SACHSENSPIEGEL: The first written tribal law collection of Saxons in Germany. It permitted e.g. Swabians, who had moved into Saxonion areas, the choice between the two legal systems. (No detailed reference available yet. - J.Z.)
SACK, ROBERT, Human Territoriality. Its theory and history, 1986. If you read the presentation of this book at Amazon, the author seems right in tune with a aterritorialist frame of mind. GPdP 13 2 06.
SACRIFICES, SELF-DETERMINATION, FOLLOWING THE OWN JUDGEMENT, VS. COMPROMISES: "Our main text has been that men should refuse to sacrifice their opinions and ways of living (in the self-regarding sphere) out of regard to the status quo, or the prejudices of others. And this, as a matter of course, excludes the right of forcing or wishing any one else to make such a sacrifice to us". - John Morley, On Compromise, 250.

SACRIFICES: The human sacrificial lambs, rather than continuing to submit or offering themselves voluntarily as victims for slaughters, exploitation, mutilation or oppression, should at least and initially consider disobedience, desertion, escape,, resistance, insurrection, tyrannicide, revolution etc. but in the long run should not be satisfied with anything less than full alternatives to their slaughterhouses, their national altars and concentration camps: freedom to live and work alternatively, exterritorially, autonomously, in voluntary associations of their individual choice, in which they can freely enjoy all those liberties and rights which they do want to claim from the total. When, as a result, they would continue to make any further sacrifices, at least all of them would be voluntary and considered individual choices. At least they would then die or lose for their own purposes and ideals, instead of being sacrifices for the ideals and purposes of others. - J.Z., 4.9.88, 3.4.89.
SACRIFICES, ARE THEY NEEDED TO INTRODUCE PANARCHISM? Only the time and energy required to comprehend panarchism have to be sacrificed. Also the prejudices that uphold territorialism, like faith in the benefits of territorial “unity” or in the rightfulness of “territorial integrity” and in the morality of “equality before the law”. Otherwise, only the territorial monopoly and its compulsory membership and subordination ought to become “sacrificed”, not the unity and consent among volunteers, that of self-chosen personal laws and jurisdictions and other wanted institutions. – J.Z., 14. & 17.1.05.
SAFETY-VALVE: Panarchies would have the best possible safety valve against abuses and the best possible guaranties for the progress or their members.
SAGEHORN, ROBERT & JOHN ZUBE, RE PANARCHISM. An extract of an extensive and prolonged correspondence, here taken from PEACE PLANS 870:  

John Zube, 7 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW, Australia 2577    Oct. 3rd.,85 

Robert Sagehorn, Western Review Institute, POB 806, Chino, CA 91 708
Dear Robert,
to my chagrin, I have still not answered your letter of July 85, 2 pages, with various enclosures. It is presently on the top of a pile of unanswered ones.
Dissenters like us should not expect that they are welcomed, with all their views, by mass movements or large minority movements. 

They do their thing, let us do ours. 
That requires the opening up of channels of communication between individuals and small groups and also channels for actions for them. 

The former requires some technical-organizational thinking and actions and the latter considerable utopian and philosophical speculation, away from the old and too much trodden paths.
With new and much cheaper channels of communication - a minimum volume for fruitful cooperation between dissenters can be achieved.
Whether that channel is micrographics or personal computers or some other means, that does not matter to me. They all ought to be tried to the limits of their potential. 

E.g., audio cassettes are still not tried to their limits.

With all such efforts, one tends to reach a plateau: contact with some like-minded people, without major resources and expenditures, and with those who can be persuaded of the benefits of one's program.
But that does also, usually, mean that one ends up as a small sectarian group, e.g. like the Georgeists, who somehow do influence national and world thinking but have little influence on the actions of the majority.
There are xyz such groups. Until many or most of these groups adopt a common program for action, only very few of these groups can hope to see their program put partly into action and fully for no one, not even for themselves.

(The only common program that they should adopt is that of mutual tolerance for all their tolerant group actions. – J.Z., 18.12.04.)
So far it was largely believed that e.g. freedom of expression, combined with freedom of association, information and assembly, would assure the necessary consensus. 

Then one held that majority decision-making, including party politics and lobbying, would be the correct avenues. 

The fallacy in all such efforts was and is that a general package deal consensus should be required before a whole community collectively engaged in a reform. 

Naturally, an involuntary collective (i.e., one with compulsory membership and a territorial monopoly) could hardly proceed otherwise in a more than 50% correct (or wrong) way.
That large scale collective action, territorial action of territorial communities, is required to realize some or the other political, social or economic reform, is another aspect of that fallacy.
This is the kind of assumed and believed in common ground and common action procedure that condemns most small scale efforts, like ours, to long-term failure, while it continues to exist in most minds.
What else could and should we do? 

We ought to search for, construct, or develop and publicize a new model for cooperation, neutrality and laissez faire for all the groups striving towards one or the other ism, one that does not drive them to wars or civil wars, not even to party strife and majority despotism.
According to our daily experience, that model must, in its sphere, somewhat resemble the models that are applied to let artists (painters, sculptors, musicians, poets, actors, singers etc.), craftsmen, fashion-designers, architects, religious leaders, sportsmen and sports clubs, and their followers, do their own thing, all peacefully coexisting with each other in their varied pursuits and practices.

Natural scientists do it via experimental freedom, so do engineers and inventors of all kinds. 

Only in the social, economic and political sphere does the absurd belief still prevail that when someone has innovated, then all others ought to subscribe to his innovation and that a coercive collective institution, ought to see to it that this is done: the coercive State. 

That is not even the rightful and efficient procedure for the most radical and consistent and realistic libertarian program. It is a prescription for war or civil war or endless and fruitless struggle. It is the old model that we ought to discard.
While remaining firmly committed towards our own ideal and wanting to share it with others and wanting to see it realized for ourselves and like-minded people, we ought to adopt a live-and-let-live or experimental and tolerant approach and attitude and practice towards all others who subscribe to other isms, regardless how irrelevant or even hateful these other isms may be to us. (Well, official and private terrorists and criminals, with victims, excluded. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)
We have in our history more or less unconsciously stumbled into accepting religious freedom or tolerance, even for atheists. 

We had, temporarily and never completely, e.g. not in the monetary and financial sphere, not even in the postal and railways one, come to subscribe to free private enterprise for many productive and exchange efforts. 

Now we will have to come to consciously subscribe to their equivalents in the political, economic and social spheres. 

It has not only become acute, in order to give every ism its chance, but it has, in times of ABC mass murder devices, with large territorial targets, become a matter of survival for the human race. 

Moreover, this model offers us the best chance for an effective resistance against totalitarian regimes, for liberation wars against them, better still, for successful and almost bloodless revolutions and military insurrections against them, for their secessionist dissolution, apart from a small rump remaining for fanatic volunteers who are unwilling to learn from their own experience or that of others and will continue to keep alive their faulty systems on faith and with huge personal sacrifices. (After all, even monasteries and nunneries persisted into our times. – J.Z., 10.1.2005.)
The Sagehorn/Zube model for the Sagehorns and Zubes - within a system of experimental freedom, pluralism, panarchies, for all.

Nozick, with some statist notions in his mind, still, called it "Meta-utopia". 

If religious “nuts” could come to the equivalent agreement, however unconscious, in practice, why can't we come to it morally and rationally, in our spheres of interest, and spread this model rationally? 

It offers all majorities and all minorities all that they can rightly demand for themselves: the government or no-government or limited government of their dreams or personal choice, for themselves and as long as they want it. 

Thus this model has at least the potential to become more universal than e.g. jeans or coca cola or pop music.

If the limited government concept should become popular again, preferably the local rather than the central limited government concept, then we should expect it not to last forever in its popularity but to be, as a popular institution, no more than a passing fad, as it has been in the past, in spite of the advantages it had over more interventionist government forms. 

If, at any time, we ourselves would be free to live under our own limited government or anarcho-capitalistic or voluntary socialistic systems, governments or no-governmental communities, then we ought to be content with that.


The "mutual sharing" and "common consent requirement needs to become extended to the pluralistic, minority-autonomous, panarchistic, experimental freedom system for all. Otherwise, one runs head on into all the myths and prejudices kept alive in all others.
This New Model approach reduces the number of myths and prejudices one has to defeat to those only which are directed in particular against the New Model. Their number is still large, even among libertarians, but limited, not overwhelmingly large.

If one continues to fight all the economic, political and social prejudices of all others, one tries to run one's head, so to speak, into a solid wall. The dispelling of the anti-panarchistic prejudices amounts only to dispelling some fog.

I find it tragic that you still go on blaming others for pushing their ideals or limited visions or prejudices, as you push your minority viewpoint. 

Once you begin to subscribe to the New Model of exterritorial autonomy for volunteers, to minority autonomy for all, you will begin to see potential allies and friends in all your disappointed loves and even in some of your enemies.

Having played the games of others would not have been "easy and enjoyable” to us, simply because we would not have played our games. But, playing our own game will, one day, become "easy and enjoyable" to us, once we and a sufficient number of other people have subscribed to the notion of letting each player and every group of voluntary players play their game or games.

I for one do not consider the search for truth, justice, knowledge, even wisdom, as a seeking for illusions. But I am aware that all too often one suffers under the illusion that one has already found and practised them.

No, you may not mention Hitler in this context. While he improved his skills and smartness as a manipulator, he did not improve his "mind" but merely strengthened his prejudices and those of others. For doing this he did not use "reasoned discourse" but demagoguery and myths. Naturally, he also resorted to mysticism and the power route. (Also, quite intentionally and effectively to the „big lie“, repeated over and over again. – J.Z., 10.1.05.)
You had set yourself an impossible task, that of fighting and remolding the world single-handed.
Read is right on this: It needs the release of all creative energies, not just the exhaustion of a few.

What I blame you for is mainly having persisted with a 500 year old technology, which may have only succeeded in printing about 1% of all that was ever written and has not even kept everything in print or easily accessible public libraries.
To make whatever positive ideas human minds have produced, effective, it is absolutely required that all written records at least appear in one or the other form of printing, filming or other reproduction method.

You stuck with one which has never achieved this objective and is unlikely to ever achieve it. I have by now, for a few years, stuck with one which has at least the potential to achieve this task. ……….

_________________________________________________________________________________
SAINT-PRIEST, FRANCOIS EMMANUEL GUIGNARD, COMTE DE, 1735-1821: Memoirs sur l'embassade de France en Turquie, 1525-1770,... avec appendices contenant le texte de traductions originales des capitulations, 1528-1740, et des traites conclus avec la Sublime Porte Ottoman, Amsterdam, Philo Press, 1974, 542pp, reprint of the 1877 ed.

SAL PARADISE: On Panarchy in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. -- 7, 13-14, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

SALVATION, SOLUTION, WAY OUT: Own Road to Salvation: For each and every one there is only one road to personal salvation and achievement: The own road, freely chosen, based on personal, economic, political and individual liberty in everything, at the own expense and risk, if one cannot be persuaded to adopt other and better way or does learn from the successes or failures of others. - J.Z., 15.6.91, 7.1.93, 10.12.03.

SANCTION OF THE VICTIM: "'He had won the victory over himself", says the concluding line of George Orwell's grim novel, 1984. 'He loved Big Brother.' Just as hostages sometimes become fond of their abductors, we tend to become attached to the factors that imprison us: our habits, customs, the expectations of others, rules, schedules, the state. Why do we give away our power or never claim it at all? Perhaps so that we can avoid decisions and responsibility. We are seduced by pain-avoidance, conflict-avoidance." - M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, p. 209. - We often give it away mentally (See: Statism.) but constitutions, laws and all the powers of territorial states force us, all too often, to give it, together with our services and means, too. - J.Z., 6.4.84. And for the necessary resistance, liberation and revolutionary efforts more than merely an individual act of will is required, although this, too, is a prerequisite.- J.Z., 3.7.89. - Enough others must be similarly and sufficiently enlightened and determined, organized, armed and trained for this purpose. - J.Z., 
SANCTION OF THE VICTIMS: The “Sanction of the victim” - but confined to sheeple-volunteers and their “shepherds”.
SANCTUARIES, PANARCHISM, MOBS & MASSES, HERETICS, DISSENTERS, NONCONFORMISTS, PERSECUTIONS, ASYLUM, MINORITIES, IMMUNITY, EMBASSIES, DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY, FOREIGN CONCESSIONS: Individual secessionism and exterritorial minority autonomy, once recognized, will be at least the equivalent of the “sanctuaries” formerly provided for those persecuted and pursued out of 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, 9.9.04. - Provided only that they are genuine offences against basic rights and liberties of members of that community, not legally invented "crimes", like "insults" to their Gods or "treason" against their e.g. socialist ideals. - J.Z., 19. 11. 06.
SANTAYANA, GEORGE: Dominations and Powers, Reflections on Liberty, Society and Government, N.Y., Charles Scribner's Sons, 1951, indexed, 496pp, JZL. - Most of this book is valueless to me. On page 455, for instance, I found 9 statements which, by my standards, are highly questionable. Can a brilliant style make up for such weaknesses? In his thinking he comes sometimes close to panarchism, but does not quite reach it, e.g. on pages 448 - 450, 452, 456, 465, 466. There are some entries on secession: 353 - 355, 431 & 456 and at least 2 on anarchism: 236 & 430. Still, I am not interested in reading the whole book. But it has some interesting chapters, e.g. No. 18, titled: "Equality Not Conducive to Peace. If someone suggested to me some other chapters as worth reading, I would give them a try. One can read only so much & has to concentrate on what is important to oneself. - J.Z., 3.2.1999.

SARGENT, G. H.: Outline Lectures on the History, Organization, Jurisdiction, and Practice of the Ministerial and Consular Court of U. S. in Japan, Tokio, 1887.

SATTLER, E.E.: Thesen zur Staatenlosigkeit, with English translation: Theses towards Statelessness, 30pp, with 2 pp of notes by J.Zube, in PP 392. - These theses are full of panarchist thoughts.
SATURATION REVOLUTION: by Kerry Thornley, July 1968, plan 225, pages 36-37, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.
SAVIGNY,: Liu, Exterritoriality page 28: : “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." 1

As an example of the prevalence in mediaeval 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.2
In the same way, the principle of the personality of laws was applied and carried out by the invaders themselves in their relations 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.” 3 Theodoric the Great   (493-525), the first of the Ostrogothic rulers,
1  Savigny, Geschichte des Römischen Rechts im Mittelalter (Heidel​berg, 1834-51), vol. i, p. 116.
2  Ibid., p. 126. 

3 "Dum transmarini negotiatores inter se causam habuerint, nullus de sedibus nostris cos audire presumat, nisi tantummodo suis legibus audiantur apud telonarios suos." Leges Visigoth., lib. xi, tit. iii, cap. ii, Pardessus. op. cit., vol. i, p. 152. – Liu, Exterritoriality, 28.

SAYRE, FRANCIS BOWES, 1885- ? : The passing of extraterritoriality in Siam, American Council, Institute of Pacific Relations, 1927/8, 60 pp. At Macquarie Univ., Sydney.
SCAPEGOATS & COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY NOTIONS: Under territorialism scapegoats are always blamed for the results of the own mistakes: Jews, Capitalists, Conspirators, Foreigners, Immigrants, other Races, Faiths and Ideologies. Once volunteers are exterritorially quite autonomous in their own panarchic communities then they can rightly blame only their own mistakes and will try to do away with them as soon as possible. Then it will also be much easier to learn from the mistakes of others - which might be committed next door, instead of in another country. Members of a criminal gang or government, not having made use of the right to secede or an opportunity to escape it, could, indeed, be held somewhat collectively responsible unless they had been terrorized into obedience, e.g. by hostages. - J.Z., n.d. & 20.9.04. 
SCHEFLEN, ALBERT E. & ASHCRAFT, NORMAN: Human Territories. How We Behave in Space-Time, A Spectrum Book, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, 1976, 210pp, JZL. - It deals more with property, buildings, furniture, room arrangements, landscapes, elbow room, privacy, human social behaviour and neighbourhoods than with political territories. - Thus it confines the asserted "territorial imperative" to its natural limits. This kind of private "territorialism" would still exist under the full exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities and their networks, which panarchism advocates and I for one have not objection to this limited but probably misnamed "territorialism". - J.Z., 31.1.1999.

SCHISMS & SEPARATISM, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL, RATHER THAN CIVIL WARS: Rather many and complete schisms than civil war! - J.Z., 3.4.89, 9.9.04.

SCHISMS, FREE CHOICE FOR THE OWN SCHISM: Every man his own Schism." - Proposed by the Sub-Geniuses, as quoted by Mike Gunderloy in TC 116, p.76.

SCHISMS, PEACEFUL: Peaceful schisms and fragmentation are good for all. Let each go his own way, not only for his own holidays or exercise runs. Only territorialism has to be rejected for all of them. - J.Z., 9.9.04.

SCHLOSBERG, H.J.: The King's Republics, London, Stevens & Sons, 1929, indexed, 147pp, has a short discussion on pages 39-42 on geographical secessions, from the English legal point of view. Most textbooks on politics do not dare or bother to mention the term at all. Naturally, there is a great difference between collective and geographical secession and individual and exterritorial secession. Many individuals would want to secede from newly formed geographical secessionist States and most of these would probably want to join their old State association. They should be free to do so, like all other dissenters, without having to relocate their home or business. - J.Z.m 28.1.99. JZL. 

SCHNEIER: TC 150, 80, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

SCHOPOFF, A.: Les reformes et la protection des chretiens en Turquie, 1673-1904; firmans, berats, protocoles, traites, capitulations, conventions, arrangements, notes, circulaires, reglements, lois, memorandums, etc., Paris, Plon-Nourritt, 1904, 645pp. (Ann Arbor)

SCHULTE, HEINRICH: Die "billigen Flaggen" im Voelkerrecht (The cheap flags in international low ), Metzner, Frankfurt /Main - Berlin, 169 pp, quoted in Peace Plans No. 7, pp. 25-27, with comments on the extension of this principle to the land masses and voluntary associations. - The very name "cheap flags" does already indicate that exterritorial autonomy would tend to reduce governmental and societal expensive, if "cheap flags" could also be raised on land as standards to which "the wise and honest could repair". Naturally, fools would also be free to run expensive experiments at their own risk and expense. Whatever of their assets would remain would soon be taken over by better management or self-management systems and utilized much more productively. - J.Z., 20.9.04.
SCHWARZ, LEO W.: Editor, Great Ages and Ideas of the Jewish People, with contributions by 6 historians, Random House, N.Y., 1956, bibl. Index, 516pp, JZL. It has at least 4 entries on minority rights & at least 11 on autonomy. 

SCIENCE FICTION & PANARCHISM: An attempt should be made to list, separately, all SF that includes some panarchistic notions. Further SF writings on the subject should be encouraged. The pop notion of "one planet" for each ideology should be discouraged, since it amounts to the support of world-wide empires, rather than for tolerance for all tolerant actions and institutions on every planet - or artificial habitat in space. Too much of this supposedly radical and innovative literature is stuck in ancient ruts, e.g. over-population notions, territorialism, machine-storming etc. - J.Z., 2.9.04. - Alternative history and popular SF stories that are fully based upon the panarchist model may still have to be written. – J.Z., 14.1.05.
SCOTT, J. H.: The Law Affecting Foreigners in Egypt, rev, ed., Edinburgh, 1908.
SCOTT, OTTO: Why Drugs, CHALCEDON REPORT, Aug. 88, lp, with a panarchist note by John Zube, 123, in ON PANARCHY XI, in PP 832.

SECEDE: Taxpayers, unemployed, inflation and regulation victims, poverty stricken people, peace and freedom lovers, secede and organize yourself voluntarily, exterritorially and autonomously. Then, in your own free and tolerant experiments, i.e., among yourself, you could try all possible solutions yourself, on your own accounts, as masters of your own fate, instead of remaining puppets in the hands of power mongers, liars and cheats. Even if your own favourite experiments failed, you would certainly win through this approach, for SOME of the other free experiments are bound to succeed and to succeed soon - and you could join or copy them immediately, without permission from any politician or bureaucrat. You would only have to lose your territorialist prejudices and errors first. That is not much of a sacrifice. - J.Z. 30.4.92, 13.1.93, 9.9.04.

SECESSION, GEOGRAPHICAL ONLY? See: DWIGHT, DR. TIMOTHY. 
SECESSION & NONE OF THE ABOVE: "I've been working with a gang of friends in Hawai to get a 'none of the above' place on the ballot. I view that as a step toward secession, as a matter of fact. Once people become conscious of how silly most political personality choices are, they may become conscious of how very silly most remote politics are in general. ... As for a national movement which, in fact, would encourage communities to act as they had seceded, I see a strong need and response. Perhaps both things go together. - Karl Hess, Letter to Martin Shepard.
SECESSION FOR INDIVIDUALS FROM THE STATE WOULD MEAN, AMONG OTHER THINGS: An end to all government coercion and monopolies, especially their wars and preparations for wars. An end to bloody revolutions, wars, civil wars and terrorism. An end to compulsory taxation and its replacement by various forms of voluntary taxation or subscription systems for wanted and ordered services. An end to monetary despotism for all who do not subscribe to it and its replacement by various and more or less consistent monetary freedom practices. Those panarchies, which practised full monetary freedom, would soon teach others how to overcome involuntary mass unemployment, deflations and inflations, very fast and without supposedly necessary sacrifices, risks and subsidies.  The postal, telephone, railway, broadcasting,  education, bus and airline  monopolies would be ended and the welfare State for all who do not desire it. Police and juridical services would become competitive, i.e. much more effective and cheaper. Governments would become as little oppressive as churches and sects are under full religious liberty and competing insurance companies under free enterprise and stable competing currencies.. - J.Z., 9.1.99.

SECESSION OR DIVORCE FROM GOVERNMENTS: One need not always abolish or kill adulterous, treacherous, cheating, lying, rapist, wastrel, power-drunk, oppressive and violent or even nuclear armed governments or their top rulers - but one should certainly and individually be free to divorce oneself from them, without having to leave the country or losing any right or liberty as a result. Panarchism does not demand any more but not any less, either. - J.Z. 23.4.89, 2.7.89.

SECESSION TEXTS: Blueher, H., Secessio Judaica. 8.50. distributed by Faksimile Versand, Antiquariat Wieland Soyka, Postfach 660180, D 2800 Bremen 66. Reprint, limited to 250 copies. From DM 70 orders are sent post-free. Date of notice? A German or Latin text? Of panarchist interest? I do not know and I do not have the time, energy and funds to follow up every hint. - J.Z., 13.1.93. - Please point out all relevant texts to me, towards the building up of a comprehensive bibliography on panarchism and related subjects. - J.Z., 11.12.03.
SECESSION UNITED: California, 2 leaflets, 2 pages, 209, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. - Very secretive group. Would give me nothing else in writing, unless I joined them, and were not at all interested in the riches of secessionist writings that LMP offers. - Do they really know something that ought to be hidden or is their secrecy merely a salesmanship trick, to help them sell inferior ideas, as is done by some sects and lodges. I suspect the latter. Generally, I do agree with what Immanuel Kant said in "Eternal Peace", on the connection between morality, secrecy and publicity. - J.Z., 5.2.93, 22.1.99.

SECESSION, INDIVIDUAL: You have not formally given your individual consent. Thus do now and quite formally withdraw it and end their pretence of a mandate from you. - 21.1.04. - We should, perhaps, try to establish a website for each federal, state and local government, where dissenters can freely state that they do not consider themselves as being represented by the present government and having given their consent to it. They should also be free to state their motives or reasons for their opposition.  At the same time, they should be given their chance to declare their preference for a panarchistic system with full exterritorial autonomy for all communities of dissenters and for a federation of these communities. If all that does not fit onto a website, it could be combined in a special CD issue after every election, in which all the dissenting minority views are stated, to the extent that they do not  aim at territorial domination for themselves, at least not otherwise than by persuasion. - J.Z., 24.3.04.
SECESSION, INDIVIDUAL & NON-GEOGRAPHIC VS. COLLECTIVISTIC & GEOGRAPHIC SECESSIONS:  In the ten points listed by Chas Bufe, in a 16 pp pamphlet :"Listen, Anarchist!", reviewed in Freedom, 3/86, he states in point 9 a fundamental panarchistic, i.e. secessionist idea : "We should accept the fact that freedom of association implies freedom to disassociate." For the sake of clarity he should have added : "even from anarchists."

SECESSION, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY: "Individual sovereignty under early militancy was an impossibility, and no member of the warring tribes ever dreamed of demanding the right of secession or of declining to cooperate with his fellows. Men lived by war, and discipline, despotic control and individual subordination are the conditions of success in war." - Victor Yarros, Liberty 339, May 16, 1896 p.3. - How can all people live by war and no one by production? This is not true for the "laws of the barbarians" as described by E. Gibbon, the civil war choices for the soldiers of Julius Caesar, the Cof or Sof institution of the Berbers, the secession options existing in practice for nomads, the predominance of personal laws for thousands of years before territorial nationalism arose. Cromwell's ironsides were largely victorious because, apart from the battle-hours, they did enjoy citizen rights and liberties. German tribes and Red Indian ones often left it to individuals to temporarily join a military leader for a campaign and there is an interesting history of citizen soldiers, apart from Cromwell's example, and the Swiss one, which shows that "discipline, despotic control and subordination and central command" do not always achieve military superiority. Many other factors are involved and can achieve success for citizen soldiers. At least V. Y. should have taken into consideration some famous instances of mass fraternization and mass desertions and military insurrections. In military chess games the pawns can develop aims and a will of their own and can come to make their own decisions, very contrary to those of their supreme local commanders. The history of military insurrections is very extensive and there are numerous contemporary examples. What happened e.g. to the conventional military and police force of Hungary during the last Hungarian revolution? Too many anarchists and libertarians show too much respect for conventional military models, aims, methods and prejudices. The publicly paraded "reasons" for them are sometimes mere camouflage. A truly liberating force and movement could count on most of the conscripts on the other side as allies, if it made the right preparations, declared the right aims and publicized them sufficiently and in time. A kind of military jiu jitsu is possible and has frequently been applied. Compare Beckerath's letter on how Mao won in PP 16-17, pp 241-244. Individual secessionism for soldiers from armed forces of a dictatorship is as important as individual secessionism from authoritarian States is for the liberties of citizens. Discipline and obedience among volunteer militiamen fighting for the realization or protection of their own individual rights and those of others, with rightful weapons, methods and organizations will be quite a different kettle of fish. Some details have been worked out in PP 61-63. - J.Z. 3.7.89, 9.9.04.

SECESSION, INDIVIDUAL: "But more profoundly, would a laissez-fairist recognize the right of a region of a country to secede from that country? Is it legitimate for West Ruritania to secede from Ruritania? If not, why not? And if so, then how can there be a logical stopping-point to the secession? May not a small district secede, and then a city, and then a borough of that city, and then a block, and then finally a particular individual? (*) Once admit any right of secession whatever, and there is no logical stopping-point short of the right of individual secession, which logically entails anarchism, since then individuals may secede and patronize their own defense agencies, and the State has crumbled".  - M. Rothbard, The Ethics of Liberty, p. 181. (*) Footnote by Rothbard: Mises recognized this point, and supported the right of each individual to secede in theory, stopping short of the individual for merely "technical considerations". - Ludwig von Mises, Liberalism, 2nd. ed., Kansas City, Sheed Andrews and McMeel, 1978, pp 109-110. - Rothbard's logical stopping point here is to assume that only anarchism could and would result. While, indeed, an anarchist precondition would be provided, namely individual  sovereignty, the individuals who would make use of it, would be rarely anarchists but mostly statists, with various statist ideals in their minds, which they then could and would construct among their own kinds of like-minded volunteers. And all could do so only on the basis of exterritorial autonomy for these volunteer communities. Among them most would re-construct States and governments - but without compulsory membership and a territorial monopoly. Would anyone e.g. assert that trade unions would be abolished if they lost their exclusive turf and compulsory membership? Anarchist and libertarian communities among them would represent, at least initially, a few small minorities only. And precisely for that reason they should advocate this panarchistic liberty not only for themselves but for all others as well, those with different ideals. Then their own associations would get their maximum chance to realize their ideals, at least among themselves on the principle of anarchism for anarchists, and laissez faire economies for laissez-fairists, and the maximum chance for their communities to grow and develop - by outside individuals becoming convinced by their practical demonstrations and joining them, one by one. Naturally, all other minority groups would have the same chance, depending only on the merits of their theories and practice and the degrees to which individual outsiders are able to recognize these. And this is the main reason why they could be won over to this framework, too, because they, too, would tend to believe that they could win in this free competition among volunteer groups. I know of no essay where Rothbard has developed these consequences and his bibliographer, Carl Watner, does not appear to have found it, either, since they are not reflected in Watner's writings, either. One can be so close and yet so far from certain truths. - J.Z. 5.1.93.

