople (New York, 1886), p. 148. 

ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH:  From Frey, see: Frey, page 3: “Religious organizations, of which the Roman Catholic Church is a good example, constitute another case of  virtual governments. The Roman Catholic Church has a monopoly over a tiny territory in Rome, but its importance derives from a completely different source – namely, the allegiance of its members. To some extent, it performs activities similar to those of  normal governments (for example, it pursues a foreign policy), and it even levies taxes. “

ROSCHER, WILHELM: On Panarchism: Where? Beckerath was steered to de Puydt's article on panarchy by a hint in Roscher's works that I have not yet found in those of the texts in my possession or accessible to me. Will we ever bother to establish comprehensive library services, at least for all pro-freedom texts, e.g. on CD-ROM or online? - J.Z., 2.9.04.

ROSENTHAL & KNIGHTON: Extraterritoriality, Problem of "National Laws &    International Commerce", Chatham Ho. Papers, paperback, L4.95, Routledge (10.82)

ROSENTHAL, ERWIN I.J.: Political Thought in Medieval Islam: An Introductory Outline, Cambridge U.P., 1962.

ROTHBARD & PANARCHISM: "In our view, the libertarian system would not be compatible with monopoly State defence agencies, such as police and courts, which would instead be privately competitive. Since this is an ethical treatiese, however, we cannot here go into the pragmatic question of precisely how such an 'anarcho-capitalist' police and court system might work in practice. For a discussion of this question, see Murray N. Rothbard, For a New Liberty, rev. ed., N.Y., Macmillan, 1978, pp 215-241." - Rothbard, The Ethics of Liberty, 94. Has he considered other competitive conditions than merely individual free enterprises providing protective company competition? Especially the non-anarchists and non-laissez fairists, with their statist sentiments and weak drives for individual liberty, would tend to subscribe to package deal offers of police, court, prison, insurance, administration and welfarist purposes. And these, among them, would re-constitute States and governments - of their own choice and only for themselves, because they would be without a territorial monopoly and without compulsory membership. To each the government of his dreams. Then the freedom lovers could also establish their non-governmental societies of their dreams - and their freely competing protection agencies, perhaps merely as business enterprises with whom they might temporarily contract. And package deal societies might also contract out services of some of their agencies to individual or corporate outside customers, especially since they might not have much to do internally. (A bit like Swiss Guards hiring their services out internationally.) Thus some individuals might not join any of the package deals of exterritorially autonomous communities but merely contract for some of their services and, perhaps, at the same time, e.g. for the police services of community A, the court services of community B and the prison services of community C. Such free and competitive arrangements would no longer constitute a threat to others, against which they would have to make elaborate and large defence preparations, as is now the rule between territorial States. And internally, among the exterritorially autonomous volunteers, they might in many cases have reestablished their own monopoly defence agencies, however competitive these would have to be, seeing that they are in free competition with similar services by other autonomous volunteer communities in the same territory. Ayn Rand has almost completely misunderstood this situation in her article against "competing governments" in "The Virtue of Selfishness". See my own comments to this article and those of Roy Childs (Childs, R.A., Jr.) in his Open Letter to Ayn Rand. Childs is said to have withdrawn some of his criticism. I would like to see and film and review such withdrawals, if they were made. J.Z. 19.6.92, 5.1.93. - According to Wendy McElroy, Childs has never explained his withdrawal from his radical stand. - J.Z., 9.9.04.

ROTHBARD, MURRAY & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: See: Secession, Individual: "But more profoundly, ..." - - VOLUNTARY STATE & VOLUNTARY TAXATION & SOVEREIGNTY OF THE INDIVIDUAL: "Auberon Herbert and the group of English individualists he attracted, were the foremost expositors of voluntary taxation and the voluntary State. Condensed into as few words as possible, their voluntaryist formula was : 'The sovereignty of the individual must remain intact, except where the individual coerced has aggressed upon the sovereignty of another unaggressive individual.'" - Rothbard, Murray N., Man, Economy & State, p. 159, on and citing Auberon Herbert.

ROTHBARD, MURRAY N.:  Power and Market, Government and the Economy, Institute for Humane Studies, Menlo Park, Col. 1970, while putting more stress on the fallacies of government intervention than on the free society alternatives, gives glimpses of the alternatives throughout, e.g. on pp. 3,109 & 142 he favours individual secession, page 4 : private competing courts, p. 175: private law, pp. 122/3: competing defence agencies, pp. 162 & 164: panarchism or freedom to be free or unfree under a system of one's choice. - But I never noticed him speaking up or writing clearly for panarchistic communities,  whether manned by statists, anarchists or libertarians. - J.Z., 17.1.99.