SECESSION, INDIVIDUAL: It can be partly exterritorial and partly territorial, as in the "multi-government" system of Le Grand E. Day. It can be intentional but remain unrecognized and yet become a profitable business as in Len Casley's Hutt River Province secession and that of the Robertson, N.S.W. pie shop: Laird's corner. It can become partly recognized and partly successful as in the Frestonia, London, secession. It can be unintentional and non-recognized and yet be a defacto secession in parts, as in the case of the Duke of Avram, with his note issuing bank in Tasmania, or intentional and non-recognized as in the case Marc Eric Ely Chaitlin and his silver notes. It may also be merely declaratory or only temporary, as during a revolution. It may be a parallel government and somewhat competing in practice, as a voluntaristic and exterritorial organization but without its autonomy fully claimed and recognized. It may confine itself to a small private local area or have national, continental and world- wide ambitions like the Cosmopolitan Union of Werner Ackermann and the Davis World Citizenship. It may be consistently extended into jurisdiction and armed forces, too, or fail to do so through lack of consistence and awareness of the members, as happened for a while with the Cosmopolitan Union. And it might, on the other hand, attempt no more than a part-secession, without any comprehensive secessionist intention, as in case of arbitration associations. All of the private security guards, night-watch-men and patrols, paid and unpaid volunteers, like Guardian Angels and Vigilantes belong to that group, And on the negative side it might be merely the opting out and outlawry of criminals who are criminals not only towards themselves but have and seek outside victims, as e.g. the Ku Klux Klan. Then there is the wide spread practice of smuggling, which amounts to an illegal secession in its sphere, undertaken because it is profitable. Then there remain the illegal and profitable actions of the drug lords and their networks, made possible by the very laws passed to outlaw that kind of production and trade. By special disciplinary codes for soldiers, public servants and churchmen, some traces of exterritoriality remain. Then there is the exaggerated diplomatic immunity, even in case of crimes and the uncertainty that arises often out of territoriality, when it is uncertain to which territorial legislation and jurisdiction a citizen belongs, when there are multiple and contrary claims to it and for it. Corporations, especially international ones, have also gained degrees of exterritorial autonomy. The Aristocracy remains, with its special customs and rules; and occupation forces live often under an exterritorial status of autonomy. So do revolutionaries, resistance fighters and terrorists, unrecognized and, likewise deprived of important self-government rights, refugees. The escape attempts have, so far, reduced rather than increased their official status, like criminal actions do for criminals, although the refugees are mostly innocents. The illegals or people living underground, and be it only for tax avoidance, might also be considered as individual secessionists, in dictatorships and in democracies, however incomplete & unrecognised their secession still remains - while they are still persecuted. - J.Z., n.d. & 9.12.03, 20.9.04.
SECESSION: Do e.g. individual libertarians have the right to secede from the present and any other State, not legally but by natural law? With this question one can test how serious "libertarians" take their stand for individual liberty. - J.Z., 2.9.88, 3.4.89.

SECESSION: If you can't lick them - secede from them! - J.Z. 31.1.88. - If you are free to secede from them, why try to lick them in the first place? Leave them to themselves, to defeat themselves by their own spleens. If  they cannot any longer force you to support and finance them, they will do a pretty good job at that. And if you are not free to actually secede from them, then at least begin to secede in your own mind from all their false premises, errors and ideas, as a first step towards individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and voluntary associationism of like-minded people on an exterritorial basis. You will have a lot of reading and thinking to catch up with. With that information, freely and industrially acquired, you will come closer to realize freedom of action for yourself. - J.Z. 31.1.88, 14.1.93.

SECESSION: Individual secessionism and full exterritorial autonomy for all minorities rather than wars, revolutions, civil wars, usurpations and dictatorships. - J.Z., 14.1.89, 3.4.89, 20.9.04.
SECESSION, DIVORCE, MONOGAMY, PROSTITUTION, POLYGAMY & SEXUAL FREEDOM: We still have either monogamy or polygamy largely institutionalized and divorce made legally or juridically difficult & thus have numerous unhappy marriages, prostitution and sex crimes rather than sexual freedom or free love under all kinds of private contracts. Not even free choice among dozens to hundreds of diverse marriage contracts is permitted. Insofar individual sovereignty, freedom of association and disassociation are not even fully realized in that sphere as yet. – J.Z., 7.1.05.
SECESSIONISM & FREE ASSOCIATIONISM FOR INDIVIDUALS - OR ONLY FOR PEOPLES & NATIONS? EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY OR ONLY TERRITORIAL AUTONOMY? "And what does Bakunin himself call the most important of all constitutional rights? The right of free association and, equally, of free dissolution (of peoples and nations). Without that right an alliance could never be anything other than a disguised centralization. This idea is based on the assumption that no continuing obligation can be entered into, which is not based on freedom. In other words, an obligation can exist as long as the person bound by it freely accepts it. - Holterman, Law in Anarchism, p. 48,  referring to Bakunin, Federalism, p. 40.

SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL & EXTERRITORIAL: A secession which merely provides smaller but still geographical and political states with compulsory membership, uniform constitutions, laws, courts, administrations and police forces, is not one that is worth fighting or dying for - unless the alternative is totalitarianism on the large-scale and all-embracing model. - J.Z., 7.9.88. 3.4.89. - Even in this case the adoption of individual secessionism into one's defence and liberation program would make the achievement of victory much more easy and certain. - J.Z., 9.9.04. - See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON: On Panarchy.
SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL & EXTERRITORIAL: Secession of an individual should not require majority approval, not even approval by a local majority, but just the free choice of the individual concerned. - J.Z. 
SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL: Freedom for individuals to fire or hire politicians and bureaucrats, their laws and institutions, as far as these individuals and their own affairs are concerned. - J.Z., 29.1.04.

SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL: Secede from all politicians and bureaucrats - and let them stew in their own juice. - J.Z., 21.1.04.27.2.89, 3.4.89.

SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL: Slogans for Liberty, page 70ff, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.
SECESSIONISM, INDIVIDUAL, PARTY POLITICS, RESISTANCE & NONVIOLENCE DOGMA: To oppose party politics and party powers does not require that one opposes the political, economic, social and military policies of individual secessionism but, on the contrary, it requires such a consistent opposition to statism and consistent expression of voluntarism.

But if one is completely committed to nonviolence and to all its postures and attitudes and "actions" then one will not sufficiently explore this voluntaryist option and obligation. 
(Yes, one OUGHT to secede from a Hitler regime and from a government armed with anti-people "weapons" or mass murder devices.) – J.Z., 1986, 2004.
SECESSIONISM, NOTICE PERIOD: The giving-notice period for offenders of a panarchy, before they can effectively secede from it, expires only after their punishment period has expired, in any cases in which they have committed an offence, with victims, whilst they were still members. - J.Z. 30 Sep. 89, 9.9.04.

SECESSIONIST VOTING: Vote through individual secessionism, not only with your feet. Confine all conventional majority voting to the affairs within volunteer communities. - J.Z. 30.7.78, 2.4.89.

SECESSIONS, INDIVIDUAL & GEOGRAPHICAL DECENTRALISATION: Would you permit only geographical political units and geographical political and centralized sovereignties and compulsory membership with them, i.e. would you favour the suppression of individual and or geographical secessions? Would you permit individuals and minority groups to exterritorially decentralize themselves in autonomous communities of volunteers? I.e., would you permit for  all volunteers the State or free society of their choice? - J.Z., 2.11.90, 10.1.93.

SECURITY & AUTONOMY: In territorial association and, consequently, under the despotic votes of others in the same territory or organized and armed and lied to by other territorial regimes, more or less despotically, each must fear the other, like a wild beast of prey. Citizens among themselves and the citizens of different nations are now organized and motivate as mutual plunder-bunds, by their notions of exclusive, uniform and territorial, by their belief in zero sum games and collective responsibility. "Montesquieu was more helpful more than a century ago when he said that Liberty is that tranquil spirit in the citizen which arises out of the feeling each man has of being safe; and in order to have that feeling of safety, the government must be such that no citizen need fear another citizen." - S. Hutchinson Harris, The Doctrine of Personal Right, 384. Montesquieu and most of his followers and even S.H.H. were largely unaware that only exterritorially autonomous governments of volunteers can provide such a service. - And even they might have to be kept in check by ideal local volunteer militias for the protection of individual rights, nationally and internationally federated. J. Z. 6.1.93.

SECESSIONS, INDIVIDUAL VS. STATE SECESSIONS: "Thus in 1860, the Southern States asserted that federation was a voluntary matter and that each State has the inherent right to secede." - Richard Cummings, Proposition 14, p. 94. - State "individual" instead of State and you become a realist instead of arguing about imagined things. - J.Z., 13.1.93.

SECURITY & DEFENCE: The territorial State is such a primitive attempt to organize for security that it causes, in the average and in the long run, more internal and external insecurity than it directly and intentionally establishes and protects. Moreover, it costs much more than market alternatives would. - J. Z.., 21.2.89, 3.4.89, 9.9.04.

SEGREGATION & INTEGRATION & PANARCHISM: Panarchism is at the same time and in the same territory voluntarily segregationist and voluntarily integrationist – according to the free choices of the individuals involved. It imposes neither ideal upon any of its dissenters. – J.Z., 2.7.86,  9.1.99. - Both are policies and choices for individuals - not for coercive collectives. Imagine the compulsory "integration" of homosexuality, or heterosexuality or sadism or masochism for all! - J.Z., 8.12.03.

SEGREGATION: Compulsory territorial segregation cannot be radically opposed by compulsory territorial integration - simply because only voluntary and exterritorial integration, combined with voluntary and exterritorial segregation are radical alternatives. Compulsion against peaceful dissenters is wrong, regardless of the ideological ideal to be realized thereby. - In the long run the human sex drive will achieve a large degree of voluntary racial and other integration but this drive should not be forcefully supported, either, e.g. by compulsory inter-racial marriages, through quotas, enforced by authorities, disregarding individual preferences. The aggressive coerciveness of institutions must be destroyed but it isn't when they are merely replaced by other ones which are aggressively coercive in the pursuit of other aims. - J.Z. 3.7.89.

SEILING, NEIL: Cultural Democracy, another attempt to realize minority democracy, 1p, 118, in ON PANARCHY XI, in PP 832.

SELF-CHOSEN LAWS: No one to have the right to lay down the law for others. Everyone to have only the right to lay down or choose the law which would bind himself. - J.Z., 28.6.87.

SELF-DEFENCE: 75, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

SELF-DETERMINATION, "I DID IT MY WAY" & PANARCHISM: "If a person possesses a tolerable amount of common sense and experience, his own mode of laying out his existence is the best, not because it is the best in itself, but because it is his own mode." - John Stuart Mill, ibid. - Even if bereft of common sense and experience, his own chosen way of life is the best for him and the fastest way for him to progress, as far as he can. Only non-interference with others can be demanded of him and even enforced. (Naturally, only somewhat rational adults or mature persons are meant here, not infants or madmen etc.) - J.Z., 8.4.89.

SELF-DETERMINATION, INDIVIDUAL & MINORITY AUTONOMY, EXTERRITORIALLY COMPLETE: "We are astonished to find out how freely, even absent-mindedly, we had surrendered so much that really matters, and, conversely, how often we trespassed on the autonomy of others. The power over one's life is seen as a birthright, not a luxury. And we wonder how we could ever have thought otherwise." - Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 209.     

SELF-DETERMINATION, SELF-HELP, SELF-RELIANCE, SELF-RESPONSIBILITY, SELF-DEVELOPMENT ETC.: Our own future into our own hands - or only into those hands whom we individually authorized and as long as we do. That is the essence of panarchism. J.Z. 8.10.88, 1.4.89.

SELF-DETERMINATION, TERRITORIALISM, NATIONALISM: "The gift of national (territorial! J.Z.) self-determination provided a heaven-sent opportunity for the majorities in politically immature countries to suppress their rivals with the support of the law." - Kurt Lachmann, 1947.

SELF-DETERMINATION: "If laissez faire is no good, laissez George le faire is no good either. What we do not decide for ourself will inevitably be decided for us by others. Freedom means not to have this happen." - Henry C. Wallich, Cost of Freedom. - Unless it happens within quite voluntaristic institutions. For these exterritorial autonomy under personal laws is required. Self-rule for some, King George for the others and anarchy for those desiring it. To each the government or non-government of his or her dreams. Libertarians, too, should give up trying to lay down the law for others. People are different and ought to be free to make different choices for themselves, in all respects, as long as they can do them at their own expense and risk. This requires a new kind of science on the extent and limits of tolerance in the sphere of actions. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

SELF-DETERMINATION: Territorial States destroy or suppress the only real self-determination: that of individuals and their various volunteer groups, because they think and act only upon territorialist ideas and customs. - J.Z., 28.6.92.

SELF-DEVELOPMENT, SOCIETY, VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS: What we have now to secure is the liberty and power of self-development of SOCIETIES other than the State. - J. N. Figgis, The Church and the Secular Theory of the State, in David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, p. 139.

SELF-GOVERNMENT OF REASONABLE BEINGS: by R.K. Newell, plan 165, page 41, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

SELF-GOVERNMENT VERSUS DICTATION BY OTHERS: "In no matters relating either to individuals or associated groups, can any one person or any clique, whether nearer or remoter, have the right to dictate either to the individual or to the group." - J. Toulmin Smith, Local Self-Government, 20.

SELF-GOVERNMENT, CHOICE & OPPORTUNITIES: "As Leonard Read was fond of saying, the answer to error is to make of oneself 'one better unit'. He understood that only such efforts would add up to any desirable change in affairs." - Mr. La Dow of San Diego in "The Freeman", Nov. 85. - Self-improvement options should not be confined to individuals and their private affairs only but should also become maximally extended to cover exterritorially autonomous associations of volunteers. Then the individual could better himself by leaving or joining one of them or establishing his own, according to his own degree of enlightenment. Less than individual sovereignty, leading to individual secessionism and voluntary associationism, is not good enough for many and perhaps the most important self-improvements and self-responsibilities. - J.Z., 31.7.92, 9.1.93.

SELF-GOVERNMENT, GENUINE: Tune out the broadcasts and actions of governments. Turn on your own. - J.Z., 13.1.93.

SELF-GOVERNMENT, GENUINE:  True self-government requires individual free choice for all kinds of governmental and societal services and also free enterprise or cooperative production of all such services.

SELF-GOVERNMENT, INDIVIDUALISM, GOVERNMENT, PANARCHISM: There are very few so foolish that they had not rather govern themselves than be governed by others. - Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan, I, 1651. - Territorial statism says otherwise. Nevertheless, the dissenting individuals and minorities do have the right to make and practise their own choices, exterritorially and autonomously. - J.Z., 24.6.01.

SELF-GOVERNMENT, POLITICIANS, BUREAUCRATS, CONSTITUTIONS, LAWS: You cannot rightly and effectively govern and control yourself through a politician, lawyer or bureaucrat and their constitutions, laws and jurisdiction. Nevertheless, even this should be among your individual free choices. - J.Z., 5.4.99.

SELF-GOVERNMENT: "...Local Self-Government. This system provides fully for attaining both parts of that which is the fundament rule of the English Constitution, the corollary of the principles and ideas above mentioned, namely, that ALL LAW MUST SPRING FROM THE PEOPLE, AND BE ADMINISTERED BY THE PEOPLE....." -  J. Toulmin Smith, Local Self-Government and Centralization, 21. --  1.) The laws  are not to be made, administered and adjudicated by people conscripted into a territorial State and there subjugated by either a majority or a minority of the people. 2.) That would be an absurdity and parody of genuine self-government. 3.) People who are not volunteers are not free "people" but rather treated, quite wrongly, as mere "things" in hands of others and for the purposes of others. 4.) These dissenting victims are actually one or several other "people",  and all of have them do have the right to secede and to construct or choose their own rulers and institutions or non-governmental societies for themselves. Without that liberty the local "self"-governments are likewise nothing but territorialist tyrannies - for all their peaceful, adult and rational dissenters. Alas, most geographical decentralists have still to recognize this and draw the logical consequences. - J.Z., 30.6.92, 14.1.93, 9.9.04.

SELF-GOVERNMENT: "I claim the right to govern myself, and my rights are certainly infringed by a compulsory obedience to the dicta of a few as of many, and the vassalage is not a whit more 'voluntary'. With my ignorance, the term 'voluntary political government' passes for a solecism. So much of the truth however is conveyed in these writings, and in so sensible a manner, that I guess their author holds to the abrogation of all government, save self-government." - A. Brooke, Vermont Telegraph, Aug. 23, 1843, p. 181, quoted in Carl Watner : Charles Lane, A Voluntary Political Government, p. 36. 

SELF-GOVERNMENT: "Self-government is an opportunity which must be cherished by every citizen, and if the time should come that you cease to govern yourselves, first in your own individual lives and thereafter in your political institutions, then you will be governed by others; for selfish and glory-hungry men have ever lurked about the political waterholes of civilization (J.Z.: of territorial despotism!) like cunning wolves awaiting the unwary prey they are only too eager to consume in order to fill up their vanity and satisfy their lust for the regard and property of their fellows..." - Jackson Pemberton, "THE FREEMAN", 8/76, pp 499/500. - Territorial "self" government ought to be shunned like the vicious lie it is, not cherished, as if it really were an ideal society. The essential characteristics of what one criticizes ought at least to be mentioned, and the alternatives to them. - J.Z., 9.1.93.

SELF-GOVERNMENT: "The other sense of "self-government" has to do with the ideals of individualism. Here what is stressed is that instead of government or a ruling elite imposing its will upon members of society, each person must individually choose how to live, provided he or she does so in peace and respect; similar decisions made by by his neighbors. Granted, this must be difficult to uphold in a complex society (*); nevertheless, it is what self-government means when we consider the matter of individual diversity and responsibility. - Tibor Machan, "Liberty and Culture", 41. - (*) Why? Self-concerned actions by specially interested people would be easier and more rightful and sensible, because better informed and motivated, than any interference attempts in the affairs of others. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

SELF-GOVERNMENT: If all the talks and writings about 'self-government' were confined to the self-government of individuals and their voluntary associations, i.e. to exterritorial autonomy options, like they exist now for religious bodies, then and only then would they make sense. In all other cases not self-government but the territorial domination of other selves, of dissenters and outright opponents, is involved, whose self-government would thereby be suppressed, and this in the name or "representation", "consent", "self-government" and "democracy". -  J.Z. 11.2.92, 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

SELF-GOVERNMENT: What government is best? That which teaches us to govern ourselves. - Goethe. - 1.) Do any of them do that? 2.) I hold that their teachings are rather self-serving attempts to keep them in power, governing us permanently, if they can manage it. Compare how even in democracies they do, arbitrarily set their salaries as they please, even while admonishing their subjects to be moderate in their wage demands or to tighten their belts. 3.) Only a government that has only voluntary members would tend to operate in this way and make itself, in the long run, largely superfluous. Voluntary taxation would be associated with it and it would help. - J.Z., 10.11.82, 8.4.89. - Why should the defeated parties be deprived of self-government? - J.Z., 13.10.04.
SELF-HELP VS. "THE GREAT MACHINE".  Herbert Spencer used the term to describe the State.
SELF-IMPROVEMENT: Self-improvement of exterritorially and autonomously organized volunteers should be the basis of all "world" improvements. - J.Z., 20.4.91.

SELF-INTEREST, MEDDLING, BROTHER'S KEEPER, PATERNALISM & THE TERRITORIAL STATE: "The concept of people being content to attend to their own self-interest, has predictably little appeal to the 'activist' mentality. Private people, pursuing personal goals and enjoyments, offer a staunch defense against the pervasive moralizing of the meddling intruders. (J.Z.: Yes, but only once they have fully achieved that. As it is now, they are still to some extent meddlers themselves, e.g. through their votes, as well as victims of meddling by others.) The approach of the latter is entirely paternalistic (J.Z.: or selfishly despotic!) and operates under the assumption that since we are our brother's keeper, there must be somebody who cares enough to do the keeping. (J.Z.: As if the tax consumers maintained the tax producers!) Somehow, that entity is (J.Z.: is mostly believed to be! ) the state, which makes it a difficult family relationship to break off." - Thomas W. Hazlett, in "The Freeman", Aug. 76, p.496. - What a family! A compulsory marriage to all other compulsory state members! With no divorce option offered except emigration into other such "families" and even that is restricted. The author fails to clearly demand that individual secession from the State and alternative societies ought to be made free and easy. With such ideas spreading, territorial States would soon become powerless. For there are always more victims than victimizers, people who want to be free to do their own things, rather than "proactively" meddle in the affairs of others or to be criminally (politically) abused by others. Compulsory membership, i.e. the suppression of individual secession and voluntary and exterritorial autonomy, prevents these multitudes (a multitude of diverse minorities and majorities, forming between them the vast majority everywhere) from becoming clearly visible. One should not merely complain about the present "difficulties", which are  inevitable under territorialism, but clearly see and describe and work for the alternative. Minorities organized on the common platform of: "Full exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups!" could become rapidly very influential in realizing this aim and providing to each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams. Also the welfare States and societies of their dreams. Mere complaining will not get us anywhere. -  J.Z., 9.1.93, 21.9.04.
SELFISHNESS & PANARCHISM: Panarchies would exemplify the "virtue of selfishness" (Ayn Rand) or egoism. Altruists could form their own panarchies, at their own expense and risk. Neither would be inclined to extend "foreign aid" to the other, unless there were e.g. much suffering due to a natural catastorphy. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SELF-LIBERATION & PANARCHISM: Panarchism would allow even individuals to liberate themselves, i.e., become as free as they want to be, at the own risk and expense, by opting out and joining or establishing their favourite kind of society or exterrtorially autonomous "State".  - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SELF-MANAGEMENT VS. MISMANAGEMENT, SELF-GOVERNMENT VS. GOVERNMENT BY POLITICIANS & BUREAUCRATS, WHO ARE LARGELY INDEPENDENT OF ONE'S VOTE: Self-management rather than mismanagement by politicians and bureaucrats. Our future is presently largely out of our hands and in those of untrustworthy politicians and bureaucrats. Let anyone, who wants to, continue to his own political leaders and bureaucracy, mismanage his own public affairs but do not let any politician or bureaucrat mismanage the lives of any but voluntary victims.- J.Z. 13.3.92, 21.9.04.

SELF-ORGANIZING STRUCTURES & THE MARKET: "David Hume saw that the market made it possible 'to do a service to another without bearing him a real kindness' (1739/1886:II,289) or even knowing him; or to act to the advantage of the public, though it be not intended for that purpose by another' (1739/1886:II,296), by an order in which it was in the interest, even of bad men to act for the public good'. With such insights, the conception of a self-organising structure began to dawn upon mankind, and has since become the basis of our understanding of all the 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. Now it gradually became understood how the market enabled each, within set limits, to use his own individual knowledge for his own individual purposes while being ignorant of most of the order into which he had to fit his actions..." - Hayek, The Fatal Conceit, 47. - Panarchism, with its exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteeers, competing in the same territories, provides such a self-organizing structure or market for all package-deal political organizations and constitutinal and personal law offers. Members, like sovereign consumers, would only have to make their individual consumer choices among these different offers, without having to exactly know any of them. That would set a self-organizing political framework or process into motion, one which would maximize consumer satisfactions in the short run as well as in the long run and it would tend to enlighten and mature the individual consumers of competitive goverment services more and more about the raw to excellent deals offered to them. - Why did Hayek fail to see the tradition and potential for truly self-organizing and peacefully coexisting or even cooperating States of the exterritorial type? Well, the facts and theories on this subject are even more buried in a few libraries than those of monetary freedom are, even for a scholar like Hayek. - J.Z., 9.1.93. - Moreover, a scholar like him is so busy with various projects that it took him over 40 years to pick up a short monetary freedom note that he had made in the early thirties and to develop it somewhat in several essays, over 40 years later, while remaining unaware of most of his predecessors and even imagining that he had been the first economist to consider monetary freedom rights and opportunities. Likewise, "practical" politics and its problems have prevented most writers and speakers on such subjects to consider the theoretical and practical alternatives to territorial politics, the exterritorial autonomy traditions and the relatively scarce literature on this important alternative. - J.Z., 9.12.03, 9.9.04.

SELF-OWNERSHIP & PROPERTY RIGHTS, FOR CAPITALISTS & STATE SOCIALISTS AS WELL, UNDER THE VOLUNTARISM & EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY OF PANARCHISM:  They will be alike and yet very different under the primary individual decision-making on which system one will join or set up. Capitalists and free marketeers and individualists will realize their forms among themselves and State socialists their forms. The State socialists will form nation-wide corporations, with voluntary members only, each having an equal share packet. As long as losses and disappointments continue to attract them more than profits and successes, they will go on and on and no one else would have a right to complain about them. State socialists might, e.g., only use the public transport facilities that they have set up for themselves, while capitalists etc. hire taxis or car or use their own vehicles. To each his own! – J.Z., 28.1.05.
SELF-OWNERSHIP & SELF-DETERMINATION, MAXIMISED: Self-Ownership vs. all kinds of serfdom and feudalism - unless they are practised among volunteers only. - J.Z., 6 July 89.
SELF-OWNERSHIP & SELF-DETRMINATION & PANARCHISM: Regarding the won life each individual must be free to make his own decisions. This requires individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and free choice among governments and societies, all of them without any territorial monopoly. - J.Z., 13.10.04.
SELF-OWNERSHIP, HOSPERS & LIBERTARIANISM OF THE LIMITED GOVERNMENT VERSION: "The political philosophy that is called libertarianism is the doctrine that every person is the owner of his own life, and that no one is the owner of anyone else's life; and that, consequently, ever human being has the right to act in accordance with his own choices, unless those actions infringe on the equal liberty of other human beings to act in accordance with their choices. - Prof. John Hospers, quoted in THE FREEMAN, August 1974. – Admirable as his ethical teachings are, in many wasy, he is one of the many who failed to draw the panarchistic conclusion from this principle, since he still advocates merely limited government. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

SELF-REALIZATION CAPACITY OF PANARCHISM: Fully and consistently explained, publicized and used, panarchism can become largely self-realizing, gaining allies among all isms and movements and parties, drawing the majority of all people to it, excepting only incurable criminals, fanatics and terrorists with victims.  - J.Z., to Joe Toscana, March 96. - Once sufficiently seen as a free market for all kinds of governmental and societal services, it will soon attract enough customers and competing producers, traders and service providers, just like any open place in a populated area, where market stalls are allowed, will attract them and their customers. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SELF-REALIZATION, SELF-MANAGEMENT, SELF-RELIANCE. PERSONAL INDEPENDENCE, BE YOURSELF& LET ME BE MYSELF: "The only person I need to be is myself. I can be really good at that. In fact, I can never fail if I am simply me and let you be you." - A recovered alcoholic, quoted by M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 105. Panarchism merely extends this idea to exterritorial and autonomous associations of volunteers. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

SELFRESPECT & RESPECT FOR OTHERS: Self-respect and respect for others require panarchism for the realization of their full potential.

SELF-RESPONSIBILITY: "...if you're responsible for yourself (as a people), then you can't blame other people if things go wrong. Basically, if you're responsible for your own development and ordering your own society, then you move forward." - Rene Levesque, NY Times, May 20, 79. - Why should one only be responsible for oneself as part of "a people", not as an individual? - J.Z., 13.1.93, 21.9.04.

SELF-RESPONSIBILITY, SELFDETERMINATION, DEMOCRACY, SELF-RULE: TERRITORIAL OR
EXTERRITORIAL? Territorially they cannot exist for all. Attempts to do so lead to despotism, terrorism, exploitation, deceptions and delusions. Exterritorially they mean voluntarism and individual consent and service contracts or desired individual package deals, not territorial "representation" and exploitation by politicians and bureaucrats towards all dissenters. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
SELF-RULE VS. RULE OVER OTHERS OR BY OTHERS, PANARCHISM & POPULAR NOTIONS PRECEDING PANARCHISM: To rule oneself and one's affairs or to be ruled only by an individually chosen leader is preferred by most people to being ruled by anyone else. And these two forms of self-rule are the only ones that amount to genuine self-rule. All others are fictions or false pretences. They do not achieve individual sovereigtny or autonomy or unanimous consent or freedom of association and disassociation or freedom of contract. The right to individual and group secessionism, the right to form voluntary communities that are anterritorially quite autonomous and operating under personal and self-given or self-chosen laws rather than imposed territorial laws.  All trying to internally and at their own expense and risk to realize their own ideals as best as they can. Their peaceful establishment and maintenance, competition and coexistence amounts to the realization various panarchies by panarchists under panarchism. Expressions like the right to "privacy" or private judgement, the free pursuit of one's own happiness, while respecting the same freedom in others. "To each his own!" "Opting out", freedom of contract and freedom of association express the same in essence. Once they are fully realized, even in spheres presently still monopolized and misruled by territorial governments, then all of us could finally come to say in the end: "I had it my way!"

SELF-RULE, SELF-GOVERNMENT, SELF-DETERMINATION, DEMOCRACY, PARTY RULE OVER OTHER PARTIES OR PARTIES RULING THEMSELVES AND THEIR FOLLOWERS? Did the white Australian land grab, one of the largest in history, satisfy the Aborigines or even the palefaces? Aren't the later permanently in political strife while experimental freedom is enjoyed, temporarily, and state-wide or over a state federation, only by the temporarily territorially ruling party or coalition and this under strong opposition from all the competitors for such power? - Why should not the Labour people be confined to ruling only over the labour voters and the Liberals only over the liberal voters? Naturally, fully exterritorial autonomy should be granted to Aboriginals, and to people without any racial bias, - all in their volunteer groups.  The same freedom should be established for any other Australian and other minorities, in Australia and the rest of the world. - J.Z. in a 93 letter to THE AUSTRALIAN, revised 21.9.04. - Why should e.g. the 51 rule the 49 or the 49 rule the 51 instead of the  51 ruling the 51 and the 49 ruling the 49?
SELF-SACRIFICE, COMPROMISES, INDIVIDUALISM: Our main text has been that men should refuse to sacrifice their opinions and ways of living ( in the self-regarding sphere ) out of regard to the status quo, or the prejudices of others. And this, as a matter of course, excludes the right of forcing or wishing any one else to make such a sacrifice to us. - John Morley, On Compromise, 250.

STATE, STATISM, SUBORDINATION: "...the State is a separate entity placed above the nation which may give orders to the nation." - Bluntschli, Staatsrecht, quoted in S. Hutchinson Harris, The Doctrine of Personal Right, 182. Compare that with Mary Chisholm's remark: Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name national. Let those in favor of B.'s definition separate themselves out or let us separate ourselves from them, so that they can proceed to subordinate themselves as much as they like, exterritorially, to others, their beloved great leaders and prophets, politicians, generals, jailers and bureaucrats. J. Z., 3.7.92, 6.1.93.

SELF-SERVICE SHOPPING FOR GOVERNMENT SERVICES: Politicians as shoppers for us? Don't give your authority, money and shopping list or shopping discretion to politicians. - J.Z. 23.5.91, 14.1.93. - Services to be provided by bureaucrats? And limited to those legalized by politicians? Only when you cannot find a better provider for your voluntary taxes or subscriptions. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SENSE IN POLITICS? Arthur Sanders wrote: Making Sense of Politics, 1990. Out of such a senseless and wrong arrangement as territorial politics no sense CAN be made. - J.Z., 22.11.90. - Just look at he history of territorial nationalism! - J.Z.,, 11.12.03. 

SEPARATE & VOLUNTARY & EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS DEVELOPMENT: Separate development - fully autonomous and exterritorial - for all who want it, regardless of their aims and motives (apart from totalitarians, terrorists and other criminals with victims). No imposed uniformity or pretended unity, i.e. no uniformity without individual consent. - J.Z. 23.8.88, 3.4.89, 21.9.04.

SEPARATE PEACE TREATIES: Separate peace treaties, of formal subjects of such tyrants, with the armies or governments of his opponents, are another way of seceding, resisting and liberating.  The convention of Tauroggen, I believe in 1812, is interesting in this respect. First it neutralized the Prussian forces, formally allies and auxiliaries of Napoleon, then it turned them against him. Later, in the battle of Leipzig, some of the German and involuntary auxiliaries, suddenly turned their guns around, against the French occupation forces and formal allies, thus declaring their secession effectively.
SEPARATION FROM TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: After the separation of the church & the churches and sects from the State and religion from the State and even after the separation of the economy from the State have been extensively realized, we would still need the separation of the State from all involuntary members, i.e. the destruction of its territorial monopoly and powers, even those powers which most people suppose all governments ought to possess. Then only volunteer associations would remain, that would, with only those powers still entrusted to them by their voluntary members, be harmful at most to their voluntary followers. And the free competition among them, which would be realized at the same time, and in the same country, would assure that even within these governments of their dreams, for the various dreamers, the remaining government powers (among all those able to learn from their experience) would be reduced to the minimal governments they still believe to be necessary. That minimum would tend to be reduced more and more. Without this gradual and self-responsible learning process, through free actions and experimentation and the easy and frequent and inevitable observation of such experiments by others, we might never reach what we would consider to be ideally limited governments or ideal non-governmental societies. - To what extent would science and technology have developed if all their advances had been made dependent upon bureaucratic decisions or majority voting? - J.Z. 23.9.92, 4.1.93.
SEPARATISM, EXTERRITORIAL & VOLUNTARY: Separation of governments from territory and involuntary territorial membership and thus from domination over all strongly dissenting minorities. Let all people have their own way, exterritorially and autonomously. - J.Z., 25.1..92.

SEPARATISM: Accepting separatism: NEW MODELS AND NEW OPPORTUNITIES, by Christopher R. Mitchell, 3pp, from CCAR Newsletter, August 1990, 177, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

SEXUAL & POLITICAL FREEDOM: Most of the troubles between the twosome, threesomes, foursomes etc. of human sexual relationships, are due to the exclusive claims made by some or most of their participants. This trouble is analogous to the troubles arising out of the exclusive territorial claims of governments, parties and movements in all countries. In both spheres most struggle for domination or exclusive possession rather than voluntary, exterritorially autonomous and therefore peaceful coexistence. One marriage, sex- and family law for all is oppression in its special sphere as is the uniform and equal law for all in a whole country. No laws or contracts, institutions or services except those to which peaceful and rational individuals have given their individual consent! - J.Z., 3.2.93, 9.12.03. - Full freedom of contract in this sphere also, but combined with full responsibility for the own offspring and for the fulfillment of contracts, as long as they last. Full freedom also for time limits and divorce options in this sphere. In both spheres sufficient maturity is required to establish valid contracts. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SHAFFER, BUTLER D.: Some Freedom Writings, reviewed by John Zube, 1998,  62pp: 1 – 62. In PP 1539. Titles reviewed:  a) Who Authorizes the Authorities? 3pp, in PP 1020. One of his weekly columns in THE ORANGE COUNTY REGISTER. Anthologized in L.K. Samuels, Facets of Liberty, 1985, fiched in PP 1020.  b) Violence as a Product of Imposed Order, HIS, 1976, 43pp, in PP 1114.  c) Calculated Chaos, Institutional Threats to Peace and Human Survival, Alchemy Books, 717 Market St., #  514, San Francisco, Cal.,  94103, 1985, 2nd. Printing, 1987, 344pp.  – Not yet included in the PP series. (The author gave me a review copy but not yet the o.k. to microfiche it.)  So I did, finally, years afterwards, do the next best  thing, for my purposes, by reviewing  it at some length. Its arguments are important for the On PANARCHY discussion. –  J.Z.) - d) The Shaffer Dictionary, 1p, in PP 369.  e)  Personal Declaration of Principles, 1966, in PP 586–587 (monetary freedom interest)  & in PP 589 & 590 (a human rights declaration) and in INNOVATOR, 6/1966, reproduced in PP 592-594. I have liked almost all of the few writings of his that have come my way. – I wish I had a complete collection of them and then I would,  probably, want to microfiche the lot. – Maybe he will do it himself one day or another of his fans will do so. As a professor and writer in print on paper, he is somewhat in the lime light but, nevertheless, his excellent libertarian writings are still all too little known and appreciated in the freedom movement. - J.Z., 9.2. 1999.

SHAFFER, BUTLER D.: Who Authorizes the Authorities? THE SANTA ANA REGISTER, 1982, 123, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

SHAKED, SHAUL: A Tentative Bibliography of Geniza Documents. Prepared under the direction of D.A. Baneth and S.D. Goitein, Paris, Mouton & Co., 1964.

SHARING, NEEDS & PANARCHISM: The only “sharing” the diverse panarchies will have to agree upon and the only needs of other panarchies that they will have to respect are:

a) voluntary membership, exemplified especially by individual secessionism,

b) exterritorial status, exemplied by personal laws,

c) respect for those genuine individual rights that the members of other panarchies claim for themselves,

d) respect for the kind of civil rights, customs, traditions and systems that the members of other panarchies want to keep among themselves.

e) This amounts to tolerance for all tolerant and self-responsible actions, procedures and systems among other panarchies. Or experimental freedom or freedom of action, for all, even in the political, economic and social spheres.
f) Agreement with other panarchies on juridical and arbitration avenues for affairs between their members.

g) Agreement on an international law that is largely based on recognizing genuine individual rights and liberties – however little some panarchies want to make internal use of some of these rights and liberties.

h) A common code of genuine individual rights and liberties, going far beyond the human rights declaration of the UN. 

i) A common international militia federation for the protection of individual rights and liberties, made up of numerous local voluntary militias of this kind. All these militia members to swear to uphold nothing but individual rights and liberties – to the extent that they are claimed, and to be fully trained for this purpose, with their obedience corresponding limited towards their elected officers and their correspondingly rightful war and peace aims publicly declared long before any armed conflict. On the special strategies and tactics of such a militia force see my first peace book, online at www.panarchism.info 
j) At least one international federation of panarchies that aims at panarchic liberty for all majorities and all minorities. 

k) A common platform against ABC mass murder devices and for their destruction by the armed and organized people themselves. See my second peace book on this, at www.panarchism.info  - J.Z., 17.1.05.
SHARP, GENE: The Politics of Nonviolent Action, Part One, Power and Struggle, Porter Sargent Publishers, Boston, 1973, 1980, JZL. He discusses "parallel institutions" on pp 5, 51, 79; secession or withdrawal on pp 31, 32, 34, 44, 45, 51, 63/4, 79; suggests non-payment of taxes on page 84, governments in exile on 87 and comes close to panarchism on page 85. On pages 89/90 he mentions a successful non-violent resistance against the Holocaust by non-jewish wives of arrested Berlin Jews, even in 1943. Their resistance was completely successful. 6,000 women of my home town were involved. However, against Nazis armed resistance would have been justified, too but neither these women nor most of the Jewish and other victims were mentally and physically prepared for it, armed, trained and organized. Some unarmed resistance occurred even by some Gestapo men. Under Mussolini the Italian Jews were not as ruthlessly rounded up and mass-murdered as they were in many other European countries. - J.Z., 26.1.99.

SHEA, ROBERT: in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755. - - TC 150, 80, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901. -- TC 152, 89, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901. - - , TC 155, 102, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.
SHELLEY, PERCY BUSSHE,  1792-1822: in his human rights draft of 1812, favours secession of the minority and self-government, in point 5.

SHI SHUN LIU: See Liu.
SHILLINGTON & CHAPMAN: Commercial Relations of England  and Portugal (New York, 1907), p. 182. – Quoted by LIU, ibid.

SHOPPING AROUND FOR COMPETING GOVERNMENT SERVICES: Consumer sovereignty for the customers of public services, competitively supplied. Free consumers may commit themselves to buy permanently or for a period only the public services they want from a community of their own  free choice. They should have no vote on the taxes and budgets of others, who are not voluntary members of their communities. Each of them should remain free to fill his shopping cart only with the public services he wants and is willing to pay for - those offered by his self-chosen and exterritorially autonomous community or in Free Trade by members of other communities or by outside contractors.  His choices, his constitutional, legal and juridical system are not to be limited by the place of his birth, the location of his work or of his residence. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SHOR, JEAN & FRANK: From Sea to Sahara in French Morocco, The National Geographic, Feb. 1955. They quote Captain Pierre Cheneau, on page 162: "Many of the tribes in Morocco are quite primitive", he explained. "The Ait Haddidu never accepted the Koran as their law book. They have their ancient tribal legal system, as have many of the mountain Berbers. We call it Customary Law." Ibid: "The Ait Haddidu, the captain said, were among the last of the mountain tribes to surrender to the French. Today, however, they are peaceful and content, famed throughout the High Atlas for the excellence of their agriculture. - An attractive woman, heavily decked with silver and amber jewelry, entered the office. She spoke softly to the captain and handed him a 50-frank note. He shrugged his shoulders patiently and wrote something in his record book. 'There's another divorce for Kebira,' he sighed as she went out the door. 'That's the twelfth husband she's rid herself of in five years. To my mind, that's the one trouble with Customary Law.' - An Ait Haddidu woman can divorce her husband at any time, without giving a reason, simply by returning her marriage settlement and paying a small registration fee."

SHORT DESCRIPTIONS OF PANARCHISM or: A PANARCHISTIC CHOICE AMONG SHORT DEFINITIONS OF PANARCHISM. (Numbered for easier reference but not ordered in accordance with my own preferences. Just my selection from the other formulations offered in this whole listing. Other will have other preferences. To find out how attractive or unattractive others might find these terms, they might add a plus or a minus sign, combined with their initials.): 

1.) CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY TOWARDS GOVERNMENT SERVICES, ALL PUBLIC SERVICES. 
2.) Laissez Faire in politics and social arrangements as well.  
3.) Free choice among governmental and societal services. 
4.) Exterritorial autonomy for volunteers. 
5.) The divorce option for free citizens from the State. 
6.) Truly competitive governments and societies - for volunteers. 
7.) Suum cuique: To each his own, in every sphere. 
8.) Experimental freedom at the own risk and expense for all volunteers. 
9.) Constitutions are for volunteers only.  
10.) Diplomatic immunity for all citizens only doing their own things for and to themselves.  
11.) Free choice for any degree of freedom or unfreedom.  
12.) Exterritorialism for volunteer communities. 
13.) Free enterprise for political, economic and social systems. 
14.) Market services in every sphere. 
15.) Non-geographical communities replacing all geographical ones. 
16.) The choicest governments and societies for all - all by individual choice! 
17.) Governments and societies only by individual contracts. (Contracted societies & governments only.) 
18.) Free societies only, all dominated by individual consumer sovereignty.  
19.) Panarchies are "shopping baskets" freely filled by individual consumers with all those public services that they do want for themselves - and no others (J.Z., 13.9.04.).  
20.) Consistent self-government. 
21.) Fully developed democracies. 

22.) MYOB - even regarding all political, economic and social systems. 
23.) Coercive and monopolistic controls should be replaced by voluntaristic and exterritorial controls. - J.Z., 3.4.89. 
24.) Exterritorial autonomy for all covenents, compacts, constitutions & communities of dissenters. 
25.) Governments and societies with as much or as little power over their members as suits the individual members. 
26.) The realization of all individual human rights and liberties that have so far been discovered. 

27.) Reduce territorial politics to cultural autonomy and contractual developments, to mere competitive market services. - J.Z. 13.1.93. 
28.) Democracy as genuine self-government for individuals or communities that have only voluntary members and are only exterritorially autonomous, with their constitutions, personal laws, jurisdiction and other protective institutions and referenda only applying to their own members.
29.) DENATIONALISING NATIONS & DE-GOVERNMENTALISING GOVERNMENTS: The nations and governments themselves ought to be denationalized, privatized and individualized, if they are not to destroy all of us. - J. Z., 20.12.87.

30.) DEPUTIES, APPOINTMENTS, OFFICES, LEADERSHIP: Panarchism demands the right of the individual to appoint his own political agents over or for himself and to change them when it suits him. - J.Z. 20.8.92, 4.1.93. 
31.) DESTROYING OR ABOLISHING THE STATE? Under panarchism the State would not be destroyed or abolished but gradually competed out of existence, neglected, by-passed, boycotted or ignored. Right away it would be totally deprived only of its wrongful exclusive and coercive territorial powers. - Let all dissenters do their things to and for themselves - J.Z., 30.10.89. 

32.) Only by autonomising and exterritorialising all dissenters can human nature, human rights and liberties, be fully realized, respected and protected. - J.Z., 3.4.89. 
33.) DIVERSITY: "Different kinds of people thrive in different kinds of societies." - Stanley Schmidt, editorial, "Analog", 1/92, p.8. - Thus we should never be coercively subjected to territorial State systems. - J.Z., 13.1.93. 
34.) Freedom to live oneself and with like-minded people only subject to the own doctrines, teachings, beliefs and convictions. No power at all, for anyone, to impose his doctrines, laws and institutions – or his crimes – upon any dissenter. – J.Z., 19.4.93, 14.1.99. 
35.) DUEHRING, EUGEN, Dr.:  Der Wert des Lebens (The Value of Life) page 330: "If politics were to rise to a level where the same kind of tolerance which had previously such a beneficial effect in the religious sphere - would also largely be applied in the political sphere and in party matters, then endless senseless misery could be avoided." 
36.) EACH POLITICAL PARTY TO BECOME EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS FOR ITS OWN MEMBERS & VOTERS. 
37.) ECOLOGY & PANARCHISM: Ecology among naturally grown & maintained human societies: Panarchism provides an ecology for the life forms of voluntary communities. Through various panarchies, all supported and run by volunteers only, all forms of community life can either be conserved, indefinitely, by their supporters or rejected by and for their dissenters and replaced by other communities that are more viable for them.  - J.Z., n.d.  
38.) ENLIGHTENMENT & EXPERIMENTAL FREEDOM TOWARDS GENERAL PANARCHISM: Panarchists do not expect full enlightenment to become suddenly wide-spread but expect sufficient enlightenment to be achieved among volunteers to enable them to go ahead in their own experiments - while at the same time permitting others to advance, stagnate or even go backwards - with their own experiments.- J.Z. 10.8.87, 5.9.04. 
39.) By allowing all kinds of experiments - that can be tolerantly practised - panarchism allows proposed solutions to all remaining acute problems to be practised, at least on a small scale and among volunteers. It can thus become the foundation for most future social, economic and political progress - and this at speeds made possible for a long time in other spheres by the application of experimental freedom there. - J.Z., 10.7.87. 
40.) EXPERIMENTATION: "We should be encouraging social, economic and political experimentation on a massive scale in all countries." - Carl Sagan, guest editorial on experiments and utopia in "Analog", Oct. 73, p. 7. 
41.) EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES,  PANARCHISM: Panarchies enable different volunteer communities to advance in any direction desired by them, at once, in the same country or even the whole world and at the same time, as long as they can do so responsibly, i.e. without infringing any rights and liberties of non-members. – J.Z., 8.8.95, 7.1.99.   
42.) EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR INDIVIDUALS & THEIR VOLUNTARY COMMUNITIES: We are not to be mere clones, robots or slaves of territorial monopolies and coercive powers but, instead, voluntary citizens of our own and freely chosen or constituted communities, of the large variety of such enterprises and service organizations and package deals that should and could be offered in any territory and world-wide., J.Z., 13.1.93. 
43.) EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES,  PANARCHISM: Panarchies enable different volunteer communities to advance in any direction desired by them, at once, in the same country or even the whole world and at the same time, as long as they can do so responsibly, i.e. without infringing any rights and liberties of non-members. – J.Z., 8.8.95, 7.1.99. 

44.) EXTERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS & THEIR COMPETITION: Governments are to become choosable and refusable for free citizens, sovereign individuals, who were formerly largely involuntary subjects and taxpayers. Governments would thus become reduced to the status of churches and to the ruler over their own faithful only or to insurance and mutual aid associations in accordance with the desires of their clients or voluntary members. 
45.) EXTERRITORIAL TOLERANCE: Let us have the same relations politically, economically & socially as we have in music, theatre, painting, poetry etc. Each chooses or produces his own favourite types and does not interfere with the choices others make for themselves. 
46.) EXTERRITORIALIST COMPETITION AGAINST TERRITORIALIST MONOPOLIES: The territorial, constitutional, legislative, juridical, administrative, policing and military privileges of governments must be abolished. They must be fully exposed to competition, i.e. reduced to exterritorial autonomy among their voluntary followers. Then some of them, might be able to supply their followers with some real services at competitive prices - unless even there, in the remaining and supposed government spheres, private contractors would outbid them in every respect. 
47.) EXTERRITORIALITY VS. TERRITORIALISM BY RESULTS: Exterritoriality as a precondition for peace, justice freedom, harmony, tolerance, voluntarism, individual and minority group autonomy, rapid progress, wide-spread wealth, rightly acquired, stable competing currencies, full employment, genuine education and enlightenment.  
48.) Territoriality seen as a condition making for war, civil war, revolutions, despotism, party struggles, corruption, terrorism, collective responsibility, stagnation, poverty, inflation, deflation, economic crises, large scale involuntary unemployment, miseducation. 
49.) EXTERRITORIALITY, COMMUNITIES:  For Kropotkin the commune is not just a territorial agglomeration, but “… a commune of interests where members are scattered in a thousand towns and villages.” – Ava Kumovi, Kropotkin, 312, quoted by George Woodcock. 
50.) FREE CHOICE AMONG NON-TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS & SOCIETIES, INSTEAD OF ANY TERRITORIAL IMPOSITIONS: 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. 
51.) FREE CHOICE IN EVERYTHING FOR EVERYBODY: Individual free choice in everything, not only e.g. marriage partners, jobs and religion but governments, currency, banking, clearing, credit arrangements, laws, constitutions and social experiments as well as in expenditure upon “public” projects. – J.Z., 8.6.97, 10.1.99. 
52.) FREE CHOICE: Free Choice of kindergartens and welfare states for all individual adults. J.Z. 25.7.91. - But also free choice for all forms of free societies which the somewhat more mature people do individually want for themselves. All on the basis of individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy among volunteers. If you can say it in a clearer and more appealing form, please do so. - J.Z., 14.1.93. 
53.) FREE CHOICES FOR ALL PEOPLE: People should have the right not only, as usual, to make the wrong choices for themselves, politically and in territorial units only, by majority votes, but also the right ones, or somewhat right ones, individually, once they want them strong enough to be prepared to realize them for themselves, via exterritorially autonomous volunteer communities.- J.Z., 17.5.92, 13.1.93. 
54.) FREE ENTERPRISE & PANARCHISM: Free enterprise in every sphere, even in the political, economic and social spheres so far monopolized by territorial governments. - J.Z., 15.9.04.  
55.) FREE ENTERPRISE: Free enterprise will be free to do a lot more for its participants, members and customers, once it is allowed to be practiced in the sphere of political organization and economic and social systems, too, i.e. when the freedom of action and freedom of experimentation and initiative, which is implied in the term, together with voluntarism, competition, free trade and free market relationships, can be fully and autonomously practised. - J.Z., 11.1.93. 
56.) FREE TRADE & PANARCHISM: Panarchism is just a consistent extension of the principle of free trade, free contracts, free markets & free enterprises  to political organizations and their services (constitutions, laws, administrations & jurisdictions). - J.Z. 10.12.92, 15.9.04. 
57.) All kinds of protective services to be offered, lilke any other free enterprise services. Territorial governments to be dissolved into contracted-for service institutions offering more or less comprehensive services as genuinely free and competitive "governments" and societies. - J.Z., 15.9.04. 
58.) FREEDOM & CLASHES OF OPINION: "Freedom rings where opinions clash." - Adlai Stevenson. - But full freedom exists only when conflicting opinions can not only be freely expressed and sought but also tolerantly put into practice, by all those who share them, at their own expense and risk. Freedom to act and experiment must go together with freedom of expression and the free exchange of opinions and freedom of information. Mutual tolerance is possible in the sphere of actions as well as in that of opinions. Our daily lives are already full of it. Only in the sphere of territorial politics, embracing the economic system and legislated social relations, is this tolerance forcefully suppressed. - J.Z., 12.3.87, 14.1.93. 
59.) FREEDOM OF ACTION, PANARCHISM, PROGRESS: If you want freedom, justice, peace, prosperity, security, progress, an end to war, oppression, poverty, inflation, unemployment and depression, establish and help maintain full economic freedom and full autonomy for volunteer groups on an exterritorial basis, thus achieving free experimentation and freedom of action for all peaceful and productive people, with each under a system of his choice only. - J.Z. 22.10.92, 4.1.93.  
60.) FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION & DISASSOCIATION, PANARCHISM: Panarchism simply favours freedom of association in the widest possible sense. This does, naturally, imply also freedom for individuals to disassociate themselves. Moreover, it implies the freedom not only to associate territorially but also exterritorially. Furthermore, it implies the freedom not only to associate for minor private interests, under very limited autonomy and still subject to territorial sovereignty but also to become exterritorially autonomous in at least one of one's voluntary associations, one's own most wanted and basic community with others. - J.Z., 13.4.92, 13.1.93.  
61.) FREEDOM OF CONTRACT, EVEN IN SPHERES PRESENTLY PRE-EMPTED BY TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: Freedom of Contract to everyone for all kinds of government services and disservices. - J.Z., 19.9.88. 
62.) FREEDOM OF CONTRACT: Each peaceful citizen to be free to contract out of any territorial constitution, government, law and jurisdiction over himself and to contract one or the other exterritorial and autonomous alternative for himself. No one to be bound by the votes, rules and institutions  of thousands or millions of others who happen to live in the same territory. These are to be valid only for these, for their own exterritorial and autonomous communities of volunteers. - J.Z., 6.7.91. - Is it possible to express this idea so concisely, convincingly and in so popular fashion that it and its implications will be widely accepted? I will continue to attempt to find or word such a formula - even if that attempt should greatly bore most other people. - J.Z., 13.1.93. 
63.) FREEDOM OF THE HIGH SEAS TO BE EXTENDED TO CONTINENTS: plan 159, by K.H.Z. SOLNEMAN, (K.H. ZUBE), page 39, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. 
64.) FREEDOM SHOULD BE AN OPTION, NOT AN IMPOSITION: Neither any degree of freedom nor any degree of domination should be imposed upon individuals. Let them pick and choose their own contracts for their own relationships. - J.Z., 8.4.89. 
65.) GOVERNMENT GAMES & PLAYS OR TRAGEDIES & COMEDIES, TERRITORIAL ONES: One should not be forced to act in or attend the government theatre in which governments try to play with us and the world their kinds of dramatic, comical or tragic, always expensive and often deadly plays, any more than one should be forced to attend or to act in any private theatrical show. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89. Freedom for all playwrights, actors and spectators in this sphere! - J.Z., 12.12.03, 15.9.04. 
66.) GOVERNMENTS & STATES, REDUCTION OR TRANSFORMATION INTO RIGHTFUL FORMS,  NOT ABOLITION: Governments should be reduced to voluntary self-help, mutual aid, credit and insurance companies on a cooperative or other basis, with all of them becoming only exterritorially autonomous, with e.g. personal constitutions, laws and juridical systems, in free competition with other such systems freely chosen by others for themselves. – J.Z., 28.11.93, 9.1.99. 
67.) GOVERNMENTS: No government to have any exclusive territorial powers. No government to have any but voluntary subjects. Every government thus to be reduced to a mere voluntary association. Experimental freedom and freedom of action and minority autonomy for all. - J.Z., 7.12.91. Only that would remove all artificial frontiers between human beings while restoring and maintaining all natural and organic or freely chosen ties between them.- J.Z. 13.1.93, 11.12.03. 
68.) INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & TERRITORIAL POLITICIANS: One should become free, as an individual, to switch off politicians, not only on the radio and TV, as far as oneself is concerned, but regarding all their activities,  taxing, spending and regulating, as far as the own individual affairs are concerned. Then they could go on spouting about their only product: hot air and air vibrations, but they could do wrong and harm only to their remaining and consenting victims. – J.Z., 26.11.93, 10.1.99. 
69.) INDIVIDUALISM: People are not the property or playthings of governments. Individuals should become free to hire or fire governments, as far as their own individual "public" affairs are concerned. Only that option would turn the remaining governments into servants rather than masters. - Individual secessionism, if no longer outlawed, would even turn the remaining States into mere voluntary associations of like-minded people. - J.Z., 29.8.04. 
70.) INEQUALITY THROUGH SELF-CHOSEN DEGREES OF FREEDOM & SUBMISSION: Not equal liberty but a different degree of freedom or un-freedom for each - according to his own knowledge, prejudices and desires, as long as he wants it or can stand it, at the own expense and risk - is what panarchism aims at. - J.Z., 26.6.88, 3.4.89. 
71.) INITIATIVE, CONTINUOUS, BY ANYONE WHO WANTS TO ENGAGE IN IT: "Freedom is the opportunity for continuous initiative." - Graham Wallas. - According to panarchism, this kind of freedom cannot be sufficiently realized within exclusive, territorial and compulsory membership collectives but only by individual volunteers and their groupings. - J.Z., 6.4.89, 8.4.89. 
72.) INNOVATIONS, CONSERVATISM, PROGRESS, VOLUNTARY STAGNATION, FREEDOM FOR ALL FREE CHOICES OF INDIVIDUALS: 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. 
73.) 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. 
74.) 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. 
75.) 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. 
76.) 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. 
77.)  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. 
78.) 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. - J.Z., n.d.

79. 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. 
80.)  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. 
81.) 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. 
82.) 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.  
83.) 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. 
84.) 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. 
85.) 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. 
86.) PANARCHIES: Panarchies maximize minority autonomy and guaranty autonomy for majorities as well. - J.Z., 2 June 89, 4 July 89. 
87.) 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. 
88.) 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. 
89.) 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. 
90.) 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. 
91.) 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. 
92.) 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. 
93.) 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.  
94.) 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. 
95.) 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. 
96.) 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. 

97.) 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. 
98.) 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. 

99.) 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. 
100.) 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. 
101.) 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. 

102.) 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. 
103.) 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. 
104.) 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. 
105.) 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. 
106.) 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. 
107.) 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. 
108.) 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. 
109.) PANARCHISM & SELF-HELP: Panarchism means full freedom for all self-help ventures. – J.Z., 10.1.99. 
110.) PANARCHISM & SEPARATISM: Separatism for everyone who wants it – but only an exterritorial basis. – J.Z., 25.9.93. 
111.) 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. 
112.) 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. 
113.) 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. 

114.) 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. 
115.) 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. 
116.) 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.  
117.) 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. 