ROTHBARD, MURRAY N.:  Thoughts that came close to Panarchism: A combination of all relevant extracts, still to be provided. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

ROTHENBERG, ROBERT D. & BLUMENKRANTZ, STEVEN J.: Personal law: A practical legal guide, N.Y., J. Wiley, 1986, XII, 475pp, indexed.

ROUSSEAU, JEAN JACQUES: Somewhere in his Social Contract said: "Liberty is obedience to the law which one has laid down for oneself." - This is probably the idea in his writings which comes closest to those following from individual sovereignty. Kant had something similar to say about this and about freedom for utopian experiments. - J.Z.

ROUSSEAU'S SOCIAL CONTRACT - A GOOD BEGINNING BUT A BAD ENDING FOR PANARCHIST IDEAS ON THE AUTONOMY OF PEOPLE: "The clear-headed libertarian thinkers of the previous century turned away from the state, Proudhon held, because they recognized that human freedom can only come about where men, rather than their governments, are made responsible for the entire range of their private and public acts. Unfortunately, according to Proudhon, 'Rousseau, whose authority has ruled us for almost a century', understood very little about structuring a free society, for in spite of all the philosophical legerdemain he employed to obfuscate his real intentions, it is the state that remains sovereign, not the individual citizen, at the end of his convoluted argument. Rousseau, in promising the individual both liberty and equality in exchange for subordinating his private will to the greater demands of the general will, according to Proudhon, appears at first an enthusiastic advocate of the theory that men are indeed capable of governing themselves without outside interference and thus a friend of liberty. But on closer examination it becomes clear that Rousseau does not have any real trust in the individual as a responsible, free agent, capable of functioning autonomously, in a system of unrestrained self-government. After enunciating the brilliant theory that the social contract renders the people sovereign and therefore completely capable of representing themselves, this 'master of oratorical jugglery' slyly substitutes the will of the majority for the general, collective, indivisible will; then, under pretext that it is not possible for a whole nation to be occupied from morning to night with public affairs, he gets back, by way of elections, to the nomination of representatives or proxies, who shall do the law making in the name of the people, and whose decrees shall have the force of laws.' - In the end, not only has Rousseau denied the capacity of the people for self-government but he turns the idea of association into a device for destroying any effort of people to freely join with one another for social purposes of their own. In Rousseau's version 'of a well-ordered Republic', Proudhon charged, 'no association or special meeting of citizens can be permitted, because it would be a State within a State, a government within a government'. - Completely isolated from one another and totally beholden to (J.Z.: territorial) political authority for any comradeship they might enjoy as a collectivity, the denizens of Rousseau's ideal society are controlled subjects rather than free citizens capable of conducting their own affairs in open reciprocity with their fellowmen. Since the people, in Rousseau's formulation, are a 'fictitious being', ultimately incapable of any real action or deliberation, it falls upon the prince, who is their 'natural and visible representative', to give them unity and direction. And thus, Proudhon carped, Rousseau finally admits that 'government is not within a society, but outside of it', and that 'democracy has never existed and never will exist'." - W. O. Reichert in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 140/1.

ROWAN, CARL & MAZIE, DAVID:  Black Separatism: An American Tragedy, Read. Dig., 12/72, pp. 169-177: Gives details on black separatism and self-segregation, but mostly still rather confused or limited in outlook, while condemning it from the nationalistic point of view. I consider it a promising rather than a tragic development. Objectors, too, should have the option of establishing their own, e.g. Black & White communities, but never seem to consider this option, which the free societies of panarchism would offer them. - J.Z.

RUGOVA, Dr. IBRAHIM & PARALLEL INSTITUTIONS: Margaret Thatcher in "Statecraft, Strategies for a Changing World", HarperCollinsPublishers (77-85 Fulham Palace Road, Hammersmith, London W6 8JB, www.fireandwater.com, ISBN 0 00 710752 8), 2002 , page 310: "While the war was raging in Bosnia, Greater Serbianism was proceeding to the same goal by other means in Kosovo. In April 1995 - shortly before the Serb defeats that led to the Dayton Accords - I had the opportunity to learn from the self-styled President of Kosova, Dr. Ibrahim Rugova, about the systematic intimidation of the ethnic Albanians there. Deprived of  employment, education and access to medical care by a policy of racial discrimination in favour of the Serb minority, the Albanians - who constitute 90 per cent of the population - had eschewed violence and instead set up a whole system of parallel institutions. They had even elected their own 'President". Dr. Rugova, a moderate, mild-mannered and highly civilised intellectual, had become the centre of this resistance movement...." Otherwise, so far, this book is mainly concerned with the "Statecraft" of territorialism.