118.) 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. 
119.) 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. 
120.) 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. 
121.) 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. 
122.) 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. 
123.) 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. 
124.) 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. 
125.) 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. 
126.)  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. 
127.) 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. 
128.) 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. 
129.) 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. 
130.)  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. 
131.) 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. 
132.) 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. 
133.) PANARCHISM: To each the government-, money- and justice system of his or her dreams. – J.Z., 8.4.1996. 
134.) 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. 
135.) 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. 
136.) 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. 
137.) 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. 
138.) SELF-DETERMINATION, SELF-HELP, SELF-RELIANCE, SELF-RESPONSIBILITY, SELF-DEVELOPMENT ETC.: Our own future into our own hands - or only into those hands whom we individually authorized and as long as we do. That is the essence of panarchism. J.Z. 8.10.88, 1.4.89.  
139.) STATES, EXTERRITORIAL VS. TERRITORIAL ONES: Conventional territorial States "grow" or decline by compulsory membership, fraud, wars, revolutions, conquests or secessionism and mergers, by mass votes, by attempt to unite the irreconcilably different and by the suppression of dissent. Free, i.e. voluntaristic and exterritorial alternative societies of volunteers would grow or decline through individuals freely joining them or seceding from them. They would be controlled by like-minded people, who would themselves and exclusively have to suffer all the consequences of their mistakes but would also reap all the benefits of their rightful and useful actions. The old organizational form can harm and wrong all others, the new one only the voluntary followers. The one is parasitic, the other is self-supporting. The one is coercive and monopolistic, the other is voluntaristic and competitive. One rather prevents learning from experience the other maximizes it. - J.Z., 24.2.89, 3.4.89, 12.12.03.

140.) STATES, TOTALITARIANISM, TERRITORIALISM, MINORITY AUTONOMY:  All present States are totalitarian to the extent that they do not permit individuals to secede from them and then to voluntarily associate in in exterritorially autonomous communities of their own. – J.Z., 28.7.93, 7.1.99, 99.04.

141.) STATES: All too many "citizens" are trapped in States they had not made and have no real chance in changing. - J.Z., 1.4.88. - Individual secessionism and associationism would be the first steps required and they presuppose the free choice of the status of exterritorial autonomy for the individual and group secessionists and their voluntary communities. - J.Z. 2.4.89, 9.9.04.

142.) STATES: THE EXTERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE: States ought to be voluntary associations, privatized, individualized,  cooperatised and only exterritorially autonomous rather nationalized and collectivized on a territorial and exclusive basis. – J.Z., 2.9.93, 7.1.99.

143.) STATISM & PANARCHISM: Statism is territorially intolerant. Panarchism is exterritorially tolerant. Statism insists upon territorial laws for a compulsory membership. Panarchism provides a framework for personal laws for volunteer communities. Statism insists upon collective, e.g. national sovereignty, in reality practised by a few at the expense and risk of the many. Panarchism is based on individual sovereignty. Statism leads to innocents being held  collectively responsible for the crimes of their "misleaders". Panarchies will lead to the spread of individual responsibility only for the own actions or for the individual support that one has voluntarily given to the criminal actions of other members of the same panarchy. (Pakistanis, who danced for joy in the streets when Pakistan got its own nuclear "weapons", may come to regret this action.) States insists upon compulsory taxation, panarchies only upon voluntary contributions towards the common choices of their members. States suppress individual and group secessions. Panarchies are based upon them. States are monopolistic, panarchies are competitive. States are coercive, panarchies are voluntaristic. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
144.) STATISM, COMPULSORY & TERRITORIAL: Compulsory territorial statism must be ended to achieve freedom, peace, justice, prosperity, security and all the progress we want and are capable of. - J.Z. 17.9.92, 4.1.93.

145.) STATISM, EXTERRITORIAL VS. TERRITORIAL & INDIVIDUALS: Under territorialist statism the individual is only allowed to exist for the state or dependent upon the State. Under panarchism any State and society is only allowed to exist for its individual volunteers. – J.Z., 2.9.93,  7.1.99, 9.9.04.

146.) STATISM, TERRITORIAL & EXTERRITORIAL PANARCHISM: What can you expect of people who, under all kinds of pretences, deny themselves the right to private judgement and free private actions regarding their own most important affairs, including peace, justice, freedom, security, economic opportunities, and, thereby, truly and at least temporarily incapacitate themselves? What hope is there for social, economic and political scientists who do support such denials and confine all their studies and teachings only to the territorial, exclusive and coercive alternatives? - J.Z., 11.9.87, 6.12.87, 1.4.89.

147.) SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY: Panarchism might be defined as an application of the subjective value theory to the services of politics and political organization.  Since objective values in this sphere do not exist either, except as dearly held illusions, people must remain free in their consumer sovereignty towards them, to maximize their individual satisfactions and the over-all satisfactions of a free society. - J.Z., 21.8.91, 9.1.93.

148.) SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY: The subjective value theory would find a new application - and would lead to the tolerant practice of all other value theories, too and of "value-free" philosophies - among their true believers, without any of them constituting any threat to the non-believers.  - J.Z. to Joe Toscana on Pan, March 96.

149.) TERRITORIAL MONOPOLIES: Should there be any monopoly for social organization, i.e. one for Communist or Nazi totalitarians or one for welfare statists, or one for limited government advocates or one for anarchists - or should all of them be free to compete with each other, dependent only upon voluntary support? If a question is sensibly put, it almost answers itself. - J.Z., 14.7.87, 1.4.89.

150.) TERRITORIAL SOLUTIONS ARE NOT ONLY WRONG BUT IMPRACTICABLE: Territorial “solutions” are no more just, no more practicable and affordable in the political, economic and social spheres than in religion. – J.Z., 28.4.93, 14.1.99.
151.) TERRITORIALISM & VICTIMIZATION: Many millions of dead soldiers and still more millions of dead civilians, including women and children, the old and the sick, are the price we pay for territorialism, without even thinking about its voluntaristic alternative, namely that of exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. - J.Z., 22.9.99, 28.6.01, 10.12.03.

152.) TERRITORIALISM & WAR, NUCLEAR WAR THREAT, GENERAL HOLOCAUST: "Without territorial identification, war levies and conscription, masses of people will no longer be dragged into every single conflict. We can afford nothing less in this age of potential holocaust." - J. Neil Shulman, "Alongside Night", 221/2.
153.) TERRITORIALISM VS. COMPETITION: States should lose their territorial monopolies and should have to enter into free competition with each other for voluntary members, taxpayers and other subjects, wherever these may live and work. Only then could we avoid party struggles, resistance and terror actions, civil and national wars. Because then neither totalitarian powers would remain nor liberation motives of suppressed minorities or majorites. They could then realize their ideal among themselves, soon and freelly, in the States or free societies of their dreams. That should keep them busy and force them to bear their own costs and risks. - J.Z., revised version, 10.1.93, 10.9.04.
154.) TERRITORIALISM VS. INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & INDIVIDUAL & MINORITY AUTONOMY: A territorial statist society is one "where the individual can't withdraw and start his own system." - John W. Campbell, Letters, Vol. I, p. 118.
155.) TERRITORIALISM, NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY: There is not a single good reason why any people should be allowed to organize in territorial States. We have given up the spleen of tribal and religious territorialism. We ought to similarly give up the spleen of exclusive and coercive territorial sovereignty and of the uniformly imposed political, economic and social systems that go with them, no matter how "democratically" they are imposed. - J.Z., 17 Sep. 89, 10.10.89.
156.) TERRITORIALISM: Territorial politics is based on compulsory membership or domination, on exclusive sovereignty, upon uniformly imposed laws and jurisdiction and the suppression of individual secession and of competing governments. Exterritorial politics, on the other hand, is based upon voluntary membership, self-determination, self-reliance, self-management and self-help, free competition in all spheres for creative energies, peaceful coexistence, exterritorial autonomy only, chosen personal laws and juridical avenues and individual secessionism. – J.Z., 4.7.93, 10.1.99.

157.) VIOLENCE, OPPRESSION, LIBERATION, REVOLUTION, WAR, CIVIL WAR: 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 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.

158.) VOTES, EXCLUSIVE ONES, FOR ONE'S OWN PREFERENCES. THESE INDIVIDUAL VOTES TO BE FREELY REALISED BY EACH INDIVIDUAL, TOGETHER WITH LIKE-MINDED PEOPLE: Each to be free to choose his own prime minister, tax system, constitution, laws, juridical-, police-, defence- and economic system and his ethnic or other associates. - J.Z., 19.9.88.

158.) VOTING, INDIVIDUAL SECESSION & DISFRANCHISEMENT: We have all been disfranchised regarding our most important vote, that of individual secession from the State and that to join or establish our own and only exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, whether statist, libertarian or anarchistic ones, under whatever programs we would prefer for them. – J.Z., 13.3.96, 11.1.99.

159.) CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY, DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY, VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, FREEDOM TO EXPERIMENT FOR WHOLE COMMUNITIES OF VOLUNTEERS: Individual free consumer choice, membership options among and competitive free enterprise and cooperative, mutual aid or insurance service offers - for all kinds of  communities of volunteers, especially for so far unfree minority groups, and for all kinds political, economic and social experiments, all under their own personal laws, and a-territorially autonomous, regardless of where their members may happen to live and work

vs. territorial power, coercion and monopolies, however constitutionally, legally, juridically or coercively upheld or intellectually, ideologically or religiously rationalized, as supposedly the only possible or rightful local options.

All territorialist powers to be confined to their voluntary subjects. But they are also to become free to accept as full members any volunteers from other territories, while these members stay in their chosen territories. 

All others to enjoy diplomatic immunity within the former exclusive and enforced State territories, or exterritorial autonomy for themselves, within their own and individually self-chosen systems and communities or free experimental societies, wherever they may live and work, either within the frontiers of the former territorial States or within a number of countries even or world-wide.

With this program as a common platform all dissenters and minorities in the world could come to unite, effectively, to overcome all the territorial powers in all their continuing attempts to dominate, exploit, suppress or murder dissenters and minorities in what they claim to be their exclusive territories, misnamed their “territorial integrity”. There is no integrity involved in ruling over peaceful dissenters and minority members without their consent.

160.) Each to see and act by his own lights and in his own sphere and affairs, alone or together with other an like-minded people, but always only at the own risk and expense. This to be realized in all spheres, even those presently still monopolized by territorial governments. – J.Z., 25.1.05.

161.) Pick your own medic, shepherd, great leader, guru, prophet or political, economic or social experiment, your own exterritorially autonomous associations, systems and communities, and your own set of personal laws within these associations. Freedom of association has no limits but the equal rights of others.  With each minding his own business or being free to follow his own choices, in all spheres, always at the own risk and expense, each would have  least reasons to complain about the actions of others in their spheres. – J.Z., 26.1.05.
162.) Panarchies: With regard to political, economic and social systems the equivalent to religious freedom, consumer sovereignty, free choie of doctors, artistic and literary freedom, freedom for individual initiative and actions, freedom of associations in clubs and enterprises, voluntary contributions, private insurance and welfare arrangements. – J.Z., 25.1.05.

163.) Panarchism aims at a multiplicity and great diversity of personal laws, constitutions and jurisdictions, all applying only to exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers – and agressors against their communities. None of them will possess a territorial monopoly that goes beyond their own real estate properties. – 25.1.05.
164.) Neither only one State or one society or one federation for the whole world, a continent, a country or a local district but as many as volunteers want for themselves and are willing to finance and otherwise support, but with nonte of them or their members tied to or monopolizing any large territory, apart from their own private or cooperative properties. In other words, full freedom of association and of disassociation, full freedom of action or experimentation, full free enterprise, consumer sovereignty, freedom of contract, free markets, free competition, full autonomy, genuine self-government and self-management in this sphere as well, under self-chosen personal laws rather than any imposed territorial laws, all resulting from from the recognition of individual sovereignty rather than the sovereignty of kings, politicians, parliaments or of “the” people.  Genuine, i.e. voluntaristic communities to replace all artificial and coercive ones, with involuntary members and subjects. – J.Z., 5.4.05.

--- I have not yet tried to compile all the short entries in this and other listings under this heading. More such suggestions are welcome. - Your might also want to make other choices from those I have already listed outside my "short" list. - Add your vote, e.g. by a red plus or minus sign, accompanied by your initials. - J.Z., 13.9.04. - See: Definitions. Panarchism. Voluntarism, Names. For a 1 page description which is not bad, by my standards, see: FREE CHOICE & POLITICS, LABOUR CONDITIONS, MARRIAGES, LITERATURE, SPORTS, ARTS, ... . - J.Z. 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
SHOTWELL, JAMES THOMSON,  1874-?: Extraterritoriality in China, Am. Council,Institute of Pacific Relations, 1929 - at Macquarie Uni. Libr., Sydney.  - Wanted by J.Z.

SHUN, SHI SHUN LIU: See: Liu.
SIGN-DEBATES: 28, 29, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - See also: Flowchart Discussions.

SILONE, IGNAZIO:  The God That Failed: "Liberty is the possibility of doubting, the possibility of making a mistake, the possibility of searching and experimenting, the possibility of saying "no" to any authority - literary, artistic, philosophic, religious, social, and even political." - Wanted by J.Z.

SINGLE PARTY SYSTEMS: There is nothing wrong with single party systems - whenever they are confined to the volunteers of an exterritorially autonomous community. - J.Z. n.d.

SLAVE MENTALITY: "The slave beings by demanding justice and ends by wanting to wear a crown. He must be dominated in his turn." - source? - But let him be enslaved by self-chosen masters and let him, later, dominate over consenting victims. But never, never, let him get access to territorial powers over any people without the slave or domination mentality. To achieve that, all exclusive territorial powers must be destroyed and replaced by mere exterritorial autonomy among volunteers. - J.Z., 22.6.92, 14.1.93.

SLAVERY, FREEDOM: Either be wholly slaves or wholly free. - John Dryden, The Hind and the Panther. - Or enjoy or suffer any in-between mixture that you have chosen for yourself. - J.Z., 12.11.82.

SLOGANS & QUOTES FOR LIBERTY, ON OR RELATED TO PANARCHISM: Competing Governments, PP 415, Compulsory Taxation, 8pp, in PP 384, 68pp in PP 376, Exterritoriality, PP 415, Individual Secession and  Individual Sovereignty, 35pp, in PP 392 & in PP 415, Panarchy, 5pp,  in PP 423, Personal Law, Pluralism, Territorialism, Tolerance and Voluntarism entries in PP 415 - apart from panarchistc slogans collections in the ON PANARCHY series. ( Some of these slogans may already have been fiched in the ON PANARCHY collection.) Many to most of them and more have been included in a long and alphabetized file of Slogans on panarchism that I have included in my first CD.  Judging by the many flaws I have found in this compilation, this long file on my first CD needs further proof-reading and editing, too. - I have still to peruse may files for thoughts and references that should be included here. Many of them are not yet digitized - But all of them are "en marche" towards an encyclopaedia on panarchism. - Alas, the march of a single person cannot constitute an impressive marching column or demonstration.  But the size of the beginnings of my panarchist encyclopaedia, called ON PANARCHY, with 24 volumes, all only on microfiche, as a materials collection, to be pulled together, later, by a comprehensive index, is already somewhat impressive. - Many more collaborators are needed to make this encyclopaedia complete enough. A few short and introductory articles are not a sufficient substitute for it. Like for fully monetary freedom a comprehensive handbook on monetary freedom is required, so, for the political reformation that leads to panarchism a comprehensive panarchist encyclopaedia seems to be required. - But I would welcome any other and especially still better educational approaches. - J.Z., 28.8.04.
SLOGANS FOR LIBERTY: Collectivism, compiled by J.Z., page 91, in ON PANARCHY VII, in PP 671.Competing Governments, PP 415, Compulsory Taxation, 8pp,in PP 384, 68pp in PP 376. - -  Compulsory Voting, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755. - - Exterritoriality, PP 415, Individual Secession and Individual Sovereignty, 35pp, in PP 392 & in PP 415, Panarchy, 5pp, in PP 423, Personal Law, Pluralism, Territorialism, Tolerance and Voluntarism entries in PP 415 - apart from panarchistic slogans collections in the ON PANARCHY series. - -  Further entries on PANARCHY, March, April 1989, 40pp, 86-125, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833. - - On Panarchy etc. compilation, of Jan. 1999, 35pp:  21 – 55, in PP 1540. - -  Continuation of a selection from "Slogans for Liberty", those on or related to Panarchy, third part, numbers 640 - 831, pages 2-18, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - File on PANARCHISM, continued, 12 pp, July 89, 64, in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. - - On Individual Secession - panarchist slogans, Nos. 832-921, pages 89 -  94, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - On Panarchism, 20,29,70,91,109, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901. - -  On Panarchism, 23pp, file Panslogscompilation 230601:  716, in PP 1689-1693.  - - Panarchy, compiled by J.Z., 36,46, 56,58, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.  - - Quotations on Peace and Liberty, pages 82ff & pages 105ff, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.  - - Quotes on Secessionism for Individuals, pages 70ff, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. - - Section on Panarchy etc., part II, Nos. 523-639, pages   120ff, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506. - - On PANARCHISM and related subjects, by John Zube and uncounted others, 148pp, 2-149, 162, 181, 182, 204, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. (Files: Panslogs 193 & Panslogl.193 - PanslolO.193, with additions from parts of one unmarked file and of Panslog5.293.)

SMALL NATIONS, DECENTRALISATION: "I love small nations, I love small numbers. The world will be saved by the few." - Andre Gide. - Their territorialist monopolies are just as wrong, war and civil war promoting, on the small scale, as they are in large State federations and empires or unified large States, if not even more so, as happened, in quite a number of cases, after the downfall of the Austrian, the English and the Soviet Empire. - J.Z.

SMASHING THE STATE OR SECEDING FROM IT? This is largely the choice between a violent attempt at reform and a non-violent one. 
SMILES, SAMUEL: The Huguenots in France, After the Revocation of the Edict of Nantes, with Memoirs of Distinguished Huguenot Refugees and a Visit to the Country of the Vaudois, London, George Routledge & Sons, 1881, indexed, 614pp, JZL. - They were defeated not by an excess of tolerance but by an excess of intolerance. The survivors became much appreciated refugees in many other European countries. In my home town, Berlin, every 5th inhabitant was once a Huguenot. My mother's father still had a French name: Canon. In Prussia these refugees were granted prolonged tax exemptions, their own church and schools and even some communal self-government - under an absolute kingdom. - J.Z. - See: ERBE, HUGO, HUGUENOTS. 
SMITH, ANTHONY D.: Theories of Nationalism, Harper Torchbooks, 1971, 1972, indexed, 344pp, JZL. In the index I found, upon skimming only, 11 entries on Secession ofter Types of Movements. Panarchism does not seem to be discussed in any of its forms. However, there are 5 references to tribalism. 

SMITH, BRADFORD:  A Dangerous Freedom, Lippincott, J.B., Co., Philadelphia & N.Y., 1952, 1954. He states on page 50: "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." - But, contrary to this principle, a territorial and centralized nation was established, very gradually. The only exceptions were some VERY limited exterritorial concessions to Red Indians (never going for enough), and to foreign consuls and ambassadors. Full autonomy, on an exterritorial basis and upon individual secessionism was, to my knowledge, never granted in the US - although it was claimed overseas for the foreign concessions. 

SMITH, L. NEIL: A New Covenant, from THE VOLUNTARYIST, June 1986, 55, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

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

A NEW COVENANT

     Among the Individual Inhabitants of the Continent of North America     
WE THE UNDERSIGNED Witnesses to the Lesson of History — that no Form of political Governance may be relied upon to secure the individual Rights of Life, Liberty, or Property — now therefore establish and provide certain fundamental Precepts measuring our Conduct toward one another, and toward others:
Individual Sovereignty
FIRST, that we shall henceforward recognize each Individual to be the exclusive Proprietor of his or her own Existence and of all Products of that Existence, holding no Obligation binding among Individuals excepting those to which they voluntarily and explicitly consent;
Freedom from Coercion
SECOND, that under no Circumstance shall we acknowledge any Liberty to initiate Force against another Person, and shall instead defend the inalienable Right of Individuals to resist Coercion employing whatever Means prove necessary in their Judgment;
Association and Secession
THIRD, that we shall hold inviolable those Relationships among Individuals which are totally voluntary, but conversely, any Relationship not thus mutually agreeable shall be considered empty and invalid;
Individuality of Rights
FOURTH, that we shall regard Rights to be neither collective nor additive in Character — two Individuals shall have no more Rights than one, nor shall two million nor two thousand million — nor shall any Group possess Rights in Excess of those belonging to its individual Members;
Equality of Liberty
FIFTH, that we shall maintain these Principles without Respect to any person's Race, Nationality, Gender, sexual Preference, Age, or System of Beliefs, and hold that any Entity or Association, however constituted, acting to contravene them by Initiation of Force — or Threat of same — shall have forfeited its Right to exist,
Supersedure
UPON UNANIMOUS CONSENT of the Members or Inhabitants of any Association or Territory within the Continent of North America, we further stipulate that this Agreement shall supersede all existing governmental Documents or Usages then pertinent, that such Constitutions, Charters, Acts, Laws, Statutes, Regulations, or Ordinances contradictory or destructive to the Ends which it expresses shall be null and void, and that this Covenant, being the Property of its Author and Signatories, shall not be Subject to Interpretation excepting insofar as it shall please them.
[Editor's note: The above document was sent to us by L Neil Smith, author of The Gallatin Divergence (excerpted from Chapter XVII) (New York: Del Roy Books, 1985). Persons interested in pledging themselves to such a covenant may contact L Neil Smith at
111 East Drake, Suite 7032 • Fort Collins • CO 80525]
SMUGGLED NUKES, SUITCASE BOMBS: Defence against, or prevention of them: 33, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

SNEED, JOHN D.:  Order without law,  LewRockwell.Com - "[A] competitive social system does not imply capitalism or deny communism. Indeed, it would he most unanarchistic to deny to communism or capitalism or any other theory the opportunity to compete as economic systems. Many anarcho-capitalists and anarcho-communists, though, mistakenly assign the ills of society to the particular economic system, when the real problem is that one or
the other system is nominally enforced or heavily supported, and invariably perverted beyond recognition, by the State ... The function of the anarchist is not to dictate an economic system; it is to destroy the State in order to allow all economic systems to compete on a voluntary basis..." (08/10/04) - Originally: Order Without Law: where will the anarchists keep the madmen, The Journal of Libertarian Studies, I/2, Spring 1977, 8pp: pp. 117-124, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. (The pricing of this journal by Pergamon Press, even on microfiche ($10 & 80 % of this for the fiche) will, unfortunately, keep this journal out of the hands of most people, including myself.) - J.Z. http://www.lewrockwell.com/orig5/sneed1.html 

SNYDER, RICHARD A.: 118, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

SOCIAL ACTIONS & PANARCHISM: What actions are essentially “social”, non-violent, peaceful, just, at a quite fundamental level? All those which are voluntary,  at the own expense and risk only, i.e. undertaken only by and for voluntary groups, free to do their own things to and for themselves, under full exterritorial autonomy, i.e. in a panarchistic way, even though others would be inclined to brand them as subversive, treasonous, secessionistic, fragmentative, disuniting or as a dangerous schism. Unity in every sphere is not an absolute ideal. Individual liberties and individual rights are and they should not be denied to any peaceful individual. All territorially imposed systems are, by their very nature, anti-social. – J.Z., 27.3.92, 9.1.99. 

SOCIAL CONTRACT & GOVERNMENT CONTRACT: "... the individuals themselves, each in his own personal and sovereign right, entered into a compact with each other, to produce a government: and this is the only mode in which governments have a right to arise, and the only principle on which they have a right to exist. ... To suppose that any government can be a party in a compact with the whole people, is to suppose it to have existence before it can have a right to exist." - Thomas Paine, quoted by Jack Schwartzman, in "Rebels of Individualism", 49/50.

SOCIAL CONTRACT: "...for to be bound to one's self and to be bound to a whole of which one forms a part, are very different things." - Rousseau, Contrat Social, I/VII.  - Unless and while the whole consists only of volunteer groups who are exterritorially autonomous, and the "whole" is one of several exterritorially autonomous  federations, which any individual or group might initiate or join or separate from via individual & group secessions. - J.Z. 3.1.93, 9.12.03, 21.9.04.
SOCIAL CONTRACT: 35, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

SOCIAL CONTRACTS & PANARCHISM: Not only one social contract is possible, desirable and rightful but as many and as different ones as volunteers want for themselves and can manage to practise among themselves. – J.Z., 26.7.98, 10.1.99.
SOCIAL CONTRACTS & PANARCHISM: "... as Lysander Spoonder points out in NO TREASON, a contract surrendering the rights and basic liberties of one of the parties is absurd and invalid in terms of common law." Kerry Wendell Thornley, “Factsheet 5”, 1985. - We have to replace this kind of social contract relationship, between rulers and citizen-subjects, by something much more moral and useful, to the extent that the alternatives are preferred by individuals, in accordance with their individual stage of enlightenment. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.

SOCIAL GOALS & TECHNICAL GOALS: "Technical goals are easy to achieve, social goals are more difficult." - The first moon landing really took an effort and a fortune. The introduction of exterritorial autonomy for volunteers and with it the realization of any desired and reachable social goal, requires only the effort of getting rid of some ignorance and prejudices and acquiring some learning from historical precedents and from the literature on the subject. All over this decentralized and voluntaristic experimental freedom would be much easier for participants and observers than the present territorial, monopolistic and compulsory political, economic, social and military organizations are.  Under panarchistic experimental freedom, most social goals are probably much easier to attain and to learn from, than technical and scientific goals. - J.Z. 5.4.91, 10.1.93, 21.9.04.

SOCIAL INVENTIONS: "Social inventions are most desperately needed today - and are hardest of all to make, because each man, within himself, has limited his own creative thinking. ..." John E. Arnold, Space, Time & Education, Astounding SF, May 53, p. 10: - Each man? Just establish experimental freedom, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy, for all those indivduals and minority groups, who have not so limited their thinking, and all of a sudden you would see thousands of flowers - and of weeds - bloom. And all would have something to contribute, even if only as a deterrent example. We are very far from a political, economic and social condition where all creative energies are released. Who would have expected, a few years ago, that ordinary people, merely employees and suitably encouraged regarding their work, are capable of making an average of 350 production improvement suggestions a year? (Sony suggestion box scheme, further developing the Matsushita example. According to the limited reports that I have seen, 90% of these suggestions were found to be useful, were accepted and rewarded.) Panarchism might achieve a similar productiveness for social inventions. - J.Z.,  9.1.93.

SOCIAL PROBLEMS & PANARCHISM:  Its experimental freedom and full publicity for it would help to solve all solvable social problems as fast as possible, with numerous different and autonomous experiments being undertaken at the same time by those most interested in making them work to prove their case. "Actions speak louder than words." - Believe it or not, mass unemployment and inflation could be permanently ended within a day - by people who know their individual economic rights and the technique to properly apply them. So far, among a million unemployed or a million inflation victims you are lucky to find even one seriously interested in such options. The sanction of the victims is all too widely spread. But full experimental freedom would permit a few to give a lead and to practically demonstrate how well full freedom would work for them.  - J.Z., n.d. & 21.9.04.
SOCIAL REFORM EXPERIMENTS: Everyone is entitled to associate with like-minded people in order to try out social reform proposals within the group and at its expense and risk and to invite everyone to join, no matter whether the 'experts' consider their principles to be right or wrong. I predict that the capitalistic experiments will be the most successful ones. - J.Z., free after Ulrich von Beckerath.

SOCIALISM: 25, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

SOCIALISM: Allow all socialist acts among consenting adults. Just make sure that the consent is individually given and maintained. - J.Z. 7.11.92. But the socialists must likewise tolerate capitalist and other non-socialist acts between consenting adults. - J.Z., 8.12.03.

SOCIALISM & TOLERANCE: Allow a safety valve: permit the socialists to become educated through the failures of their own free experiments. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

SOCIALISM & TOLERANCE: First step towards turning State socialists into tolerant people is for free enterprise advocates and capitalists to become tolerant themselves, to mind their own business, not asking for hand-outs any longer, for privileges or limited government laws, becoming instead, fully tolerant towards tolerant actions of socialists. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

SOCIALISM & TOLERANCE: I plead for a declaration of rightful 'war aims' towards the socialists. Don't demand unconditional surrender of them. Leave them an honourable way out, a chance to practise their religion. Offer them autonomy on a voluntary basis, at their expense and risk, under their own exterritorial and personal laws. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

SOCIALISM & TOLERANCE: If you don't like it for yourself - at least tolerate it for others - including all types of socialism. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

SOCIALISM & TOLERANCE: Socialists will appreciate economic freedom only when they can freely buy or refuse to buy its services, goods and institutions, over the counter, so to speak, and individually. Groups declining all the progressive steps proposed by us should not be obstructed when among themselves they organise production and exchange according to their customary way of thinking and acting. But they have, naturally, to cease exploiting us or forcing upon us methods of production and exchange which they consider right. The more this becomes a published and practised policy, the more the animosity against us must decline. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

SOCIALISM & TOLERANCE: You have no chance or serious intention or hope of shooting or converting all socialists. So, start by tolerating them or seceding from them. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

SOCIETIES: If societies are either considered as intentional communities, works of art or as natural and organic developments, then it becomes obvious that they should neither be wilfully destroyed, against the will of those who continue to be in love with them and thus remain their voluntary members, nor imposed upon those who happen to dislike them. To each his own. - J.Z. 20.6.92. 21.9.04. 
SOCIETY: “What would make for a free society? It appears that a society could only be called truly free when all social relationships are based on the principles of non-coercion, voluntarism and individual rights. This aim requires the questioning of numerous of today’s generally accepted institutions and the search of alternatives ones: …” – From one of my leaflets of 1970: When Is a Society Free?, which led for a while to the establishment of AIR: ALLIANCE FOR INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS. See there.  – J.Z., 21.3.05.
SOCIETY & THE STATE: "Society, then, in final analysis, must represent a linkage of individual actors who share common values. Since friendship and social intercourse necessarily flow from voluntary action, society, properly comprehended, exists as a voluntary aggregate". - Ridgway K. Foley, Jr., "The Freeman", Aug., ?? - Turn all involuntary territorial aggregates into voluntary and exterritorial aggregates, i.e., into true and free societies, by institutionalizing individual secessionism and associationism. This can be done only on the basis of individual sovereignty and exterritorial minority autonomy. - J.Z., 9.1.93. - States with territorial and thus compulsory membership or subjugation are not sufficiently social or civilized, moral or effective. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SOCIETY VS. STATE: "Contrast society, as that term is accorded understanding. Society should not constrain individual members unwilling to meet its demands. It depends upon voluntary association, not coerced allegiance to outmoded symbols or irrational codes. One lives as a citizen because of fear of reprisal should he disavow citizenship: he fears forfeiture of rights or deportation. One lives as a member of society because he chooses to intermingle with others in that setting: he computes the value he will derive from his association and determines to pay the cost attached to his choice. He may opt out of society without legal penalty, although he may incur the social result of ostracism and alienation. He can adopt or adapt to a new or different society without paying dues or saluting a flag or mouthing a creed. - Ridgway K. Foley, Jr., in "THE FREEMAN", Aug. 77. - But he does not clearly demand the transformation of coercive territorial States into voluntaristic and exterritorially autonomous societies. -J.Z., 9.1.93. - Why should not alternative and free societies or competing governments, all only exterritorially organized, have their own subscription systems, flags and ideologies or faiths?  - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SOCIETY, ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS, NEW SOCIETIES, FREE SOCIETIES, TRANSFORMATION: “Forming the new society within the shell of the old.” – That still does not sufficiently express the nature and practice of panarchism. Rather, it should be: “Forming all kinds of new societies,  but all without the territorial chains of the old.” – J.Z., 17.2.98, 11.1.99.