RUSHBROOK WILLIAMS, L.F.: Der Staat Israel, Fischer Buecherei, 1959. English original title: The State of Israel, S. 54: "Obgleich die Juden - wie auch andere Bewohner Palaestinas - die von der Mandatsregeirung eingefuehrten Steuern fuer die allgemeine Wohlfahrt bezahlten, hatten sie ihr eignes soziales Wohlfahrtswesen gegruended und finanziert. Sie hatten ihr eigenes System fuer Elementar-, hoehere, technische und Hochschulen, welches in der beruehmten Hebraeischen Universitaet von Jerusalem gipfelte. Sie hatten ihren eigenen Gesundheitsdienst mit seinen zwei Haupttraegern, der medizinischen Organisation Hassadah Histadruth, und der Arbeiterkrankenkass Kupat Cholim, in welchen die Histadruth, der Allgemeine Gewerkschaftsbund, die juedische arbeitende Bevoelkerung in einem grossangelegten Krankenversicherungsplan zusammengefasst hatte. Histadruth hielt ausserdem in einer einzigen, demokratisch kontrollierten Organisation die Kollektiv- und Genossenschaftssiedlungen, die Gewerkschaften der Bueroangestellten, der Arbeiterinnen, der Arbeiterjugend, der Eisenbah, Post- und Telegrafenarbeiter und viele andere zusammen. Ausserdem ueberwachte sie eine grosse Anzahl anderer Fonds und Hilfsorganisationen auf Gegenseitigkeit. Darueber hinaus lancierte sie, sozusagen auf eigene Faust, viele grosse Konsumunternehmungen fuer Verkauf, Verteilung und Bauwesen." - Rather than establishing a territorial State they should have extended the kind of panarchy they had already established and opened up opportunities for panarchies for their own dissenters as well as for all kinds of panarchies for Arabs and Christians. Instead, they took a vast step backwards, by establishing a territorial Jewish State, which they imagined to be a progressive step. Several wars and civil wars since and uncounted terrorist acts have still not induced them to seriously consider their exterritorialist alternatives to achieve peace, security and freedom for themselves all of their non-jewish neighbours. - J.Z., 20.9.04. - (Whoever has a copy of the English original may insert the passage here. - J.Z.)

RUSSIA: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, Panarchie – immer konkret beschreiben.

RUSSIAN REFUGEES: 41, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

RYMER, Foedera (2nd ed., London, 1726-35), vol. ix, pp. 795, 706, 797. Quoted by LIU, ibid, page 35. 
I DO NOT KNOW HOW TO DELETE THE FOLLOWING which are footnotes to R.C.B. Johnson’s article. Automatic formatting is applied and I do not know how to get rid of it. – J.Z., 19.1.08.
� From Quran, Sura cix: “Say: O ye unbelievers! // I worship not what ye worship, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship; // And I am not a worshipper of what ye have worshipped, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship. // To you your religion; and to me my religion.”


� Such tolerant rights existed even, although perhaps to a very limited extent, in Saddam Hussein’s Iraq. He was not exactly tolerant towards dissenters who resisted his rule.


� The full reference is: Shih Shun Liu (1925), Extraterritoriality: Its Rise and Its Decline, New York. Columbia University Press, 1925, 235 p.


� An up-to-date version of this reads: “Territorial sovereign states occupy current political space. Territorial sovereignty is not a timeless characteristic of the state system but is unique to the modern state system. Although territorial sovereign states emerged in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, it is now unimaginable to find a piece of territory over which at least one political entity does not claim absolute territorial jurisdiction” (Turan Kayaoglu 2002).


� It has also been called exterritoriality.


� For the record, Maitland (1898) cites Agobard in the following way: “In a famous, if exaggerated sentence, Bishop Agobard of Lyons has said that often five men would be walking or sitting together and each of them would own a different law”. He refers to “Agobardi Opera, Migne, Patrol, vol. 104, col. 116: ‘Nam plerumque contmgit ut simul eant aut sedeant quinque homines et nullus eorum communem legem cum altero habeat’. “


� Some of those considering personal or private law today seem to be unaware of this principle. For example, Benson (1990) believes that arbitration would be the likely solution, “likened to formal or informal extradition treaties among political entities” (p. 32). This even seems to be the exact opposite of the principle at hand. Also Friedman (1973) seems to be unaware of this principle. He means that there are three ways in which a conflict between laws could be handled, none being the principle at hand: “The most obvious and least likely is direct violence – a mini-war between my agency, attempting to arrest the burglar, and his agency attempting to defend him from arrest. A somewhat more plausible scenario is negotiation. Since warfare is expensive, agencies might include in the contracts they offer their customers a provision under which they are not obliged to defend customers against legitimate punishments for their actual crimes. When a conflict occurs, it would then be up to the two agencies to determine whether the accused customer of one will or will not be deemed guilty and turned over to the other. // A still more attractive and more likely solution is advance contracting between the agencies. Under this scenario, any two agencies that faced a significant probability of such clashes would agree on an arbitration agency to settle them-a private court. Implicit or explicit in their agreement would be the legal rules under which such disputes were to be settled.”


� Futhermore, according to Maitland (1898), the so-called Lex Salica was “a wonderful ‘system of personal laws’” and “let us remember that, by virtue of the Norman Conquest, the Lex Salica is one of the ancestors of English law.”


� From Quran Sura cix: “Say: O ye unbelievers! // I worship not what ye worship, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship; // And I am not a worshipper of what ye have worshipped, // And ye are not worshippers of what I worship.”


To you your religion; and to me my religion.


� Liu also notes that [i]n some of the treaties, a right of appeal was allowed to the local courts in cases where natives proceeded against Christians in their consular courts” (p. 60).


� Similar concession were later granted to “Great Britain, the Netherlands, Austria-Hungary, Sweden, Italy, Denmark, Prussia and later Germany, Russia, Spain, Persia, Belgium, Portugal, Greece, the United States, Brazil, and Mexico. The extraterritorial rights conferred by these treaties were formally abolished in 1923” (p. 67-9). 


� According to R.J. Rummel, “Lenin's rapacious agricultural policies 1918-1923 created a famine that killed by starvation and associated diseases about 7,300,000 people. Half of these victims comprise democide, the other half are the unintentional victims of failed policies.” R.J. Rummel also writes that “From 1900 to 1923, Turkish dictators murdered about 2,100,000 Armenians.” See � HYPERLINK "http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/welcome.html" ��http://www.hawaii.edu/powerkills/welcome.html� for both quotes and his references. This is “free national development”, early 20th century Soviet and Turkish style.


� This is also noted by Raustiala (2004): “Assumptions about territory permeate legal systems. American law is no exception. Territoriality is a defining attribute of the Westphalian state, the model upon which the framers of the US Constitution based their aspirations for a new nation.”


� Kayaoglu (2002) tells us that “[e]xtraterritoriality is a form of jurisdiction where home states continue to claim jurisdiction over the activities of their citizens are immune from local, host country’s jurisdiction.” In this modern version of extraterritoriality, a territorial state extends its reach beyond its own borders with the consent of the host state, but not necessarily with the consent of the individual. Today there is an even more scrupulous interpretation along the same line of thought; extraterritoriality is today often assumed to refer to the right of a territorial government to impose its law also outside of its territory, in the territory of another territorial government, given that the home state law is stricter than the host country’s. This could be related to for example accounting laws, trafficking and brokering of military equipment, child pornography and trafficking, etc. This, of course, is not what extraterritoriality originally was.


� Indeed, there is further evidence of the spirit of Westphalia; foreign intervention is prohibited by the Treaty of Westphalia. Article LXIV of the treaty reads (emphasis added): “And to prevent for the future any Differences arising in the Politick State, all and every one of the Electors, Princes and States of the Roman Empire, are so establish'd and confirm'd in their antient Rights, Prerogatives, Libertys, Privileges, free exercise of Territorial Right, as well Ecclesiastick, as Politick Lordships, Regales, by virtue of this present Transaction: that they never can or ought to be molested therein by any whomsoever upon any manner of pretence.” Thus, the idea that foreign intervention is supposedly going to be avoided by World Government is implicitly present also in the old treaty.


� This latter does not necessarily imply that an individual holds his and only his laws, but rather that the individual is allowed to secede from the current system of laws to adopt others. Having one’s own laws wouldn’t be very practical, I suppose.


� Fortunately, there are people considering non-territorial governance alternatives. For example, it should be mentioned that Long (1993) has considered an approach in many ways similar to the one Liu describes, but without making any reference to the historical personal law system. In fact, there are some aspects that seem to make it a territorial system and there is no mention of the principle of actor sequitur forum rei. This could be because the modern interpretation of this is so out of line with its’ literal meaning, as noted above. Moreover, the incorporation of Muslim personal law into for example UK domestic law (although rejected on ground of) has been suggested. In Scandinavia, people of Lappish origin now have their own parliament across the borders of Norway Sweden and Finland. I’m sure you could find more examples. 