SOCIETY, FREE SOCIETY & PANARCHISM: "The expansion of society was due to the fact that individual members did not have to obey compulsory common concrete purposes, but were free to pursue ends that might differ from those of fellow members of the group." - F. A. Hayek, "Knowledge, Evolution and Society", 30. - Society is not as rigid as the State. It permits many relatively free and exterritorially autonomous societies within itself. Without panarchism a fully free society cannot be achieved. It becomes enchained or straight-jacketed by the territorial State. - J.Z. 27.7.92, 8.1.93. - Those with quite different ends and means would simply not remain fellow-members but, rather, peaceful - because panarchistic - competitors. Each group would have its own and self-selected purposes, rules and institutions, all applied by and to its members only. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SOCIETY, SOCIETIES & VOLUNTARISM: "A society appears as a collection of associations, the characteristic feature being the voluntariness with which the associations are formed and the specificness of their aims. (J.Z.: They might also adopt comprehensive package deals for their members but I assume that they would very soon have many less budget items and much lower expenditures for them than territorial States have now.) The exponents of these associations are individuals who act in conformity with society's precepts, in the sense that individuals are themselves the products of society and that society creates and shapes individuals." - Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 9. -  He added several footnotes here which I have not copied. I find his last part incorrectly or confusingly stated. I do not see society as an automated factory that produces humans. But I can envision some rightful international laws, arbitration services, militia federations and numerous specific international self-help organizations and information clearing centres, apart from what one might loosely term human civilization and culture and the human race. So far even high technology and the most advanced science has not yet created a single artificial intelligence and human beings seem to have developed from primitive beginnings before there was anything that might be called a common human society. Later, their various associations, networks, tribes, customs etc. had, naturally, also a hand in influencing their continuing development. I wonder what will be considered typical for human nature after we have lived under panarchism in diverse panarchies for a few centuries or thousands of years. - J.Z., 14.1.93.

SOCIETY, VOLUNTARISM: "Society, we believe, helps fulfill individuals only through systems of voluntary association. Structures relying on coercion are in all cases injurious to individual creative fulfillment and ultimately destructive to cooperative social cohesion; any 'social contract' implied by such a structure is held by us to be voided, in the nature of contracts, by the fact that it was obtained and maintained under coercion... We denounce coercive structures as enemies of human fulfillment - individual and social. We commit ourselves to work to expand free voluntary systems of association, the purpose of which is to replace completely the practical functions now undertaken by coercive social structures. - From THE CATALINA DECLARATION, published in RAP, edited by Robert LeFevre, Fall 1970,, reproduced in PP 176-177. - I wish I could read the ca. 30 signatures but I find only those of Dana Rohrabacher, Barbra T. Luce, Natalee Hall, Phillip Abbott Luce, Alan W. Bock, Wm. B. Steel, C. Ronald Kimberling, Jon Ernsberger, Jarrett B. Wollstein and Ralph Fucetola III legible. However, I still doubt that most of the signers were fully aware of the panarchistic implications of their statements. For panarchistic freedom also includes the choice to adopt a condition of voluntary serfdom and enslavement - as long as one can stand it, and most libertarians are not clearly and publicly prepared to stand up for this kind of liberty for statists. Please let me know of any instance you know of, at least for inclusion here. - J.Z. 3.7.89.

SOCIETY: A society is either a voluntaristic one or a State prison with compulsory incarceration for the guilty and innocents alike. The latter type does not deserve the name "society". - J.Z., 1.2.89, 3.4.89, 12.12.03.

SOF or COF SYSTEM: See: Peace Promotion among the Berbers - through Exterritorial Institutions and Voluntary Associations, pages 23-24, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - ENCYCLOPAEDIA BRITANNICA: 1958: Kabyles, contains a note on the characteristic pairing of their protective associations for political activities, the "Sof" or "Cof". - See also PEACE  PLANS No. 12, plan 201.

SOLNEMAN, K.H.Z. (KURT H. ZUBE): Der Weltverband der Staatenlosen und Du, 1946, 19pp, with 14pp of notes and clippings, in PP 388. - A proposal to establish an exterritorially autonomous and world-wide community of stateless persons. It has not yet been translated into English. My alternative proposal is a world federation of suppressed minorities that would aim at full exterritorial autonomy for all of them. Most stateless persons are already all too happy if they finally succeed in becoming members of one or the other territorial State again. Naturally, as isolated individuals they are rather powerless. - J.Z., 28.8.04. 
SOLNEMAN, K.H.Z. (KURT H. ZUBE): Freedom of the High Seas to be Extended to Continents, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

SOLIDARITY: A solidarity of all tolerant people against all intolerant people is required, regardless of ideology, comparable to the solidarity of resistance fighters against the Nazis. - J.Z., free after U. v. Beckerath.

SOLNEMAN, K.H.Z. (KURT H. ZUBE): Jedem der Staat seiner Traeume, 7pp extract from The Manifesto of Freedom and Peace, in PP 281.
SOLNEMAN, K.H.Z. (KURT H. ZUBE):: Extract from his work: The Manifesto of Peace and Freedom, 1977, on the principle : "To Each the Government of His Dreams", page 37, in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554.

SOLNEMAN, K.H.Z., (Kurt H. Zube)  Das Manifest der Freiheit und des Friedens,  der Gegenpol zum kommunistischen Manifest, 354 S., 1977,  in PP 188.  Also reproduced in:  LERNZIEL ANARCHIE, Nos. 9-12, in PP 824. -  Jedem der Staat seiner Traueme, 7pp extract from The Manifesto of Freedom and Peace, in PP 281. --This German original is not yet online but available from me via e-mail or on my first CD. (In the old e-mail exchange with Haupt there may not only be a URL to his book, in which he refers to the Manifest but also a URL to the German book edition of the Manifest.)
SOLNEMAN, K.H.Z., (KURT H. ZUBE): The Manifesto of Freedom and Peace, the Antithesis  to  the Communist Manifesto, 1980, in the 1977 manuscript version of the translation,  183pp, with some notes by J.Z., in PP 64-65. - It is now digitized on the www.butterbach.net : http://www.butterbach.net/epinfo/The_Manifesto.htm He failed to apply panarchism to land-reform but insisted on the realization of his supposedly ideal land reform project world-wide - just like most other land-reformers. - J.Z., 2.9.04.
SOLUTIONS: "The chief cause of problems is solutions." - Sevareid's Rule. Quoted in Peter Dickson, The Official Rules. - I would rather say: "The chief cause of problems is the attempt to achieve territorial solutions." Let each suffer only under his own solutions. - J.Z. 14.9.85.
SOLUTIONS: No "solution" of any territorial State is a rightful, peaceful, freedom and prosperity promoting genuine solution, because it is forced upon dissenters. On the contrary. Do you know of exceptions to this rule? - J.Z., 27.12.91, 13.1.93.

SOULIE, G.: Les Droits Conventionnels des Etrangers en Chine,Paris, 1916.

SOUTH AFRICA: 15, 16, 22, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL VS. COLLECTIVE & TERRITORIAL SOVEREIGNTY: When only nations are sovereign, individuals are not. - J.Z. 26.2.92.  - The more sovereign and powerful the nation, the less independent and free are its individual subjects. - Territorial government powers deprive individuals of their individual and exterritorial powers. All agencies should always depend upon voluntary customers. Territorial governments don't, apart from the very small influence an individual subject has with one vote among millions or even hundreds of millions. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUALISM, PEOPLE, NATIONS, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & PANARCHISM: Every people has a right to choose the sovereignty under which they shall live. - Woodrow Wilson, Address in Washington, May 27, 1916. - Every INDIVIDUAL has a right to choose the sovereignty under which he shall live. - J.Z., n.d.

SOVEREIGNTY, NATIONALISM, TERRITORIALISM & PROUDHON: "A 'fraternal equilibrium' is the goal - outside the state as well as within. In this field, he complains, the Revolution lacked initiative. The people accept the unitary framework inherited from the old regime. But the evils of national sovereignty are the same, whether royal or democratic. - John Bowle, Politics and Opinion in the 19th Century, on Proudhon, p. 163.

SOVEREIGNTY, PEOPLE & INDIVIDUALS: The people are sovereign - individually! - J.Z., 15.6.92. - Territorial consent is a dangerous fiction. It amounts merely to various degrees of majority or minority despotism.  - A fully united people has probably never existed. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SOVIET BASES IN U.S.? 65, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - Who could forget about Washington, D.C.? - J.Z., n.d. - State socialism is still all too alive in the U.S.A. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SOVIET EMPIRE: 31, 61, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. (Insert any remaining dictatorship wherever the Soviet Empire is discussed by me or anyone else. - J.Z., 2.9.04.)
SOVIET UNION: According to a hint by Ulrich von Beckerath, the idea of individual secession and exterritorial autonomy was at one stage so popular in the Soviet Union that Lenin, about 1921, imposed the death penalty upon its propagation. From his statist point of view, quite rightly so. I believe it was branded as "renunciation of the republic". -  No nation is truly united that does not allow its subjects to disassociate themselves from it, individually or in groups. The very suppression attempts against secessionists do prove that the rulers are well aware that their "unity" is established upon territorial coercion rather than individual consent, never mind the "cover-up" attempts by more or less free elections. - No further details are known at this stage. References wanted. J.Z., 17.1.99.

SPAIN, HOLY HERMANDAD: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, ON PANARCHY.
SPAIN, OTTOMAN EMPIRE & MOROCCO, CAPITULATIONS: By the Capitulations of 1782 4 and 1799,5   Spain granted reciprocal extra-territorial jurisdiction respectively to the Ottoman Empire and Morocco, both of which, be it remembered, were Moham​medan Powers.  5 Art. 6, Martens, Recueil des principaux traités (Gottingue, 1791-1801),  vol. vi, p. 585.    Cf. infra, p. 64, n. 2. – LIU, Extraterritoriality, page 31/32.

SPANISH HISTORY, PANARCHISTIC PRECEDENTS FOUND IN ENCYCLOPEDIA BRITANNICA, 1959: "Tarik, the Arab governor of Tangier, crossed the Strait of Gibraltar with an invading Arab and Berber Army in 711. Roderick called for national unity against this grave threat, but even then the Visigothic nobles declined to abandon their suicidal partisanship. Defeatism was deliberately encouraged by some of them in the army that Roderick had assembled; in consequence it was routed by Rarik south of Medina-Sidonia on July 19, 711, the king himself disappearing form history. The collapse of the Visigothic monarchy in Spain followed at once. A substantial number of members of the large slave population abjured Christianity to improve their social position. The Spanish Jews, subjected to fierce persecution since the reign of Sisebut (612-621), welcomed the tolerant invaders as liberators. A number of high Visigothic nobles accepted Arab suzerainty. Toledo fell without resistance and the invaders speedily completed the occupation of almost the whole peninsula. Though the Arabs took one-fifth of the land for themselves the Christian communities were left with their religious and legal independence intact and were protected by Koranic law....
Recceswinth's "Liber judiciorum " remained the basic legal code of Christian Spain for centuries after the disappearance of the last Visigothic king; ... "The Jews, freedom from persecution, were eager allies and the serfs gained a measure of freedom.. Conversions were on a large scale ... The unconverted, called "mustaribs" (Mosarabs), did not suffer much from interference and, like the Jews, formed prosperous communities in the Moslem cities. ..." In the section on Christian Spain to 1479: "... the Christian kings had to continue to accept the existence within their frontiers of communities of Islamic vassals (Mudejares) to whom they also gave protection. ... "... the brilliant Alphonso VI (1065-1109) succeeded to the whole inheritance. ... All the "taifa" kingdoms paid tribute to Alphonso. There was no attempt to expel the newly conquered Moorish population, who were promised royal protection and the preservation of their religion and customs. To give formal expression to his tolerant policy, Alphonso changed the imperial title by styling himself "emperor of the two religions." ... (Apparently, Judaism was not thus recognzed as a third option.) - - "On the "behetrias" the peasants were semifree, having the theoretical right to change their lord at will. This institution was chiefly found in those areas of Castile and Leon proper which had been repopulated by Mozarabic immigration during the reconquest. ... The Jewish communities in the towns (aljamas) enjoyed royal protection until the end of the 14th century, when an outburst of popular fanaticism led to great massacres of Jews in Seville, Cordova, Toledo and other cities (1391) and Jewish communal life was irreparably damaged." - - That may have been, to some extent, the result of tax resistance. Before it was mentioned that the "treasury, whose officials were largely Jewish, ...". Who loves a tax gatherer, especially when he is of another religion? Already the Old Testament has little to say in favor of tax collectors, regardless of their religion. - - "The legal and economic position of the Catalan serfs (Pagesos de remenca) was worse than that of serfs anywhere else on the peninsula. On the other hand the Mudejares were comparatively well treated in Aragon proper where, until the 15th century, crown and nobles appreciated their economic importance and allowed them freedom of worship and their own tribunals. The Jews, vassals of the king, were favourably treated until the 15th century when, as in Castile, their position rapidly deteriorated." - - Thus, even in the Encyclopedia Britannica one can find some hints of interest to panarchists. Years ago I found and liked its information on the capitulations. Perhaps later editions than my old one will bring even more interesting information of that kind.
SPARKS, JOHN C.: For the Young in Heart, Mind & Spirit, The Freeman, May 71, pp 259-266, envisions private contracts for everything but defence. - But precisely in defence does territorial statism present some of its greatest failures. Self-defence via ideal militia forces for the protection of individual rights and liberties is still quite insufficiently discussed. Such forces should also be constituted only of volunteers and should be exterritorially autonomous. - J.Z., 21.9.04. 
SPARKS, JOHN C.: If I Had the Power, 6pp, in THE FREEMAN, July 1965, JZL. - On compulsory collectivism and its drawbacks, via the educational benefits of freedom to experiment for collectivists and others. 

SPARTA & THE PERIOECI: In a school lesson on the organization of Sparta, which refers to 8 books, I found the following reference:


“The ‘perioeci’, dwellers in the country round about; although probably Dorians, were not given the right to share in the administration of the Spartan state, perhaps because they lived too far away to attend assembly meetings, but some of them were recruited to fight in the army as ‘hoplites’, heavy-armed infantry. They enjoyed Spartan protection and the right to manage their own communities.” (J.Z.: Stressed by me.)

“They carried on all the industries and trade permitted in Sparta in classical times, and farmed the royal domains.”
SPECIAL INTERESTS: "We will be poorly served if the voices of special pleaders are the only voices that are heard in the corridors of government." - Alec Simpson. - Special interests are harmless or harmful only to those who volunteered for their recognition, if they are merely practised under the exterritorial autonomy of volunteer communities. All panarchies might be defined as special interest groups - doing their things to themselves. They can then no longer act at the expense of others and thus cannot, for long periods, become too abusive in most cases. - J.Z., 7.4.91, 11.1.93. - Special interests which are able and willing to utilize the powers of territorial States in their own favour are something quite different - and will disappear only with territorialism. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SPENCER, HERBERT:  Social Statics, chapter 19 in the original and complete edition, 1850: The Right to Ignore the State, is quite panarchistic.  The whole book was reprinted by the Robert Schalkenbach Foundation, N.Y., 1970. Has anyone attempted a refutation or tried to review this chapter thoroughly? Why did Spencer drop it, in later editions? Social Statics, 1850, in the original edition, including chapter XIX: The Right to Ignore the State, 442pp, in PP 184. - At least extracts from ch. 19 were reproduced in early PEACE PLANS editions, also in my ON PANARCHY series and in my first peace book as well: PP 61-63  (English translation) & 399-401 (German Original, revised edition.) Both editions are now digitized. The English edition is online: www.panarchism.net  I have never seen a thorough attempt yet, anywhere in the literature of the Statists, or the advocates of limited government, to refute the arguments of Herbert Spencer in this chapter and believe that such an attempt would have to fail. - J.Z., 21.9.04.
SPENCER, HERBERT: Le droit d'ignorer l'etat, by Herbert Spencer, translated by Joseph Dejan, 3pp, abbreviated, 171, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

SPIRIT OF LAW, THE, Vol. 1, No. 3, June 89, sample, 8pp, containing an   excellent article: Lee A. Holley: We Live in Dangerous Times, on pages 4/5, on autonomous juries, 116, in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870.

SPLINTER-GROUPS: To each splinter group its own exterritorial autonomy as well as its own choice of Federation.  - J. Z., 21 1.1999.

SPONTANEITY: "In each person's own concerns his individual spontaneity is entitled to free exercise." - J. S. Mill, On Liberty, G.B. 303.

SPOONER ON CONSENT & VOTING: "In truth, in the case of individuals, their actual voting is not to be taken as proof of consent, EVEN FOR THE TIME BEING (let alone as consent for political authority AS SUCH -  RAC). On the contrary, it is to be considered that, without his consent ever having being asked, a man finds himself environed by a government that he cannot resist; a government that forces him to pay money, render service, and forgo the exercise of many of his natural rights, under peril of weighty punishments. He sees, too, that other men practice this tyranny over him by use of the ballot. He sees further that, if he will but use the ballot himself, he has some chance of relieving himself from this tyranny of others, by subjecting them to his own. In short, he finds himself, without his consent, so situated that, if he use the ballot, he may become a master; if he does not use it, he must become a slave. And he has no other alternative than these two. In self-defense, he attempts the former. His case is analogous to that of a man who has been forced into battle, where he must either kill others or be killed himself. BECAUSE TO SAVE HIS OWN LIFE IN BATTLE, A MAN ATTEMPTS TO TAKE THE LIVES OF HIS OPPONENTS, IT IS NOT TO BE INFERRED THAT THE BATTLE IS ONE OF HIS OWN CHOOSING. Neither in contests with the ballot - which is a mere substitute for a bullet - because, as his only chance of self-preservation, a man uses a ballot, it is to be  inferred that the contest is one into which he voluntarily entered; that he voluntarily sets up all his own natural rights, as a stake against those of others, to be lost or won by the mere power of numbers. On the contrary, it is to be considered that, in any exigency, into which he had been forced by others, and in which no other means of self-defense offered, he, as a matter of necessity, used the only one that was left to him. - Doubtless, the most miserable of men, under the most oppressive government in the world, if allowed the ballot, would use it, if they could see any chance of thereby ameliorating their condition. But it would not therefore be a legitimate inference that the government itself, that crushed them, was one which they voluntarily set up, or even consented to." - Lysander Spooner, NO TREASON, No. 2, editor's emphases.

SPOONER, LYSANDER:  Trial by Jury: "All governments, the worst on earth and the most tyrannical on earth, are free governments to that proportion of the people who voluntarily support them."

SPOONER, LYSANDER: No Treason: The Constitution of No Authority, Pine Tree Press, 1966, Larkspur, Colorado, p. 28, on voluntarist communities with subscribed-to constitutions. General trend of argument: Anything but government by individual consent is morally not binding. Espero has recently produced a German edition with remarks by Uwe Timm & Kurt Zube. 
SPORTS CLUBS, AUTONOMOUS, UNSUBSIDISED & PANARCHISM: They form popular analogies for panarchies. Alas, their members are still subject to territorial laws and taxes and autonomous only regarding their sports activities. It is hard to imagine e.g. cricket clubs going to war with tennis clubs. Their peacefulness is inherent in their voluntary nature and their internal independence. - J.Z., 211.9.04.
SPRADING, CHARLES T.: Introduction to his work: Liberty and the Great Libertarians, An Anthology on Liberty, A Hand-book of Freedom, Los Angeles,1913, Published for the author, reprinted by Arno Press and the New York Times, N.Y., 1972, 544 pp: "It is as unjust to force one's government upon another, as it is unjust to force one's religion upon another," ... "We no longer believe that it is just for one man to govern two men, but we have yet to outgrow the absurd belief that it is just for two men to govern one man." - $ 25 from Liberty bookstore. See the much cheaper LMP edition. S. also said, in the introduction: "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."

START-UP OPPORTUNITIES FOR PANARCHISM: See: Opportunities, War & Peace Aims, Revolution Program, monetary revolution, tax strikes, voluntary taxation, Secessionism - individual and group secessionism, International Federation of Minorities favouring personal law communities of volunteers, Parties, ON PANARCHY encyclopaedia, Dropping out point by point: Private Education, Free Banking, Private Insurance, Arbitration Courts, Alternative Institutions. In very general terms: Extending the principles of tolerance and freedom of action and experimentation into spheres so far preempted by territorial governments. This could be done e.g. via new declarations of individual rights and liberties. Educational start-ups: Freedom in education, a genuinely cultural revolution, including e.g. Ideas Archive, Refutations Encyclopaedia, Open Air Speaking Centres, Discussion Centres, Comprehensive Publishing using alternative media like microfiche, floppies, CDs,  a general libertarian encyclopaedia, a libertarian library - selling cheap duplicates in alternative media, libertarian bibliography, abstracts, reviews, indexes, directories, flow-chart discussions, using all IN options, but without relying on them alone. Starting a new science of politics, one not confined to territorialism. Minorities ought to made enlightened enough to become the first to reject, together with all other minorities, territorial rule and territorial aspirations. Governments-in-exile, all to be fully recognized as representing all their own volunteers - wherever they might be living. International treaties granting exterritorial autonomy to all volunteer communities. Revolutions: According to Johann Gottlieb Fichte (1793 book on the French Revolution), all revolutions are already characterised by individual and group secessionism and alternative revolutionary institutions. Alas, operated mainly by territorialists, they neglect their exterritorial alternatives, which would make their revolutions relatively easy and lastingly effective - even though only for their own affairs, while others would conduct their own revolutions, with their own radical changes, whether conservative, reactionary or "progressive". Revolutions aiming at exterritorial autonomy for all dissenters would be genuinely anarchist and libertarian revolutions and would make the achievement of various forms of anarchism and of libertarianism, all only for their followers, relatively easy. By denying themselves this opportunity they are their own worst enemies. Panarchism could be imposed by a victorious government upon the people of a defeated government, in order to make sure that no new territorial government could arise and become aggressive again. Alas, the Allies failed to impose this kind of peaceful condition upon Germany after WW I and WW II. Extending the principles of free enterprise, free contracts, free competition, as applied by business enterprises, charities, insurance companies and protective services. Extending the internal autonomy of national and international corporations, societies and companies, without any privileges, monopolies and subsidies by any territorial governments. Extending the principles and proposals of Jerome Internoscia in his New Code of International Law, 1910, reproduced in my PEACE PLANS series. An ideal milita to be started to protect all individual rights and liberties, including the panarchic and monetary freedom ones. The militia itself to be exterritorially autonomous, locally, nation-wide and internationally. The main rights it should defend would be individual secessionism and voluntary association to exterritorially autonomous communities. Decentralization embracing the exterritorial options, not only the territorial ones. This might, however unlikely, start with some geographical secessions within which exterritorial secessions are also permitted. (Not outlawed, like the Biafrans did when they tried to secede from Nigeria.) Mere public declarations of intentions for future tolerant and voluntaristic societies, that would permit individuals and groups to secede, could already become influential. Comprehensive history of personal laws and exterritorially autonomous communities. Resistance with a genuinely libertarian and tolerant program for the future. Libertarian Futurism & Utopism. Panarchistic SF literature. - You add your own suggestions! - J.Z., 21.9.04.
STAR-WAR: Star-war defence preparations presume that nuclear weapons cannot be placed secretly and in advance underground in the target areas and that there is a technical solution to a moral, political, economic and social organization problem, one that is mainly resting upon the unfounded assumption that intolerant, centralized, monopolistic and territorial forms of organization are a necessity in some spheres. - J.Z., 31.8.87, 1.4.89.

STATE: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.
STATE & CONTRACTS: "Die Natur des Staats liegt nicht im Vertragsverhaeltnis."- Hegel. (The nature of the State does not lie in a contractual relationship. ) - Not yet, but it ought to become so! However, he is right regarding territorial States. They do arise neither from contracts nor fall from a shortage of them or their unilateral ending by individuals. Instead, they rise and maintain themselves by conquest, fraud and deceptions, the opposite of free contracts. Exterritorially autonomous governments on the other hand, are obviously based on individual and group contracts and remain limited by them. Many of the great generalizations were quite false or misleading and had mass-murderous consequences. Even today the peace promoting characteristics of voluntary governments may not have been fully realized by more than dozen people in the whole world. And I do not know all of these few, either. - How much could a dozen active apostles for panarchism achieve, in their lifetime? - J.Z. 15.1.93, 10.12.03. - Relatively much, if they made full use of their alternative media options, today especially of their CD-publishing options. - J.Z., 9.9.04.                                                                  

STATE & EGO, INDIVIDUALS: "Das Ich ist ein Staat, der wie jeder andere seine inneren Schwierigkeiten in aeusseren Konflikten abreagieren will." (The Ego is a State, which, like any other State, wants to overcome its inner conflicts through external conflicts with others.) - Ron Kritzfeld. - A truly free individual will tend to be so busy, creatively and productively, that he will have neither time nor energy left for external meddling. And he is always free to try something else and will have less reasons, motives or excuses, than any citizen have now, to blame others for his failures. - J.Z. 5.7.92, 10.12.03. 

STATE & EGO, SELF-GOVERNMENT, SELF-DETERMINATION, AUTONOMY: Das "'Ich' - das ist ein Staat, den ich mit ziemlicher Blindheit regiere." (The Ego is a State which I govern rather blindly. ) - Hilsbecher. - But I have the right to do so, at my own expense and risk, to the extent that I will rather suffer from my part-blindness and benefit from my remaining abilities and efforts than become subjected to the more or less benevolent and selfish vision of others. - J.Z. 5.7.92, 15.1.93.

STATE & FORCE: "... the state ... is the only historical institution which has the monopoly of force. This is the main source of all our present-day troubles. - Bronislaw Malinowski, Freedom and Civilization, p.265. - What he means but does not say is: A monopoly of force in a whole territory, due to territorial sovereignty and its recognition by all too many of its victims. Otherwise, States would have only authority over consenting victims, i.e. only temporarily, over individuals - as long as they consent. Moreover, then they would be exposed to free competition by other exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers and even by single enterprises that offered competitive public services and by some peaceful individuals happy to do their own things for themselves. (E.g., looking after their own old age insurance.) All political, economic and social affairs look different from the viewpoint of individual sovereignty, exterritorial autonomy and individual secessionism and voluntarism. - J.Z. 29.7.92, rev. 93 & 9.9.04.

STATE & INDIVIDUALS, THE STATE CONTRACT: "Den Staat konstruiert Fichte so, dass er eine aus Individuen und nur aus Individuen bestehende Institution ist, wobei es dem Einzelnen freisteht, durch Vertrag dem Staatsvertrag beizutreten oder nicht. - Manfred Buhr. Und aus dem Staatsvertrag auszutreten! - J.Z. (The State is constructed by Fichte as follows: It is an institution made up of individual and only of individuals. The individual remains free to join a State contract by his own contract or not to do so. - Manfred Buhr. And he may individually secede from the State contract! - J.Z.)

STATE & ITS ABOLITION: Anarchists want the State ABOLISHED, either by revolutions or by reforms or non-violent actions. Panarchists want to abolish only 2 of its most important and coercive features: Territorialism and compulsory membership. They would leave the rest up to individual choice.
STATE & SOCIETY, ACCORDING TO ROCKER: "Let us not deceive ourselves: IT IS NOT THE FORM OF THE STATE, IT IS THE STATE ITSELF WHICH CREATES THE EVIL AND CONTINUALLY NOURISHES AND FOSTERS IT. The more the government crowds out the social element in human life or forces it under its rule, the more rapidly society dissolves into its separate parts; which then lose all inner connection and either rush thoughtlessly into idiotic collisions over conflicting interests or drift helplessly with the stream, not caring whither they are born." - R. Rocker, "Nationalism and Culture", 529. - It is the TERRITORIAL form of the State which creates the evil and continually nourishes and fosters it. Under it society is not crowded out or dissolved but outlawed in those spheres which the territorial State has preempted. Individuals not free to secede from the State are not free to associate in exterritorially autonomous societies. Only underground forms of society remain and relatively insignificant and no fully autonomous voluntary associations. All separate all-over societies and separate sub-societies are constitutionally, legally and juridically not permitted or free to gradually develop. Thus self-help knowledge and traditions begin to be forgotten and have to be re-learned when this oppression disappears. I have observed that even within my own little discussion centre in Berlin, 1957-59. Even then all of the traditions of free opinion exchanges had not yet been rediscovered by all West-Berliners, from their suppression for 12 years from 1933-45. People who are taxed, conscripted and ordered into self-destructive and other-destructive collisions, in the interests of their own rulers, do not rush into them "thoughtlessly" and against their own interest. When one neglects the territorialist aspect and the exterritorial options, both diagnosis and proposed treatment must become flawed. - J.Z. 12.1.93, 22.9.04.

STATE & SOCIETY: "The State, in short, subjects people, whereas society associates them voluntarily." - Felix Morley, State & Society, in Templeton, The Politicization of Society, p. 58. - Alas, such general formulas have only rarely led people to consistent panarchistic or polyarchic thinking and proposals. - J.Z., 10.12.03, 22.9.04.
STATE AS TERRITORIAL MASTER: "Let us determine that we shall not allow the state to be our master, but that we shall be the masters of the state. The long road of history is lined with the ruins of those states which bought the souls and wills of their peoples by the lure of a granted security, and then led them to ruin by the same mirage. The world does not need one more such ruin..."- Russell J. Clinchy, quoted in "THE FREEMAN". - The territorial state is so constructed that it does not allow free individuals, who could master it. Free individuals could establish or pick and choose among or leave their own kinds of panarchies (exterritorially autonomous societies of volunteers) as they please. - J.Z., 31.7.92, 9.1.93. - Any slave free to leave his master is no longer a slave. - J.Z., 9.9.04.
STATE VS. SOCIETY: Dissolve the State in Society. - J.Z. 1.9.81. - Dissolve the State into free societies. J.Z. 4.6.92. - Dissolve the territorial State into autonomous and exterritorial societies of volunteers. - J.Z., 4.6.92. - Formally, "the" State could be allowed to continue, but "emasculated", i.e., deprived of all exclusive, centralistic and coercive TERRITORIAL powers. In that respect all present States must be made quite impotent. - They should no longer be able to rape, exploit, murder, dominate or otherwise victimise us against our individual wills. - No more "royal privileges" of any kind! - J.Z., 10.12.03.
STATE, ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS, FREE SOCIETIES, CONTRACTING OUT & PANARCHISM: “The State is a condition, a certain relationship among human beings, a mode of behavior between them; we destroy it by contracting other relationships, by behaving differently toward one another… We are the State, and we shall continue to be the State until we have created the institutions that form a real community and society of  men.” – Gustav Landauer, quoted by Peter Marshall, in: Demanding the Impossible, 411.  - Lesser ideals may also be freely realized by their believers - at their own expense and risk. This is also an essential freedom that should be defended by anarchists and libertarians. - Not only societies of "angels" are possible and desirable. Societies of devils have their role to play, too. Not only as deterrent examples. Even they could, if sufficiently rational, establish a society of equal rights for each of them, for themselves, as already Kant pointed out, 1795 in his "Towards Eternal Peace". - J.Z., 9.9.04.

STATE, GROUP FREEDOM, AUTONOMY: "Lord Acton was keen that the freedom of groups should be maintained and increased. He told Simpson that what was most needed for a theory of liberty was a right notion of corporations and their place in society. The modern theory, he lamented, condemned all groups beside the State as subversive, and recognises only an atomic freedom for the individual. In his essay on 'Nationality', Acton argued that many national groups within a state would check the tendency to absolutism. F. W. Maitland pointed in horror to France where, 'we may see the pulverising, macadamising tendency in all its glory, working from century to century, reducing to impotence, and then to nullity, all that intervenes between man and State.' " - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, p.31. - Pluralist and quite autonomous societies - and competing governments - would no longer be within the framework and subjected to the territorial State although geographically their voluntary members would continue to live and work within its territorial borders - but with immunity from its constitution, laws and jurisdiction, as far as all their own affairs are concerned: exterritorially autonomous. Most pluralists did not go so far but considered their pluralist societies to be parts of one territorial State. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
STATE, INDIVIDUALS & THE STATE CONTRACT OR SOCIAL CONTRACT: "Den Staat konstruiert Fichte so, dass er eine aus Individuen und nur aus Individuen bestehende Institution ist, wobei es dem Einzelnen freisteht, durch Vertrag dem Staatsvertrag beizutreten oder nicht. - Manfred Buhr. Und aus dem Staatsvertrag auszutreten! (The State is constructed by Fichte in a way that he is an institution consisting of individuals and only of individuals, with the individuals remaining free to join the State contract or not. - Manfred Buhr, And to Withdraw from the State Contract!)
STATE, PANARCHISM & FREE ASSOCIATION: "... the state did not allow free association: ...: C. Bax, Kropotkin on Law, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, p. 167. - Panarchism does, J.Z. 25.5.84. It even demands it because this constitutes its essence and the best chance for all other isms. - J.Z. 15.1.93.

STATE, SERVITUDE & MEMBERSHIP IN SOCIETY: "... he is now exchanging membership in society for servitude in the State." - Felix Morley, State and Society, in Templeton, The Politicization of Society, 65.

STATE, STATISM, SUBORDINATION: "...the State is a separate entity placed above the nation which may give orders to the nation." - Bluntschli, Staatsrecht, quoted in S. Hutchinson Harris, The Doctrine of Personal Right, 182. Compare that with Mary Chisholm's remark: Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name national. Let those in favor of B.'s definition separate themselves out or let us separate ourselves from them, so that they can proceed to subordinate themselves as much as they like, exterritorially, to others, their beloved great leaders and prophets, politicians, generals, jailers and bureaucrats. J. Z., 3.7.92, 6.1.93.

STATE, TERRITORIAL & MONOPOLIES: "The State is the only institution in society which is ROOTED in monopoly and coercion (other organizations practise monopoly and coercion, when they do, nearly always by State sanction). Let the State compete with any other "State" (and society in the same area and also world-wide - J.Z., 9.9.04 ) that may show itself better able to do what it promises." - L. Labadie, DISCUSSION, A Journal for Free Spirits, No. 6, Sept. 37, p.17. (I still want issues 1-4 of this magazine for microfilming. J.Z.) - The territorial State is thereby "rooting" us. - J.Z., 12.12.03.)
STATE, TERRITORIAL: The territorial State is the product of political and economic prejudices and, especially, of ignorance and intolerance in this sphere. - J.Z., 20.12.87.

STATE, TERRITORIALISM, WAR, SELF-CONTROL: “Destroy the machine of war: the (*) State, and let all men control their own destiny.” – Jim Bennett in WABOS, March/April 1972. (*) Here he should have inserted: “territorial”. – J.Z.

STATE, UNDERMINING OR DESTROYING IT: "The state must go! Nor will I have anything to do with revolution! Undermine the state concept; establish free choice and its intellectual implications as the sole determinant for a union - that is the beginning of a freedom that is worth something! A change in the form of government is nothing but a fussing about degrees - a little more or a little less - all of it's just nonsense. Yes, my dear friend, all that counts is not to let yourself be frightened by the venerableness of ownership. The state had its roots in time; it will reach its growth in time. Greater things than it will fall; all religion will fall." - Rocker, "Nationalism and Culture", 432, quoting Ibsen, Letter to Georg Brandes, Feb. 17, 1873. Briefe von Henrik Ibsen, Berlin, 1905, p. 159. - Only its territorial, and thus monopolistic and coercive features have to be abolished. What would remain would be another exterritorially autonomous community of volunteers, doing their things to or for themselves - quite at the own expense and risk. - J.Z., 22.9.04. 
STATE, UNITY, FREE MEN, RIGHTS & PANARCHISM: A state is a perfect body of free men, united together to employ common rights and advantages. - Hugo Grotius, De jure belli ac (et?) pacis, I, 1625. - People are not united but captured, herded and fenced-in by national territorial governments. Without the individual secession option they cannot be rightly called "united". Their "unity" is nothing but a confidence trick or a coercively upheld empire. - J.Z., 5.7.86 & 28.6.01. - Under the threat of ABC mass murder devices all territorial States have now become not only nation-wide prisons but also extermination camps for all their people and the people subjected to territorial enemy regimes. Only the year, month, week, day and hour of their extermination has not yet been determined. - J.Z., 9.9.04.
STATE: "The State is a condition, a certain relationship between human beings, a mode of behaviour; we destroy it by contracting other relationships, by behaving differently." - G. Landauer, Beginners Aufsaetze ueber Sozialismus, repr. Hilversum, 1977, p. 53. - In Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 6.

STATE: "The state, in its elemental configuration, encompassed some persons (who were? - J.Z.) not sure they wanted it. Man became chained to the abstraction of state by birth, family, residence, annexation, or compelled fealty, long established laws and constitutions rather than by choice or reason. One does not volunteer for citizenship: the law thrusts that status upon individuals because they happen to inhabit a given territory, or because of their parentage, or by force of arms. (Or by denial of rights unless one becomes "naturalized", as I was in Australia. - J.Z., 9.9.04.) Moreover, the law imposes obligations of allegiance and support upon unwilling residents and often renders severance difficult and impractical. - One cannot disavow allegiance to most states without actual emigration and probably forfeiture of basic human rights to life, liberty, property and choice. And migration to foreign shores often carries with it the concomitant command of that state to offer obeisance or forfeit rights. In short, statehood imposes a leash upon a citizenry, willing or unwilling to accept fetters in varying degrees, with legally sanctioned options to lengthen or shorten the restraint." - Ridgway K. Foley, Jr., "THE FREEMAN", August 77. 
STATE: "Wir gruenden einen Staat: Juhu - wir gruenden einen Staat. Jawoll, einen Staat. Jeder darf jetzt einen Staat gruenden. Seinen Staat. Was die koennen, koennen wir schon lange. Wir brauchen kein Grundgesetz, wir brauchen kein Parlament. Jeder waehlt sich selbst und ist endlich mal seine eigene Gerichtsbarkeit. Wer Lust hat, kann sich ein Gefaengnis bauen und sich ab und zu mal selbst einsperren. ... Und jeder soll das Recht auf seine eigene Atombombe besitzen. ... Na, und wenn wir uns dann alle, wirklich alle, mit unseren Atombomben zu einer Abruestungskonferenz zusammensetzen wuerden, dann kaeme sicher auch nicht weniger dabei raus als in Genf. ... Jeder sagt nur noch sich selbst, was er tun und lassen soll. Jeder muss ganz alleine an seine eigene Ideologie glauben und sie dann auch alleine ausbaden. Die heiligen Kriege werden nur noch mit sich selbst ausgefochten. Und morgens begruesst man freundlich seinen Nachbarn, den Staatschef, plaudert ein bisschen ueber die Regierungsgeschaefte, borgt sich etwas Milch fuer sein Volk und spielt dann mit ein paar Koeniginnen und Koenigen eine Partie Voelkerball." - Konstantin Wecker, in: Im Namen des Wahnsinns. (Hear, hear - we establish a State. Yes, a State. Everyone may now establish a State, his State. What they can, we can do better. We need no Basic Law, we need no parliament. Each elects himself and is at last his own judge. Whoever wants it, can build himself a prison and incarcerate himself now and then. Gradually and certainly, one will become sympathetic to a more humane penal system. ... And each should have the right to his own nuclear bomb. ... And when finally all of us, really all, would sit down with our atomic bombs, in a disarmament conference, then the result would certainly not be less than that of Geneva. ... Everyone would tell only himself what he must do and what not. Each would have to believe in his own ideology on his own and would have to suffer its consequences on his own. The holy wars would then be conducted only with oneself. And every morning one would give a friendly greeting to one's neighbor, the government chief, talk a bit on government affairs, borrow some milk for one's people and play afterwards with some queens and kings a set of volley ball.) - As long as even the most progressive poets do not take their own fundamental liberties more serious but only joke or write satires about them, we should not expect them to help us much in realizing them very soon. To give each a mass murder weapon would, naturally, not be a solution. However, to give each responsibility on nuclear disarmament makes some sense and this responsibility can be sensibly organized, too. - J.Z. 8.1.93

STATE: Let those who love a particular State system engage in a plural marriage with it but allow all others to abstain or divorce themselves from it and to engage freely in other alliances and dalliances - till they lose their illusions, too. - J.Z., 3.8.91.

STATE: To the extent that panarchism is not seriously considered as a moral, rational, peace-, freedom- and prosperity-promoting alternative, the territorial State and all its abuses do continue by consent, indifference or negligence and all who are not at least protesting its crimes and its criminal organization (imposed territorial rule, involuntary membership, compulsory taxes, government support for criminal activities), are its criminal accessories to the facts. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89, 22.9.04.

STATELESS PERSONS: I have a great personal advantage over you, a unique experience that supplied me food for thought: I was declared stateless, as a an infant, after my parents were "excommunicated" by the Nazi regime, my and their two children being held collectively responsible for the "crime" of some freedom of expression actions by my father. This experience helped me to come to favour individual sovereignty and the individual secession option as well as individual responsibility. - J.Z., 3.2.87, 22.9.04. The small society of the the Kurt & Hildegard Zube family, had by then already broken up. My mother managed to regain the German nationality under the Nazis for herself and he two children. It was a precondition for her getting a job in Nazi Germany and thus to assure our survival, as far as she could. My father regained permission to work only during the war and his German nationality only in 1952. In one of his booklets he proposed an international society for stateless persons, one that would give them an internationally recognized exterritorial status: K.H.Z. SOLNEMAN, Der Weltverband der Staatenlosen und Du! 1946, 19pp, together with notes and clippings related to the above project, in German and English, with my comments rather in favour of a protegee-citizenship with e.g. Haiti, at least for a start, towards complete exterritorial autonomy, 14 pages, in PEACE PLANS 388.
STATES & THEIR WRONG FEATURES, VS. PANARCHISM: What is really wrong with States, if one can consider them APART from their main present characteristic features, which are: Territorial domination, compulsory membership, uniform political structures for all, e.g. a monarchical or republican one, uniform laws imposed upon all, uniform jurisdiction for all inhabitants, uniform bureaucracies standing over all, monopolistic police & military forces, imposed economic systems, social systems and policies decided from the top,  hierarchical decision-making for all, minority or majority despotism, unlimited power ambitions and addictions to power, going even to power-madness (e.g. nuclear over-kill armament), corruption inevitably connected with all such arrangements, compulsory taxation to finance even unwanted or overpriced services and disservices, factionalism, political campaigns, lies, cover-ups, terrorism, revolutions, civil and international wars. (What else could one expect from this territorially institutionalized intolerance, aggression and suppression??? - J.Z. 8.12.03.) REMOVE all these features and others of a like kind, which you might care to enumerate and WHAT WOULD REMAIN? A territory in which all kinds of societies (including that of the remaining adherents of the former territorial State) could freely develop, fail or succeed, in accordance with the  beliefs, convictions and efforts of their own voluntary members, all having the choice to be as free or unfree as they want to be. – How can one remove the territorial, coercive and monopolistic features? Well, a start could be made e.g. with individual secessionism, voluntary taxation and or monetary freedom, all preferably instituted at a most opportune moment, when a territorial State would be at its weakest to resist such a change and when the benefits from it would be the greatest. A great dam can be brought down by an initially small leak. The seemingly impregnable Berlin Wall might have been brought down by a mere misunderstanding of a limited permit, which rapidly became an almost unlimited one, as far as this freedom of movement for Germans was concerned. A stutterer’s talk in a park in Paris brought down the French absolute monarchy. Give individual liberties their chance. Use their Archimedean Leverage options at suitable times, places and occasions, in a rightful and rational way. Even the sky is no longer an absolute limit. Naturally, an extensive enlightenment process is a necessary precondition: Collect, archive, discuss and make easily, publicly and cheaply accessible all liberation ideas, methods and tools, using all affordable, powerful and lasting alternative media as well, in their particular strengths. A  resistance, protection, defence, liberation, revolution and military insurrection programme, one that consistently embodied panarchistic ideas and practices, could prove to be irresistible. No despotism has something stronger to offer that could overcome them. Its armed slaves could be induced to desert, rise or fraternize and to destroy its ABC mass murder devices themselves. But that will not happen now or soon, if you leave them unpaid slaves, tax slaves and victims of monetary despotism and block your borders against their peaceful migration or escape attempts or give them only your own and all too limited territorial options. It will not happen if you leave them enslaved by new forms of territorial intolerance, at the tender mercies of new, although smaller, territorial empires. – J.Z., 11.12.97, 9.9.04.

STATES FOR DEFENCE? 21, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

STATES TO BE DESTROYED ONLY IN THEIR WRONGFUL FEATURES BUT THEN TO BE CONTINUED AMONG THEIR VOLUNTEERS: States should be destroyed only as coercive and exclusive territorial organizations but without destroying whole territories and their inhabitants. They should all be given the chance for continuance - among their volunteers. - J.Z., Feb. 89, 3.4.89.

STATES VS. PANARCHIES: NATURAL VS. FORCED GROWTH & FORCED DECLINE: States do not so much grow naturally and THEN decline but, rather, grow or decline explosively, via wars, revolutions and putsches. This is inherent in their territorial, monopolistic, collectivistic concentration of powers and subjugation of individuals. In this they are quite different from autonomous and exterritorial associations of volunteers. The latter would grow or decline only by the joining or secession of individuals and that would tend to be a gradual process, although it could have a revolutionary effect upon the freely acting individual. - J.Z., 24.2.89, 3.4.89.

STATES, EXTERRITORIAL VS. TERRITORIAL ONES: Conventional territorial States "grow" or decline by compulsory membership, fraud, wars, revolutions, conquests or secessionism and mergers, by mass votes, by attempt to unite the irreconcilably different and by the suppression of dissent. Free, i.e. voluntaristic and exterritorial alternative societies of volunteers would grow or decline through individuals freely joining them or seceding from them. They would be controlled by like-minded people, who would themselves and exclusively have to suffer all the consequences of their mistakes but would also reap all the benefits of their rightful and useful actions. The old organizational form can harm and wrong all others, the new one only the voluntary followers. The one is parasitic, the other is self-supporting. The one is coercive and monopolistic, the other is voluntaristic and competitive. One rather prevents learning from experience the other maximizes it. - J.Z., 24.2.89, 3.4.89, 12.12.03.

STATES, TERRITORIAL & FEUDALISM: At present the subjects of territorial States have at most the choice between different territorial States, all essentially feudalistic through their territorialism, their imposed laws and systems and similarly exploitative through their compulsory taxation. - J.Z., 9.9.04.
STATES, TOTALITARIANISM, TERRITORIALISM, MINORITY AUTONOMY:  All present States are totalitarian to the extent that they do not permit individuals to secede from them and then to voluntarily associate in in exterritorially autonomous communities of their own. – J.Z., 28.7.93, 7.1.99, 99.04.

STATES: All too many "citizens" are trapped in States they had not made and have no real chance in changing. - J.Z., 1.4.88. - Individual secessionism and associationism would be the first steps required and they presuppose the free choice of the status of exterritorial autonomy for the individual and group secessionists and their voluntary communities. - J.Z. 2.4.89, 9.9.04.

STATES: THE EXTERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE: States ought to be voluntary associations, privatized, individualized,  cooperatised and only exterritorially autonomous rather nationalized and collectivized on a territorial and exclusive basis. – J.Z., 2.9.93, 7.1.99.

STATE SOCIALISM & CAPITALISM (IN FORM OF THE MIXED ECONOMY ONLY): We have seen the decline  of State socialism in competition with the mixed economy States, misnamed capitalistic ones. Most of the totalitarian State socialist regimes have collapsed by now. Some others gradually adopt free market practices, particularly mainland China, even under its remaining communist rulers. Others, like North Korea and Cuba still adhere to communist totalitarianism, in spite of the continuing disasters it causes.  But even this degree of decline of State socialism took many decades and millions of victims. The decline of both systems would have been much faster if individuals had been given their individual choice for the system they preferred for themselves. As it was, more or less uniform systems were imposed, even though, sometimes, only via majority votes conducted more or less freely and honestly.  Under free competition for volunteers, State socialism would have declined on both sides, very fast, for most people and there would have been numerous much more free and less coercive alternatives,  for everyone, including quite free systems, and this rather soon. – J.Z., 26.1.05.

STATISM & ANARCHISM IN PEACEFUL COEXISTENCE? NATURALLY, THAT IS ONLY POSSIBLE ATERRITORIALLY, AN OPTION INSUFFICIENTLY CONSIDERED SO FAR BY MOST ANARCHISTS & STATISTS: Panarchism pleads for freedom for statists - as well as for all others - to do their own thing. Only narrow-minded anarchists would insist that all other people make the same choice which these anarchists prefer. By rights, anarchists can demand no more than anarchism for anarchists - within a general voluntaryist system that would leave statists to their own choices on their own affairs. Then each could have the government or no-government of his choice and, to that extent, they would no longer have to fear and fight each other. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.
STATISM VS. PANARCHISM. WHY DID STATISM PREVAIL, SO FAR? Why did statism rather than panarchism prevail so far? Was the remaining over-lordship in instances of part-realizations of panarchic freedom a hindrance or a help to those involved? Historical records on these experience are, perhaps, not complete enough to allow us to make a sufficiently informed judgment upon them. But on first principles one could conclude that any compromise with evil or wrong will benefit the evil or wrong while doing no good to the good or right side. – J.Z., 1986, 2004. – Compare my article in progress on Peace and Panarchism, trying to answer why early panarchist practices did not establish peace, freedom and justice under the then prevailing conditions, ideas and practices. – J.Z., 10.1.05.

STATISM & PANARCHISM: Statism is territorially intolerant. Panarchism is exterritorially tolerant. Statism insists upon territorial laws for a compulsory membership. Panarchism provides a framework for personal laws for volunteer communities. Statism insists upon collective, e.g. national sovereignty, in reality practised by a few at the expense and risk of the many. Panarchism is based on individual sovereignty. Statism leads to innocents being held  collectively responsible for the crimes of their "misleaders". Panarchies will lead to the spread of individual responsibility only for the own actions or for the individual support that one has voluntarily given to the criminal actions of other members of the same panarchy. (Pakistanis, who danced for joy in the streets when Pakistan got its own nuclear "weapons", may come to regret this action.) States insists upon compulsory taxation, panarchies only upon voluntary contributions towards the common choices of their members. States suppress individual and group secessions. Panarchies are based upon them. States are monopolistic, panarchies are competitive. States are coercive, panarchies are voluntaristic. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
STATISM, COMPULSORY & TERRITORIAL: Compulsory territorial statism must be ended to achieve freedom, peace, justice, prosperity, security and all the progress we want and are capable of. - J.Z. 17.9.92, 4.1.93.

STATISM, EXTERRITORIAL VS. TERRITORIAL & INDIVIDUALS: Under territorialist statism the individual is only allowed to exist for the state or dependent upon the State. Under panarchism any State and society is only allowed to exist for its individual volunteers. – J.Z., 2.9.93,  7.1.99, 9.9.04.

STATISM, TERRITORIAL & EXTERRITORIAL PANARCHISM: What can you expect of people who, under all kinds of pretences, deny themselves the right to private judgement and free private actions regarding their own most important affairs, including peace, justice, freedom, security, economic opportunities, and, thereby, truly and at least temporarily incapacitate themselves? What hope is there for social, economic and political scientists who do support such denials and confine all their studies and teachings only to the territorial, exclusive and coercive alternatives? - J.Z., 11.9.87, 6.12.87, 1.4.89.

STATISM, THE REMAINING STATISM EVEN AMONG LIBERTARIANS & ANARCHISTS: Why are most people only prepared to go so far and no further towards freedom? Precisely because they are only so far educated and prepared. Why? Sources of further freedom knowledge are not easily and cheaply accessible, as is demonstrated e.g. by a) the rarity of freedom bookshops (At present, once again, only one in the world and it is not yet profitable! Jim Peron's, in Auckland, N.Z. - J.Z., 9.9.04), b) the scarcity of freedom literature in private and public libraries, c) the scarcity of second-hand freedom literature, d) the incompleteness of most freedom writings, e) the incompleteness of most freedom talks, f) the incompleteness of most private freedom libraries, g) the partisan spirit and intolerance, dogmatism and single-track mindedness of most freedom advocates, h) their ignorance of or disinterest in the panarchistic approach. - J.Z., 30.10.91, 9.9.04. 

STATIST TOTALITARIANISM, ABSOLUTISM, TERRITORIALISM: "A State that is truly free ought not to suffer within its bosom any corporation, not even such as, being dedicated to public instruction, have merited well of the country." - Declaration of August 18, 1792, of the revolutionary assembly. - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, pp 162/3. Probably this declaration happened in response to the previous privileges of aristocrats and the clergy. However, this rule has become quite wrongly generalized. Consequently and by now, when the State is free, the individual and voluntary groups of individuals are not. - J.Z., 5.3.88.  - Panarchies do not enjoy privileges and monopolies at the expense of non-members but, at most, at the expense of their voluntary members. Thus the aversion towards the privileges of the aristocracy and the clergy should not have been applied to them. But then such non-monopolistic and non-coercive and non-exploitative alternatives were barely conceived then and this only in the minds of a few. Thus the popular condemnation of "States within States".  - J.Z., 22.9.04.
STATISTS, PANARCHISM & DEFENCE: Once territorial statists  have been won over to exterritorialist panarchism, they will then CEASE TO ANTAGONISE and can BEGIN TO BEFRIEND their present opponents and begin a COMMON STRUGGLE with them against INSTITUTIONALISED INTOLERANCE, against the SUPPRESSION OF FREEDOM OF ACTION AND OF TOLERANCE in the most important social spheres, in politics and in economics.  -  Their close bond with their former enemies would then be an agreement on EACH OF THEM DOING THE OWN THINGS (for or to themselves only) and an awareness of the potential of voluntary and non-territorial autonomy. Their common enemies would then be totalitarians, dictators etc. and their fanatic followers.  Often that would mean that their real enemies would merely be a narrow upper crust and their secret police members. -  Even towards these the aim ought to be not to exterminate them as PERSONS but merely to end their POWERS. Towards that aim panarchists ought to combine e.g. outlawry and tyrannicide threats (while e.g. communist dictators persistently threaten "proletarians" with "proletarian nuclear weapons") with amnesty, asylum, anonymity and protection offers - once they abdicate, flee and surrender to us, preferably after destroying at least one of the "modern" anti-people "weapons". - J.Z., n.d. & 22.9.04.
STATOLATRY, STATISM & LIMITED GOVERNMENTS: Some people believe that statolatry and statism are not involved when their favoured State is only a constitutional or "limited" State, no matter how exclusively it dominates whole territories and their whole population. They may have reduced other evils of States - but managed to retain the basic ones. - J.Z., 5.11.92, 4.1.93. (You may often find that I do repeat myself. Whenever you do, try to put down an original contribution on this subject, rather than blaming me for my flaws. - J.Z., 9.12.03.)
STATUS LAW COMPETITION , FROM MEDIEVAL TIMES TO MODERN TIMES: To some extent the medieval status condition prevailed for a long time, e.g., with aristocratic privileges and codes of honour etc. for aristocrats, with special laws and courts for the clergy, also for the military and also e.g. for convicted criminals serving a sentence. Then there are also special rules and procedures for civil servants - the bureaucrats, special rules for top rulers (mostly with a gentlemen's agreement not to assassinate or imprison each other), even special rules at least for right-wing revolutionaries or putsch participants (Hitler served only a short time for his 1923 attempt, under very favourable conditions),and we have had also special rules for unionists, even when they engaged in violent actions. Orthodox Jews and Chinese, privately, also upheld their codes among themselves and so did and does e.g. the Mafia in its partly voluntaristic or black market activities and also in its aggressively criminal ones, with victims. Universities did also for a long time enjoy a special status. Usually government subsidies took care of them. As you point out: The decisive point is: Ar individuals free to pick one code or the other for themselves? Status law or professional or trade affiliation law and jurisdiction should be distinguished from individually chosen systems. As for military slaves: Some gained a special status as "conscientious objectors" but not merely as a matter of individual choice, either, but very much hedged in and limited. The same applies to conscientious objector status for opponents to compulsory unionism. Regarding compulsory vaccination and x-rays such a status was usually not granted.  – J.Z. to Richard Johnsson, 14.1.05. – Diplomatic immunity exists still, especially for ambassadors and visiting heads of State, although both may be criminals with victims and the latter even tyrants. Occupation forces still enjoy a special status and are often under the laws of their home countries. – J.Z., 17.1.05.
STATUS, VOLUNTARISM, CONSENT & PANARCHISM: “The Commonwealth is the people’s affair; moreover, a people is not every group of men brought together in any way, but a group of many men associated by consent to law and by community of interest.” – Cicero, De Republica, I/25.  – All too little progress occurred in political thought over the last 2,000 years! – J.Z., 10.1.99. - At his time the personal law tradition as not largely forgotten already. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
STAUNTON, Sir GEO. L.: Remarks on the British Relations with China, and the proposed plans for improving them, 2nd ed., London, E. Lloyd, 1836.

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.
STEELE, GEORGE R., INDIVIDUALIST JOURNAL, 1986, extract on GENUINE ...... ?????? As many issues as I had, I microfiched in PEACE PLANS 754 & 929. We discussed monetary freedom, panarchism, computers and other subjects. - Something always tends to get lost in automatic sorting. - J.Z., 2.9.04.
STEELE, GEORGE R.: Extract from letter to ZUBE, JOHN, 4/5/86, 125, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672. - My correspondence with him was microfiched in PEACE PLANS 644, 158 pages and is likely to contain more than one reference to panarchism. 
STEELYARD, LONDON: See: Hanseatic League.
STEINER, GEORGE: Extraterritorial: Papers on Literature and the Language Revolution. (? - J.Z.) Atheneum, 1971, $3.95.

STERN, M.: The Period of the Second Temple, in BEN-SASSON, Editor, A History of the Jewish People. It contains at least 2 relevant sections:  The Social and Government Structure of Judea under the Ptolemies and Seleucids and: The Political and Social History of Judea under Roman Rule.

STERN, S.: Sosel of Rosheim, Philadelphia, 1965, on self-government.

STIEGLER, MARC: Variations in Dreampaint,  2 short extracts from this article in ANALOG, Oct. 97,  on social etc. experiments in virtual reality, 1p: 165, in PP 1539. - Virtual reality options remind me of the old saying: First build castles in the air. Then put a sound foundation under them. - Science Fiction is supposedly the literature in which radical ideas can be tried out without sacrificing lives and property. Alas, there are few SF stories and novels which do explore the panarchistic options. - J.Z., 22.9.04. 
STILLSCHWEIG, K.: Nationalism and Autonomy among Eastern European Jewry, HISTORIA JUDAICA, 6, 1944, 27-68.

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.
STODDARD, WILLIAM: In Search of Justice, "reason" 3/74, favours individual secession.

STOREY, DAVID, Territory. The claiming of space, Prentice Hall, 2001. - Hint by GPdB.

STORMY MON: 81/82, 103-105, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879.

STRANGERS, ALIENS, FOREIGNERS, HUMANS, RATIONAL BEINGS, EXTRATERRESTRIALS: "Some day we will be strangers in our own land." - Compare e.g. Hawai, where the natives now constitute only about 5 % of the population. Aborigines in Australia come to less than 2 %. Red Indians in the U.S. to less than ? %. All will be strangers in all lands, even those of their childhood, for all lands and all people change, all the time. And how much of our "own" areas do we ever know intimately, being confined to roads by fences and private properties, to public places and the private places of a few relatives and friends? How many of a country's people does one ever get to really know? And each should one day be able to claim equal and yet different rights status, even as a stranger, anywhere on this globe and to this extent come feel at home all over this planet, but without being able to monopolize it and exclude others from more than his own private property and that of this associates. - J.Z. 20.1.90, 10.1.93, 9.9.094.

STRAUSS (ASHTOR), ELI: The History of the Jews in Egypt and Syria under Mameluke Rule (The Jews of Egypt and Syria under the Mamluks), Jerusalem, vols. I-II, Mosad Kuk, Jerusalem, 1944-70, in Hebrew. - "Detailed and well-documented picture of some medieval Jewish communities under Muslim rule." - Goitein.
STRENGTH: Only tolerance can make you strong enough for whatever you want to do - for it disarms your enemies. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

STRENGTH OF PANARCHY: 2-4, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. See also defence, desertion, militia, tyrannicide, 
STRENGTH, POTENTIAL, OF PANARCHISM VS. VESTED INTERESTS, MONOPOLIES, TERRITORIAL STATISM: Even territorial monopolies, dictatorships and monetary and financial despotism were and still are all too much tolerated in our times, as if they were merely internal affairs, to be rightfully regulated by “the” people involved, along the usual territorial and collectivist lines. In such times even panarchism has a struggle and an uphill battle ahead, in spite of its inherent rightfulness, advantages and strengths. (Schiller, in “Die Jungfrau von Orleans” said somewhere: “Against stupidity even the Gods fight in vain.”) However, even in their seemingly hopeless and desperate situation, confronted by masses of organized and armed statists, panarchists still have good chances to win, e.g., with their voluntary taxation, voluntary membership and with monetary freedom actions, that would enable them e.g. to really solve minority problems, to productively employ, and this very fast, millions of refugees, displaced people, deserters and prisoners and really free them to live under constitutions of their own individual and very diverse choices. Panarchism offers the best program against wars, civil wars, violent revolutions and terrorism and other problems which present governments obviously do not know how to solve but only to maintain. It is merely a question of being interested enough in its solutions to study, finally comprehend and apply them. The denationalization of collectively owned and mismanaged government assets could, in at least some instances, make most of the former subjects relatively rich. See PEACE PLANS 19 c on this. Its anti-monopolism and voluntarism has at least the potential to attract many supporters and practitioners. It has also the potential to gain allies among the most diverse kinds of people, faiths, convictions and isms, since it promises, realistically, to set all of them free, as free as they want to be. Thus the usual internal struggles among the various opposition forces would tend to disappear. For instance, the opposition against the extreme example set by the Nazi regime, its territorial totalitarianism, the most diverse people did often act in peaceful solidarity with each other against this regime. Under the banner of exterritorial autonomy for all voluntary communities all could sufficiently and lastingly ally themselves, form a really “united front” against all the remaining territorial despotisms of whatever form. Religious tolerance is the greatest known precedence for this extention of freedom of choice and freedom of action. (The first Protestants only belatedly and reluctantly conceded it to their dissenters and burnt some heretics, too.) But already the numerous panarchistic and individual free choices in our private lives, already taken for granted, form an even larger evidence for the practicability and rightfulness of panarchism and for the possibility of it being as suddenly applied as the Berlin Wall was one day brought down. However, the panarchistic standard has first to be raised in many minds and sufficiently comprehended to become almost instantly realized first only here and there in small societies and finally everywhere. (Compare e.g. how rapidly ball point pens, digital watches and electronic computers spread. When benefits become obvious and cheap they tend to be rapidly adopted.) It was said that at the beginning of the French Revolution there were only 12 Republicans in the National Convention. Not much later there were many of them. But their remaining territorialism, their intolerance towards monarchists, aristocrats and priests, the infighting of their diverse parties and leaders, also their monetary despotism, created many enemies and much resistance for them, leading to mass murders on all sides, which could have easily been avoided if the French Revolution had been undertaken with panarchistic tolerance and voluntarism. By repeating the basic wrongs and mistakes of territorial statism it, too, acted self-defeatingly rather consistently liberating and tolerant towards all tolerant people. What course would history have taken, how much more could we have achieved by now, if e.g. the American and the French Revolutions had been conducted panarchistically? – If modern revolutionaries and resistance fighters studied the territorialist mistakes of all their predecessors and avoided them with the exterritorialist alternatives then they could win fast almost everywhere their particular ideal for themselves, while setting all others free to realize their ideals among themselves. A lasting peace would almost everywhere become very rapidly possible and practicable. – E.g., we might still then still have an American king for the monarchists in North America and a French King for the monarchists in France. But they would have to offer their voluntary subjects more, at least in persistent delusions, than the competing republics and democracies and other societies could offer to their voluntary members. - J.Z., 27.1.05.
STRENGTHS OF PANARCHIES: HOW STRONG ARE  TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS COMPARED WITH THE POTENTIAL MILITARY & OTHER STRENGTHS OF EXTERRITORIAL PANARCHIES? Territorial governments have covered the world – for all too long. They have immense military forces, with the most modern, scientific and mass murderous weapons, always ready to turn them against their own subjects and against the victims of foreign territorial governments rather than against their “leaders”. (There seems to be, mostly, a "gentlemen's" agreement between them not to hurt each other but only their subjects.) Via inflation, forced loans, confiscations and taxation they can utilize much of the earnings and properties of their subjects for their purposes. And, essentially, their strength rests also upon the statist popular prejudices of their subjects, upon the sanction of their victims, who never seem to learn enough from their experiences with all territorial governments and their politicians. Could such strengths be overcome by panarchists? And even if that were temporarily achieved and some panarchies were established in some country or in the world, could then the territorial governments smash them again, easily? The whole of military science, of police state power, of totalitarian power and of resistance against them, revolutions, and of insurrections, as well as of anarchist and libertarian defence and liberation efforts - has so far been closely tied to the territorial model only. Thus the reformers and revolutionaries tried to fight statism with the essense of statism: territorialism. It's like fighting Christianity with Christianity, Marxism with Marxism, militarism with militarism, despotism with despotism and terror with terrorism. A new science has to be developed, one to achieve and defend liberty in unique pro-freedom ways that exclude the victimization of innocents, as far as that is humanly possible and that undermines the walls of despotism, so that they would finally tend to fall down of their own weight. In other words, panarchistic defence, revolution, resistance, liberation and protection methods have to be developed and their discussion has barely begun. It is obstructed by limited interests and almost unlimited popular prejudices “against which no herb has as yet been grown”. The task seems to be enormous, certainly overwhelming for an individual and yet an individual can gather together already many of the ideas and methods that  would be required for panarchism to succeed against all odds and can start the building the tools, references and design the techniques that would be required and which have never as yet been brought systematically together,  for all those able and willing to supply and apply them for the liberation of all people, to the extent that they want to be liberated and for the protection of their liberties, once they have achieved them. - As much as I could, I gathered such red threads from various sources, but especially from the mind  and the writings of a German libertarian revolutionary and cooperative & voluntary socialist, who had gathered them for 54 years when I met him, Ulrich von Beckerath, 1882 – 1969, in Berlin, in 1952. I put this program together in two manuscripts that were published in my PEACE PLANS series, in PP 16-17 and 61-63 and they remained, particularly in their microfiched form, largely non-sellers. (Also little accessed on the Web: www.exterritorial.net or www.panarchism.net ) Much intellectual labour is still required to further develop and correct these programs and to make them attractive not only to the best minds but also to popularize them. Many of the tools for  enlightenment here described as required and of the revolutionary means and methods have to be established yet or even proven to be possible, desirable, rightful and necessary.  Here these general hints can be no more than another short introduction to these two books of mine (www.panarchism.info/ ) and to the 3 works of Ulrich von Beckerath on the required monetary freedom,  published in PEACE PLANS 9-11. ( www.reinventingmoney.com )  Beckerath wrote a book manuscript on the proper financing of libertarian revolutions – and it was destroyed in Nov. 1943 by an air raid on Berlin. It could, perhaps, be partly reconstructed from his subsequent correspondence and short papers, but that would require first of all, that all his remaining writings are made easily accessible and translated at least into English. I have postponed that by now for all too long but have finally begun with the large scanning and proof-reading as well as translation job that is involved. My hope, that LMP would help establish a ready market for such material, has not yet materialized  but it has kept me busy for ca. 27 years in the attempt and may do so, until I reach PEACE PLANS  issue No. 2,000. -  J.Z., 
STRENGTH, GROWTH, INFLUENCE & POWER OF PANARCHISM:  There is an unlimited growth potential for any voluntaristic, an-territorial, experimental, tolerant, peaceful and just reform movement that does do its only things only to and for its own members, always at the own risk and expense, as long as it can find and satisfy more voluntary members. It is news-worthy. It will have hardly any enemies except some zealots, fanaticsm fundamentalists and other unteachable people. Most people would, initially, either remain neutral or even sympathetic towards it. They will not feel threatened by it and would have no good reason to feel threatened. They would either join such a community or stay away from it. As sovereign consumers they would subscribe to its services or refuse to do so - as they do daily, towards other services, on a free market. Thus a federation between all the diverse but tolerant and an-territorial reform movements and their experiments would be possible (or several peacefully competing federations) and could become, rapidly, an overwhelming force for a better future for all, without forcing any individual or group to adopt any changes that they do strongly disagree with. - However, no reform movement would need large numbers, as it does in election campaigns to become established and maintained. Even with a few voluntary followers, true believers, it could realize its ideals among them and could maintain itself indefinitely, without encountering resistance or suppression, always with the hope that one day many others would come to subscribe to its ideals as well. It would not have to win any election or military campaigns, or any revolution or civil war. It would not have to engage in any arms races and police state actions. As long as it remained tolerant and self-concerned, merely minding its own business, its own affairs, it would find sympathizers and allies or at least neutrals almost everywhere. Its experiments, utopias and intentional communities might even become profitable tourist attractions, like e.g. tribal dances, festivals, songs, costumes & customs elsewhere. No one would have any good reason to fear such a community. At worst it might only be perceived as setting a bad example. But no sufficiently enlightened person is in any way forced to follow a bad example and for insufficiently enlightened people they do have a role to play as deterrents. - - Communities of abortionists would tend to wipe themselves out. Populations are already widely declining. The same would apply to communities of drug addicts. Those of homosexuals would, obviously, not grow in a natural way. The state socialists, confined to their volunteers, could harm only themselves. So the best policy is to leave these - and all other groups alone and let natural evolution do its own things towards the improvement of the human race. The fittest ones would not be the only ones to survive but they would survive at a higher standard of living - and this not at the expense of the less fit but as a result of their own labour, investments and innovations. - 11.1.99, 22.9.04.
STRENGTH: HOW STRONG ARE TERRITORIAL POLICE & MILITARY DESPOTISMS EVEN WHEN CONFRONTED ONLY BY SOME DEGREES OF LIBERTY?  Many regimes have collapsed or been overthrown almost without bloodshed. Mussolini’s was, at one stage. When William of Orange conquered or liberated England, in 1688,  with only the losses of one skirmish, which killed about 300 people. That is still 300 too many and this skirmish could and should have been avoided, too. - Napoleon’s triumphant return from Elba is worth studying, too, for better causes. And so are several French revolutions, in which the gendarmes and soldiers quickly surrendered and fraternized. So far, no despotism has ever been confronted by a consistent system of full liberty, for all those desiring it and offered to each the degrees of liberties which they desired for themselves. At least theoretically these freedom alternatives could lead to a chain reaction, by suddenly releasing all the dissenting forces into their own desired direction, when the “string” holding them to their despotic centre and in its orbit, is suddenly cut. Individual secessionism, tyrannicide, a well prepared tax revolt, governments in exile for volunteer communities and a monetary revolution are just 5 of such sudden "unchaining" options. Many others have been studied and designed. Study historical precedents on how often a powerful regime has ended with the death of the despot and an army has been dissolved with the death of its leader. The strengths of tyrants rests on the popular prejudices in the minds of their victims and these prejudices can suffer a sudden death, too, or can be efficiently refuted. That requires new tools and reference works. There are military defence and insurrection methods that can practise a kind of military jiu jitsu (judo) that turns much of the military strength of a regime against it. Freedom lovers ought to study this method, too. Add to this the fact, that panarchism would destroy most of the motives, funds, and means for war, to the extent that it becomes realized or believed in. More of less obviously, for the serious student of liberty options, it would destroy the targets for the “modern and scientific” mass murder devices,  with which one cannot distinguish between friends, neutrals, innocents and enemies and, instead, ruthlessly murders them all. Would e.g., the “dam busters” of WW II have been classed successful if there had been awareness of how many of the allied POWs their raids would kill? Would the Hiroshima and Nagasaki atomic bombs have been dropped or ordered dropped by people aware how many ten-thousands of Japanese Christians and other peace lovers would be murdered by them? Would nuclear “weapons” ever have been targeted upon Russia, if in Russia all dissenters had been free to secede and to establish their own voluntary and only exterritorially autonomous communities? There would have been over 100 ethnic ones for a start, perhaps even more religious ones and the communists alone, with their communist dissenters, could have provided dozens more. Full freedom, including the freedom not to be free, by individual choice, could prove to be an irresistible force or an immovable object. The potential of panarchies is so large and varied, that a short overview is hardly possible. And so are the inherent flaws and weaknesses of all territorial regimes, in spite of their seeming military strength (which for the Red Army had to be enforced by the severest military discipline in the world) and of their seeming ideological unity (which required one of the largest censorship and misinformation efforts ever undertaken). The Soviet propaganda even deceived all too many people in the West.  - J.Z., 11.1.99.

STRONGLY FORTIFIED BORDERS & THE WEAKNESS THEY TRY TO HIDE: Borders give the impression of unified and fully controlled countries and yet they do represent rather a precarious balance of power at the top rather than one solidly placed on the base of a pyramid structure. No territorial unity represents unanimous consent. That can only be achieved within exterritorially autonomous communities that contain only voluntary members. The unity of territorians is that of fluctuating and temporarily dominating minorities or majorities. Even the minorities and the majorities have their internal factions in a kind of perpetual although mostly limited civil war against each other. Every ruling group does quite inevitably make numerous enemies and has no means to completely pacify them by any territorial system that it may offer them. It is a “can of worms”, a "rat-bag" "system". All are victims and victimizers of each other – and victims of the territorial system, although they do not know it and are unaware of the exterritorial way out for almost all of them except incurable criminals. Thus their borders could be likened to walls of glass, that hold all factions in and at endless strife with each other – while a single blow might shatter that glass and allow each formerly captive “member” of a “nation” to finally go his own way, leaving only some different and quite voluntary and only exterritorially autonomous national or nationalistic societies, which are no longer very harmful to others.  If these nationalists were wise, they would have long ago expelled all those not of their own kind and set themselves up only exterritorially autonomous, with voluntary members only. But with the  territorial model they could not do so effectively. Initially, the Nazis may have wished only to expel all Jewish people and might have, if others would have been prepared to accept all of them. Naturally, they would have robbed them first of most of their possessions. If they could have completely seceded from any State which contained some Jews, Gypsies or what they perceived to be a plutocratic international conspiracy then they could have blamed all their remaining difficulties only upon themselves. There would have been no scapegoats left for them. The Nazi vision of a unified Germany was a very false one, too and it needed censorship and terrorism to uphold it for a while. (*) But then so is the State of Israel and are all the other territorial States and those which are in the dreams of the present resistance fighters and revolutionaries the world over. There are great differences even between close friends and relatives and lovers. No two people are alike,  all are different. Nor do they always adhere to the same ideas and opinions. Individuals change, too. To speak of national unity on a territorial scale is sheer nonsense, part of a dream-world that has all too often led to nightmarish actions. As Caroline Chisholm is supposed to have said (I have still to find the reference), “Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the name ’national’.” – In short, each supposedly united nation, compulsorily held together, is in reality a severely disunited, but coercivley combined conglomeration of a number of “nations”, “societies” , tribes and other groupings and the strong chains, that do presently hold them together, could be rapidly cut and reveal the reality behind the false image of territorial politics. But to cut these ties, effectively, the image of an alternative and exterritorial form of autonomous organization, for volunteers only, must be clearly realized in enough heads and, preferably, some examples of alternative and exterritorially autonomous communities should already be practised, perhaps best as e.g. self-help protective associations, self-help groups of victims of unemployment and inflation, and in forms of governments-in-exile confronting dictatorial regimes. Each dictatorship could and should become confronted by a variety of such alternative governments, all made up of volunteers only and aiming only at voluntary members and exterritorial autonomy. Upon such knowledge and demonstrations the “glasshouses” of dictatorships might come to collapse upon the first stones thrown against them. So great is their inherent weakness, which they tried to cover up with skillful tricks and conmanship for all too long. - The Red Chinese rulers fear the example that a really free and independent Taiwan would set for their own victims. The strongest weapons and fortifications won’t serve a dictator if his soldiers are not prepared to man them effectively. And why should they, if the opponents of a dictator do not give them any reason to do so but many good reasons not to do so? Think of the tenthousands of VOPOS who deserted their East Germany border positions and went to the West. More would have done so, if the West had been truly or would now be truly FREE  or would provide an opportunity for all kinds of free communities. Millions of Stalin’s troopers deserted his forces or let themselves be taken prisoner. This only stopped when they heard how the Hitler regime tended to starve such prisoners to death, rather than liberate them and  that it treated the Eastern European areas and people, that it had conquered, as bad as Stalin did or even worse. But the fact remains, that millions were prepared to thus change sides, even to an as bad side as the Nazi one. To a really free and just alternative dozens of millions would have deserted, from Stalin and Hitler – but it was not offered to them or organized by the dissenters themselves. They confined themselves to very limited peaceful and mere armistice actions along parts of the Eastern Front, all too temporary, instead of establishing a sound and separate peace between them, on a just and rational basis, turning their weapons and skills rapidly against the remaining totalitarians on both sides and offering a just peace to all others. Panarchistic ideas and practices would soon lead to such alternative policies. At the time of the French Revolution they were once partly hinted at by the slogan: “Peace to the huts and war to the palaces.” But even then there was no serious attempt to consistently realize it. The French revolutionary armies, initially even welcomed by many of the conquered people, tended to indiscriminately plunder all, because they knew no better way to finance themselves. With that they contributed to the rise of extremist territorial nationalism in Europe since then. Worth reading is Holzhauer’s German study of cash payments in occupied territories, fiched in my PEACE PLANS series. It shows that market-like actions do not add to one’s enemies but rather to the number of neutrals or even allies. At one stage Nazi Germany had its borders extremely expanded. But this expansion did not signify a growing strength but a growing outside and inside resistance, one that finally helped to lead to the defeat of the regime and to the reduction of its territory and to its carving up and, for a while, its demilitarization, to a larger extent than after WW I. – The Nazi regime, by its ends and means achieved the opposite of its objectives – and this at a huge price in lives, limbs and property among all the combatants. What a waste, all based on very flawed ideas  and policies, on all sides. If Hitler, early on, would have had the chance to form his own panarchy – and all his opponents their own – then, and rather soon, he would have been revealed as an ignorant and prejudiced clown, who could not deliver anything positive to his followers, except the satisfactions violent criminals can derive from their actions in their own warped minds. Then, before he would have become a threat to all of Germany, Europe and the world, these thugs, and their initially small groups, would have been deserted by all their misled "idealists" and the rest of the criminal Nazi gang would have become effectively and fast suppressed. Nor would, under panarchism, e.g. the German Great Inflation of 1914-1923 have reached its extreme heights. A monetary revolution, started by some panarchies, would have ended it early. The Great Depression would not have arisen in Germany, either. Both had delivered millions of impoverished followers to the Nazi movement, in the mistaken belief that German republicanism had caused both disasters, rather than German monetary and financial despotism,  which rose again to new heights under the Hitler regime. Territorial “strengths” rest on myths, errors, ignorance and prejudices and thus they could be rapidly undermined by effective enlightenment efforts, and experimental freedom for volunteers, last not not least by ideal militias formed to uphold individual rights and liberties. –  J.Z., 11.1.99. (*) (Nazis murdered not only Jews, Gypsies, mentally defectives and political opponents, first by hundredthousands, then by the millions, but had, at the end of the war, poisons enough stored up to gas to death about another 20 million people. I do not know which other kind of people they had on their extermination list. - J.Z., 8.12.03.)

STRUCTURES, INSTITUTIONS, VESTED INTERESTS: "Challenges to structures are very threatening to those who defend and promote and benefit from those structures." - Brian Martin, Changing the Cogs, 11. - For that reason there should be less total challenges to their existence and more secessions from and mere free competitions against them. - J.Z., 4.12.82. - If they were really convinced of the qualities of their territorial statist offers then they would not fear such dissent and its experimental freedom among volunteers. - J.Z., 22.9.04. 
STUMM, JIM, to ZUBE, JOHN: October 6, 1986, 17, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

STUMM, JIM: On Panarchy, 5, 14, 15, 23, 40, 41, 55, 56, 58, 59, 64, 65, 73-75, in PEACE PLANS No. 505, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. - - 103, 124, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - 5ff, in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554. - - 29, 34, 49 (PAN), 54, on abortion & panarchy, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. - - On Super-Panarchy, 15, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. - - Panarchy's Progress (Regress), from THE CONNECTION, No. 138, 1, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.- - In ON PANARCHY X, RANDOM WRITINGS, No. 14, Sept. 1987: Collectivists & Panarchy: page 33, in PP 755. - - in RANDOM WRITINGS, No. 13, July 1987, DIALOGUE WITH JOHN ZUBE CONCERNING PANARCHY AND A VOLUNTEER MILITIA, 1, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755. - - in RANDOM WRITINGS, No. 15, Nov. 1987, PANARCHY & A VOLUNTEER MILITIA, 37, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755..- - FINANCING A PANARCHIST MILITIA, Random Writings No. 20, Sept.88, pp, 75-77, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833. - - in RANDOM WRITINGS, No. 16, Dec. 87: Dialogue with John Zube, continued, 47-50, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833. - -  In TC No. 93, of 17 Feb. 81, Panarchy/Competing "Governments",  3pp, with some handwritten notes by John Zube, 43, in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869. - - In PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. - - Grenada & Intervention, 83, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879. - - 103, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879. - - 12-13, 21-22, 44-45, 71, TC 153, 93, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.
STUPIDITY: Everybody has the right to be stupid - at his own expense and risk.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY & PANARCHISM:  The subjective value theory of the Austrian School of Economists has still to be applied by most of them to political and social services and disservices and their institutions. The subjectivists appreciate, in economics, free enterprise, free competition, free pricing, free contracts, free markets, free finance options, free trade and consumer sovereignty but still have to apply such concepts and practices to politics and “social” matters, and their supposed services and real disservices.  The remaining authoritarianism, even of anarchists and limited government libertarians, resting upon the essentially totalitarian model of territorial sovereignty,  has to be challenged e.g. by more complete individual rights codes, those including e.g. individual secessionism, monetary and financial freedom and by the practice of alternative institutions among volunteers, at suitable occasions, based upon individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy, to liberate or defend themselves or to solve one or the other problem for themselves which their present territorial governments apparently do not know how to solve, like e.g. mass unemployment,  the threat of ABC mass murder devices, that of violent revolutions, civil wars, terrorism, international wars, inflation, under-development, wide-spread involuntary poverty, excess taxation and government spending, a flood of laws and regulations and an avalanche of bureaucracies.  With the introduction of the freedom of choice of panarchism most of the remaining political, economic and social problems would tend to disappear soon, at least for all those able and willing to make rightful and rational choices for themselves. – J.Z., 9.10.91, 7.1.99.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY & PANARCHISM: Panarchism is the ultimate application of the subjective value theory. – J.Z., 25.10.93.  -  It applies not only to human beings but to all rational beings with whom we might come into contact in space exploration. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY & PANARCHISM: The subjective value theory applies not only to marketed goods and services but as well to governments, communities and societies – but only once they have become optional ones, i.e., once individual consumer sovereignty is re-established in this sphere by means of individual secessionism, voluntary associationism and exterritorial autonomy under personal laws – for all who desire it. Only then can each achieve, to the extent that it is possible, the ideal government (by the own definition) or the ideal non-governmental free society of his or her dreams, while these dreams last and if the individual is prepared to pay the costs and to take the risks upon his own shoulders.  In this sphere, too, each will only be free to dream, act and pay for himself, but not able to impose, as via a territorial statist system, his dreams upon others. Then, in every sphere, and to the limits of one’s abilities and resources and willingness to labour with them, one will be able to become the master of one’s own fate.  Those who dream of becoming leaders will still find some fools or trusting people who follow them, at least for a while. Each one who wants to subordinate his life to commands by others will have a wide-ranging choice of leaders – and will have to pay the bills of the one he selects, until he secedes from him or her or a particilar system. We will tend to become as tolerant of their statist or anarchist or libertarian dreams and actions as we are now of their private dreams and consumer actions.  To use another analogy: Each will be free to fill his shopping cart with the government or societal services that he wants and is willing to pay for and will not have to accept or pay for any others.  Consumer sovereignty towards competitively supplied and market priced governmental and societal services. The distinction between governments, insurance and protection services etc. and other enterprises will more and more disappear. They will all fall under free enterrpises, business es, corporations, self-help organizations, associations or institutions, all with limited authority and powers – only over the own voluntary members – and those criminally attacking them or their properties. – J.Z., 22.9.95, 7.1.99, 22.9.04.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY: Menger's subjective value theory has still to be recognized as applicable to political systems, too. That would also lead to the appreciation of consumer sovereignty, freedom of contract, free enterprise, free competition, free pricing, laissez faire, laissez passer, a free market in this sphere. It would merely require individual secessionism and associationism, i.e. voluntary membership, voluntary taxation and autonomy for volunteer communities. All that is possible only on the basis of exterritorial autonomy for all minorities and majorities and individual sovereignty for those who think that in all respects they can stand on their own feet and would at most have to hire or subscribe to particular competitive service enterprises. - J.Z., 24.7.91, 13.1.93.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY: Panarchism might be defined as an application of the subjective value theory to the services of politics and political organization.  Since objective values in this sphere do not exist either, except as dearly held illusions, people must remain free in their consumer sovereignty towards them, to maximize their individual satisfactions and the over-all satisfactions of a free society. - J.Z., 21.8.91, 9.1.93.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY: The subjective value theory applies to government and public services, too. Thus allow individuals to make their own free choices and trades and contracts in this sphere as well. No price controls. No monopolies. No compulsory purchases. No imposed services or disservices. Full exterritorial liberty for all minority groups, lastly based on individual sovereignty or consumer sovereignty and and free and competitive enterprise for the producers for all public services and goods. I am interested in all public choice theories and observations that go that far, for my ON PANARCHY series. J.Z. 27.9.91, 13.1.93.

SUBJECTIVE VALUE THEORY: The subjective value theory would find a new application - and would lead to the tolerant practice of all other value theories, too and of "value-free" philosophies - among their true believers, without any of them constituting any threat to the non-believers.  - J.Z. to Joe Toscana on Pan, March 96.
SUBORDINATION, VOLUNTARY:  Consensual, voluntary subordination would remain - but only as long as individuals found it tolerable for themselves.
SUBVERSION: Subversion gets quite another meaning under panarchism. The old institutions are not to be abolished or destroyed for their believers but freedom is to be established for them to be continued, indefinitely, by those who do appreciate them, either for good reasons or out of delusions. To be subverted, under the ideology of panarchism, is only the territorial monopoly and compulsory membership for constitutional, legal and juridical systems and institutions. Not domination but merely free competition with all existing institutions is the aim, a free competition in which none of them has the privilege of a territorial monopoly and compulsory membership. No democracy or republic should strive for such privileges. - J.Z., 2.9.04.

SUCCESS: Es gibt nur einen Erfolg: auf deine Weise leben zu koennen. - Morley. ( There is only one form of success: To be free to live in one's own way. )To that extent all have been unsuccessful so far, unless they set their targets very low and near and never tried to even imagine their own full human and individual potential. J. Z. 6.1.93.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS: Territorial and coercive and monopolistic politics simply does not and cannot provide all the rightful options that we do need to achieve freedom, peace, justice, security, prosperity and general progress. J. Z. 14.6.92, 6.1.93.

SUPRANATIONAL COMMUNITY: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON: On Panarchy.
SURVIVAL - TO EVALUATE PANARCHIES & STATES: No human institution survives in the long run which is not sufficiently supported by ideas, opinions and corresponding actions. Among the dumb, liars or prejudiced people many truths have no value or appeal and are thus not practised. The State's miseducation system does certainly not turn out many panarchists. - J.Z., 20.1.99.

SURVIVAL OF MAN ON EARCH: If man refuses to take up the discussion of this alternative, first in the alternative media, then, indeed, he may wipe himself off the face of the Earth. He may thereby have proven himself to be after all not a rational and moral enough animal - and would thus have vacated this precious planet for other species and their development. They might do better.

SURVIVAL: If you want peace, freedom, justice, security, prosperity and progress - prepare for exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups everywhere. - J.Z. 19.4.89. This is a form of freedom of action and free experimentation that must be finally seriously discussed and experimented with - before man bound into territorial warfare States manages to wipe himself out. - J.Z. 4.7.89. - Even the decision on war and peace is monopolized by the territorial State instead of each man (and woman and even infants) being free to decide upon war or peace for themselves. The ideas on how to achieve this are far less utopian and impractical than the idea of preserving peace, freedom and justice by territorial powers. - J.Z., 9.9.04.
SUSA, NASIM: 1902 -, The capitulatory regime in Turkey, its history, origin and nature, Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press, 1933, 378pp. (Ann Arbor)

SWEDENHAMMAR, THORD: Why Anarcho-Capitalism is Humanism, 1p: 264, in PP 1689-1693.       www.anarchism.net    thords@anarchism.net 

SWITZERLAND: According to FREY it has a multitude of governmental units, some closely  resembling the FOCJ’s proposed by FREY.  There are not only 26 cantons but about 8,000 communies. Among these are 2940 political communites that determine citizenship.  All with considerable autonomy, including taxation powers.  Apart from these there are about 5000 overlapping, functional special communes. He considers the school communes to be the most important.  They levy their own tax, determined by a citizen meeting.  The churches have also established other functional, democratic and overlapping communes with voluntary membership.  Then there are communal units for specific tasks, such as maintaining canals, hospitals, garbage collection etc. 
SYKES, EDWARD I. & PRYLES, MICHAEL C.: Private International Law, 2nd. Ed., The Law Book Co., 1987, 772pp, indexed, $ 69.50. - At least some lawyers can afford such book prices. I could not. J.Z.

SYSTEMAPHILIA, SYSTEMS & UTOPIAS, TERRITORIAL ONES: "Systemaphilia arises from the assumption that human beings are sufficiently clever, knowledgeable, and multi-perspectived to design complete and just about perfect systems of human activity. The much admired Buckminster Fuller suffered from systemaphilia. So did Karl Marx, John Dewey, Rousseau and Joseph Stalin. What these very different men had in common was a belief in the feasibility of total change. - Neil Postman, Crazy Talk, Stupid Talk, 109. - Full freedom would allow all possible positive and negative changes - for all who, at least for a while, prefer them for themselves. This would require exterritorial autonomy for all volunteers. Then the systemaphilia of some old or new prophets would be harmless for all who would not follow them. - J.Z., 30.6.92, 14.1.93.

SYSTEMS: Everyone has the right to search for an economic system he considers to be right and, when he has found it,  to try it out in practice, together with his followers. - J.Z., free after U. v. Beckerath.

SYSTEMS, FREE CHOICE BETWEEN THEM, FOR INDIVIDUALS: To each his own system, in gambling, betting, work and in everything else. No system to be territorially imposed upon involuntary members. No more so than any religion, fashion, art, food, drink, hobby or craft. Let us finally become fully emancipated, grown up and self-responsible. Or, if we still prefer this, let us only individually transfer the responsibility for details of our lives to those whom we trust, individually. – J.Z., 28.1.05.
SYSTEMS: How many economic, political and social systems exist now, existed in the past and were proposed? How many utopias? How many monetary reform proposals, voting systems, constitutions and parliamentary reforms? They go certainly into the hundred-thousands, if not millions, if all minor and major differences among them are counted. And all of them still do have at least some voluntary supporters, often imagining that their ideal would be quite new and distinct form all others. Their sheer number indicates already that territorial government experimentation with some of them, amounting only to one experiment per territory for a period, is not enough to sensibly and continuously evaluate all of them. New generations need to learn the political and apolitical lessons over and over again. Apart from this consideration, the compulsory participation in territorial government experiments tends to condemn them to failures. Imagine a compulsory mass marriage, a compulsory participation in concocting a soup for all ("Too many cooks spoil the broth!", a compulsory participation in doctoring others (One prescribed medicine for all people and all their different illnesses!). Like in private lives, so in public life, nothing less than free and autonomous experimentation among volunteers could cope with the flood of different and more or less flawed or incomplete premises, ideas, prejudices, knowledge and training that do exist, in the search for better and the best ways of living. - J.Z., 20.9.91, 13.1.93. - The kind of "solutions" we can expect from territorial governments were well demonstrated by their ca. 4000 years of attempting to control prices and by their even longer failure to provide sufficient security, efficient defence, prosperity and progress. They have been obstacles for almost all rightful and rational endeavours. Presently I can think of only one exception: "Flurbereinigung": the unification of all too wide-spread plots of land into unified and combined agricultural enterprises by swapping these titles around. That was possibly never done upon private initiative. I do not know why. But it may have much to do with the absence of an efficient system for land titles and their transfer, because generally such affairs are territorially "regulated" as well, regardless of the consequences. - J.Z., 10.12.03, 22.9.04.
TAGESSPIEGEL, DER: Berlin newspaper, 27.7.1958: "With the Bedouins everything is regulated according to the unwritten laws of the desert. Jurisdiction is the task of the sheik or a special judge - but their judgments are not binding. But those not wanting to submit to a sentence can no longer remain with the tribe but have to seek refuge and acceptance with another tribe, for the tribe is not only the political but also the juridical community." - I once wrote to it,  to publish under its "cultural notices", where it notes many research requests, my search for remaining correspondence and papers of Ulrich von Beckerath. It replied negatively, since he had never been published in D.T. Indeed, he was always censored out of it and does remain so. - J.Z., 17.1.99. - Daily papers do no mirror the world as it really is and as it could and should be but represent rather the narrow and distorted views of their journalists and editors, all too much in agreement with popular prejudices. Thus their papers sell better. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TAIWAN:  The argument of the world with the Red Chinese regime about the status of Formosa could, perhaps, be ended, under public opinion pressure, if e.g. , a "capitulation" treaty would be proposed that would grant Red China exterritorial status for its volunteers in Taiwain, in return for it granting exterrtorial Taiwan status to Chinese in Mainland China. This offer should be extended to the rest of the world, as a public test as to the popularity or unpopularity of both regimes. Only territorialist prejudices could be advanced against this solution. If the Red Regime would not consent to this, it would lose face and would stand revealed as an imperialist regime. The superiority, equality or inferiority of each regime and government should be thus tested every day by individuals becoming free to join them or to secede from them, thus clearly showing how much af a "mandate" any so far exclusively territorial government has, even over the populations of islands, not only continental territories.  Does e.g. continental Europe have a right to the  inclusion of England, Ireland, Iceland, Corsica, and Sardinia in its federation. The irrationality of exclusive territorial claims is best revealed in the instances of islands and their population, when sovereignty over them is claimed by continental States. In this respect one of the most absurd "nation States" is Indonesia.  - J.Z., 14.9.04. 
TAME, CHRIS R.: On the Side of the Angels, A View of Private Policing, 2pp, 1989, LA, sheets 745-46 in PP 1052-1061.

TANGIER & PROTEGEE CITIZENSHIP:  “Hier blüht mancherlei Weizen …  Netz mit weiten Maschen. (Mit weiten Minderheitenrechten waere wohl passender. – J.Z.)

Tangers Rechtsprechung liegt bei den Konsuln, Von JOACHIM JOESTEN, DIE WELT, 22.8.1953. (Illustration ausgelassen. – J.Z.) 

Es ist gewiß nicht so, daß der amerikanische Gesandte in Tanger aus reiner Bosheit möglichst vielen Gesetzen seine Zustimmung versagt, bloß um seine Kollegen und die Allgemeinheit zu aergem. Im Gegenteil — die Gesandtschaft macht von dem ihr faktisch zustehenden Vetorecht nur sehr sparsamen Gebrauch. Aber immerhin ist es vorgekommen, daß Gesetze, die bereits mit der Unterschrift des Mendoub versehen waren, die Hürde des amerikanischen „right of assent" nicht passieren konnten


So wurde z. B. 1951 eine Verordnung erlassen, die es dem Personal der verschiedenen Rundfunksender auferlegte, einen Fragebogen über Lebenslauf und frühere Beschäftigung auszufüllen. Die amerikanische Gesandtschaft, die mit Recht witterte, daß die Verordnung in erster Linie auf die Angestellten des „Voice-of-America"-Senders gemünzt war, fragte vorsichtshalber in Washington an, wie sie sich zu verhalten habe.


Es gibt immer einen Ausweg


Vom State Department kam Weisung, das Gesetz nicht zu kooptieren. Als der amerikanische Vertreter seinen Kollegen davon Kenntnis gab, entstand aber ein solcher Aufruhr, daß die amerikanische Gesandtschaft nach erneuter Fühlungnahme mit Washington zum Rückzug gezwungen war. Nach weiteren Verhandlungen einigte man sich schließlich auf eine wunderbare Formel echt Tangerscher Prägung, die es allen Beteiligten erlaubte, das Gesicht zu wahren.


Die strittige Verordnung wurde zwar nicht kooptiert, aber die amerikanische Gesandtschaft erklärte sich bereit, ihrerseits allen Angestellten der „Voice of America" einen Fragebogen vorzulegen, der im Inhalt genau dem bereits von der Internationalen Verwaltung herausgegebenen Entwurf entsprach. Nach erfolgter Ausfüllung durch das Rundfunk-Personal, zog die Gesandtschaft die Fragebogen ein und ließ sie unter der Hand weitergehen.


So wird heute in Tanger diplomatisches Theater gespielt. Aber es kommt noch schöner. 
Zum Gesamtkomplex der Kapi​tulationsrechte gehört auch das sogenante Protégésystem. Das ist eine ganz alte Schwarte, die heute in aller Welt nur noch historisches Interesse hat. (*) Nur nicht in Tanger. Dort gibt es auch heute noch Protégés, und zwar ausgerechnet amerikanische.

((*) Als ob viele Verfolgte nicht gern diese Moeglichkeit fuer sich haetten! – J.Z., 9.12.04.)

Ich bin ein Protégé

Ein Protégé in diesem Sinne ist ein Eingeborener, der sich durch formelle schriftliche Erklärung dem Schutze einer ausländischen Macht unterstellt (diese tut ihm natürlich den Gefallen der Schutz-Erteilung nur, wenn er sich dafür ent​sprechend nützlich macht).
(J.Z.: Chinesische protegés gab es auch bei den extraterritorialen “foreign concessions” in China. 

Beckerath schlug mal vor, dass libertaere Fluechtlinge bei einem kleinen Staat, fuer einen freiwilligen Tribut, sich einen solchen Status kaufen sollten – und ihn dann allmaehlich in einen exterritorialen Status umwandeln sollten. Sie koennten sich durch die Beschaeftigung und andere Beteiligungen vieler Eingeborener an ihrem durch Wirschaftsfreiheit erreichten Wohlstand dazu genuegend populaer machen, populaerer als die Schutzregierung, wenn diese nicht auch das libertaere Programm annehmen wuerde. Warum sollte sie das nicht tun? Ihre Einnahmen und ihre Popularitaet wuerden vergroessert werden und ihre Ausgaben verkleinert! – J.Z., 9.12.04.)

Ist ein Eingeborener zum Protege erklärt worden, so ist er damit in rechtlicher Hinsicht den Staatsangehörigen der betreffenden Macht gleichgestellt. Vor allem wird er durch diesen Akt der

einheimischen Gerichtsbarkeit entzogen.


Nun geschah es unlängst, daß die Internationale Verwaltung eine Verordnung erließ, wonach in gewissen. Bezirken der Stadt Neubauten nur bis zu einer Höhe von maximlal sieben Stockwerken errichtet werden dürfen.


Ein arabischer Unternehmer pfiff auf die Verordnung und baute sich frisch-fröhlich ein Haus mit neun Stockwerken. Als ihn die Polizei zur Rede stellte, zog der Mann seelenruhig ein Papier aus der Tasche, aus dem hervorging, daß er ein Protégé der Vereinigten Staaten von Amerika sei. Da das betreffende Gesetz nie von der amerikanischen Gesandtschaft kooptiert worden sei, erklärte der Bauunternehmer den verdutzten Beamten, habe es für ihn, als amerikanischen Protégé, keine Verbindlichkeit.

Auf dem Gebiet der Gerichtsbarkeit hat die Sonderstellung amerikanischer Bürger zur Folge, daß eine ohnehin schon reichlich komplizierte Sachlage heillos verworren wird. 

(J.Z.: ??? So sehr und so ungerecht wie die territoriale Rechtsprechung?)

Es gibt nämlich heute in Tanger nicht weniger als vier Arten von Gerichtszustaendigkeit.

(J.Z.: Sogar primitive Konkoneger wurden mit 5 Arten fertig, waehrend die territoriale “Rechtsprechung” fuer einen Fall oft Dutzende von Rechtsanwaelten, Jahre und Millionen von Dollars braucht. – J.Z., 8.12.04.)


Ueber die eingeborene Bevölkerung, soweit sie mohammedanischen Glaubens ist, sitzt der Kadi zu Gericht.


Fuer die marokkanischen Juden sind weitgehend rabbinische Gerichte zuständig.  

Ueber alle Rechtsanlegenheiten der europäischen Kolonie entscheidet der Gemischte Gerichtshof (Tribunal mixte), bei dem spanische, französische, englische, italienische und belgische Richter amtieren.


Die paar hundert Amerikaner aber können nur vor dem "Consular Court" der Gesandschaft beklagt bzw. Verklagt warden, gleichgültig, ob es sich um einen Mietrueckstand, ein Vergehen gegen die Verkehrsordnung,  ein gebrochenes Eheversprechen, eine Unterschlagung oder einen Mord handelt.


Für die Amerikaner selbst hat die uneingeschränkte Konsulargerichtsbarkeit eine zumindest theoretisch ernste Kehrseite. Beim „Consular Court" gibt es nämlich keine Jury, und auch manche andere herkömmliche Garantien amerikanischer Rechtsprechung fehlen. Man kann sogar sagen, daß die Konsularjustiz in gewisser Hinsicht den selbstverstaendlichsten Grundsaetzen der Rechtspflege, wie sie in allen zivilisierten Staaten ausgeuebt wird, zuwiderlaeuft. 

Maechtige Potentaten

Auch die Konsuln der anderen Nationen sind mächtige kleine Potentaten. So steht z.B. das Recht,   Angehörige der zehn Signatarstaaten aus dem Gebiet der internationalen Zone auszuweisen, nur den eigenen Konsuln zu.

Pro forma liegt auch dem seltsamen Staatsgebilde von Tanger das klassische Prinzip von der Dreiteilung der Gewalten zugrunde. Neben der Legislative (die, wie oben ausgeführt, von zwei Instanzen geübt wird) und der in vier Ausgaben amtierenden Justiz gibt es noch Exekutive, nämlich die Internationale Verwaltung.


An der Spitze dieser vollziehenden Gewalt steht der Administrator, der nach dem Statut belgischer, holländischer, schwedischer oder portugiesischer Nationalitaet sein muss. Da sich Schweden faktisch nicht an der Verwaltung beteiligt, rotiert das Amt in der Praxis zwischen Belgiern, Holländern und Portugiesen.


Dem Administrator stehen zwei Unterverwalter zur Seite, von denen der eine, dem das Finanzwesen obliegt, auch aus dem Kreis der obengenannten vier “neutralen" Nationen stammen muß, während der andere, dem die Ämter für Gesundheitswesen und marokkanische Angelegenheiten unterstehen, Franzose sein muß.


Formell wird der Administrator vom Mendoub auf Vorschlag des Kontroll​komitees ernannt. Aber da der Vertreter des Sultans faktisch keine Möglichkeit hat, einen ihm vorgeschlagenen Kandidaten abzulehnen, ist es tatsaechlich so, daß der Chef der Verwaltung und seine Assistenten von dem Gremium der acht Konsuln bestellt werden.   

Da ferner die Richter des Gemischten Gerichtshofes ebenfalls von ihren respektiven Konsuln ernannt werden, ist es sonnenklar:  In Tanger legieren die Konsuln.”

(J.Z.: Taten sie das nun wirklich schlechter als die meisten Territorialregierugen in “ihren” Laendern??? 

Fuer Jahre nach dem 2. Weltkrieg war Tanger ein grosses Beispiel fuer Wirtschaftsfreiheit. Wie frei sind seine Einwohner jetzt, under einer Nationalregierung? – J.Z., 9.12.04.)

TANNEHILL, MORRIS & LINDA: The Market for Liberty. Is Government Really Necessary? Is Government our Protector or our Destroyer? - Self-published 1970. Apart from describing in detail the workings of a laissez faire society, as they see it, they describe ignoring of laws as a transitional measure, on pp. 167/8.

TARRING, C. J.: British Consular Jurisdiction in the East, London, 1887.

TAX EXEMPTIONS & TAX REDUCTIONS TOWARDS VOLUNTARY TAXATION, VOTING: All-over tax burdens will only be significantly reduced once individuals become free to shrug them off, together with their supposed benefits. - J.Z. 7 Sep. 89. - Everyone who does not vote should be considered as an autonomous, exterritorial, voluntary and individual secessionist - and should be tax-exempt from that day onwards, except for all charges for services wanted by him and used by him and properly billed to him, after proper auditing. - J.Z., 4 Sep. 89, 10.10.89.

TAXATION A LEVYING OF IMPOSED TRIBUTES, EVEN WHEN FORMALLY APPROVED BY “REPRESENTATIVES”: How “voluntary” and consensual taxation is in democracies would be rapidly revealed if tax payment were made voluntary. Taxes are still coercive tributes – unless they are fully based upon individual membership in the society or community in which they are levied, which would be the case in all panarchies. Here lies one of the Achilles Heels of territorial States. Once the possibility of voluntary taxation or contributions for public services if fully realized the territorial States will soon collapse for lack of members and taxpayers. – J.Z., 28.1.05.
TAXATION & PANARCHISM: See e.g. Spencer's ch. 19 of "Social Statics". See: Voluntary Taxation.
TAXATION & PRICING: "Taxes are going up so fast that government is likely to price itself right out of the market." - Dan Bennett. - Yes, if taxes were voluntary, as they would be under panarchies, because of their voluntary membership. - J.Z., 12.7.92. As experience has shown recently, territorial governments, with compulsory membership and national sovereignty, would rather cut essential services than government powers or spending upon their favourite projects. Unless taxes become voluntarily, as to their existence and height and kind, they can be  ruthlessly increased, even if only by the tax involved in inflation, and enforced in spite of wide-spread dissent with the government and its spending. - J.Z. 7.1.93. - Taxes are not free prices and thus do not offer the advantages of free prices to all the parties involved in trading. - J.Z., 10.12.03.
TAXATION TO BE REPLACED BY FREE PRICING & CONTRACTS FOR FREE ENTERPRISE
SERVICES THAT ARE WANTED: Free market pricing and contracts for ALL wanted public services, competitively offered and freely chosen from - for all but aggressive criminals, i.e., criminals with victims. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
TAXMEN, SHOOTING OF? 24, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

TAYLOR, DAVID to ZUBE, JOHN: 20 August 1989, 2pp: 138, in PP 1539. -- Correspondence with JOHN ZUBE: (David T. died ca. 1990.) E.g.: to ZUBE, JOHN, 18 June 1989, 2pp: 129, in PP 1539.  - TAYLOR, DAVID, to FORBES, VIV: on Panarchism, undated, 117, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672. - TAYLOR, DAVID, to WATNER, CARL: 8 October 1989,  6pp: 151, in PP 1539. - TAYLOR, DAVID: On Panarchy, a 2pp draft of Jan. 89, 124-125, in ON PANARCHY XI, in PP 832.

TAYLOR, MICHAEL: Community, Anarchy & Liberty, Cambridge U.P., 1982, 1983, bibl. & index, 184pp, JZL. On pp. 59 - 65 he discusses somewhat "social order on the market", i.e., competing protection agencies. Panarchistic package deals for wanted services are not discussed, nor are personal law, individual secessionism, exterritorial autonomy. His bibliography mentions some interesting titles but none are of obvious panarchistic interest. - J.Z., 31.1.1999.

TAYLOR-RADFORD: 124, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - 14, 19ff, in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554. - - in ON PANARCHY XIII, in PP 869. - - , in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870.
TEMESVARY, DR. A., CORRESPONDENCE WITH JOHN ZUBE, ON DIRECT DEMOCRACY, MONETARY FREEDOM & PANARCHISM: 

John Zube, 7 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW 2577                                                                          Jan 4th, 1987 

Dr. A. Temesvary, POB 10, Tottenham, NSW 2873

Dear Dr. Temesvary,

thanks for your letters and enclosures of Sept. 22nd. and October 27th. My trip ended only on Dec. 21st.

In my "firm" someone is rightly nicknamed a "mega-mouth". You might be rightly classed as a "mega-letter-writer".

When considering why the referendum system works better in Switzerland than in the U.S., at least 2 factors should be taken into consideration:

1.) the size of the Swiss Cantons involved versus the size of the U.S. States involved. (The larger the population is and the more widely it is spread out, the less it feels like ONE community.)

2.) the mobility of the population involved. (Here I presume that Americans shift much more around, from State to State, than Swiss people do, from Canton to Canton. However, here I may be wrong. This is also related to the type of population to be found in one State or Canton. As much as the cantons differ from Canton to Canton, within one Canton the population is probably less differentiated than has been the population of most U.S. States. When people move around more and are, moreover, also of a greater variety, then, again, less of a community feeling will arise between them. I have not facts or figures on hand that I could quote. Thus I could be wrong on both estimates.

Judging by a few contacts during my trip, support for referendum, initiative and recall is growing in Germany, too.

I admire your patience of wanting to help develop majority-democratic views and to realize only these. However, that should not prevent you from submitting your personal views to The Constitutional Commission, POB E 2, St. James, NSW 2000. 

Judging by two of their newsletters that I have read only yesterday, they are still open to further submissions and their range of topics is VERY wide.

You should know, by now, my view that TERRITORIAL communities (going beyond family, job and spare time communities in the size of their land) can never be quite satisfactory to the MINORITIES living in these territories, however tolerant the majoritarian territorial rulers, rules and institutions may be, short of the recognition of full exterritorial autonomy for all non-aggressive minorities of volunteers that desire this autonomy. 

Full freedom of action and experimental freedom (at the own risk and cost) could only be practised among the latter and progress could only be maximized with their aid. 

There are no satisfactory substitutes. 

Moreover, the mega-death preparations of our times could only be undermined and finally destroyed, even with majority approval, once this kind of reorganization has taken place, which would destroy targets, enemy collectives, war and revolution motives, opportunities to finance anti-people weapons and many more negatives. (See Peace Plans 16-17,61-63 and my ON PANARCHY series.)

RURAL CRISIS: It should not be considered independent from the market dislocations created by

1.) "orderly marketing schemes", conducted by various privileged boards, 2.) internal and international protectionism and, last not least, 3.) the restrictions imposed upon negotiable securities and notes, in round and easily transferable monetary figures, that are redeemable not in Australian paper dollars or rare metals but merely in agricultural products, measured in relatively stable value units. 

One might also classify these points under: free pricing, free contracts and monetary freedom. 

On all three points rural and urban people are so far still strongly prejudiced, i.e. insufficiently enlightened, and suffer the inevitable consequences of their errors and false premises. 

However, faith in the old-type "solutions" may also be at an old-time low. 

That does not mean, though, that merely upon momentum and dependence upon compulsory and collective decision-making, the old systems could not be continued for another few decades, like the political system is, and the military system, in spite of the very low opinion most people have of parties, politicians, bureaucrats and of nuclear or ABC "defence" efforts.

A short paper on issue- and trade freedom for Australian agriculture Is contained in the enclosed Peace Plans 605.

Your suggestion of cheque accounts to be permitted not only in Australian dollars but also, within Australia, in other national currencies, according to 'one's choice and subject to floating exchange rates, would be a step in the right direction but would not do away with one fundamental flaw: namely the continued dependence on national, mismanaged, centralized and coercive paper currencies. 
Thanks to legal tender provisions and the anti-truck legislation and jurisdiction, the depredating and restricted Australian paper dollar would still remain the exclusive currency for wage and salary payments, purchases in shops and for most other debt relationships. 
Most private people would still not be monetarily emancipated, i.e. could not issue their private notes in competition with the national ones and would not be free to adopt other value standards than the national ones. Decisive would also be whether and to what extent and at what rates the Australian governments would be prepared to accept other national currencies in payment of taxes and dues (while this kind of robbery continues).

You write: "A much greater advantage, however, of dual currency accounts would be the lowering of interest rates for farmers and businessmen in the region. Those who borrow, could borrow in terms of the Japanese yen, and the interest rate with the Japanese yen would be the same in Australia as in Tokyo, say 4%, instead of around 20%." 
One has to distinguish between interest rates in times of sales difficulties and those during boom times. Low interest rates in times of sales difficulties may be harder to bear than high interest rates in boom times.

Moreover, one should distinguish between nominally high interest, due to inflation and low interest rates due to an almost stable currency. 
The effective interest rate is presently not all that much above the inflation rate and has, sometimes even been below it. (It still is, for passport savings accounts e.g. with the Commonwealth Bank and with Westpac.)

Furthermore, one should distinguish between inflation rates as determined by fraudulently compiled consumer price indexes (containing e.g. price controlled items) and honestly worked-out indexes and non-taxed and non-manipulated standards, like gold ounces SHOULD BE on a really free gold market.

Interest rates may also be artificially increased, like the price of petrol and oil, by high taxes upon them, in form of income taxes.

Furthermore, it matters greatly with what kind of means of payment one has to pay an interest rate. If, for instance, it is to be paid in a foreign exchange that, due to government interventionism, has become rather scarce, people quite liquid in other respects, might become unable to pay in this way. 
Likewise, if they have to pay in an exclusive, forced and scarce national paper currency, during a deflation or stagflation.

The radical alternative, easy for every capable and honest debtor, if it were legally permitted, would be ability to pay interest in his own promissory notes, redeemable only in his own goods and services. If his management is sound and free, then he is always able to pay in this way, regardless of any official credit restriction or deflation.
Clearing of his debts against his own capability to deliver goods and services would only be limited by his capability to supply goods and services at market prices. In that form he could even afford to pay higher interest charges than prevail otherwise in a market restricted through monetary despotism.
Furthermore, interest rates may also be rather high due to the government attempting to counter its high and inflationary spending by high interest rates for private borrowers, and by due government securities not being acceptable in payment of taxes. 
Then there is always the difference of returns from capital conservatively invested in contracting segments of the economy as opposed to venture capital returns in high growth areas of the economy. Farmers have been and still are rather conservative in their range of produce, even when they used advanced technology to produce these goods. 
They have solved the problem of producing these goods in abundance but not the problem of selling them to people who are poor, starving, unemployed and monetarily not yet emancipated, either (and, therefore, poor, starving and unemployed). 
To the extent that Australian farmers depend on exports, they should not just struggle with other relatively free farmers in the world for a larger slice of the remaining restricted world market, i.e. by means of the existing exclusive national currencies, nor try merely to become monetarily emancipated in their own countries, but ought to see to it that all their potential customers become also and fully monetarily emancipated in their countries. What could they do about this? 
They could set them a good example, by seeing to it that international clearing certificates of their own guaranty communities (redeemable in their produce), would be used e.g. as means of payment to purchase goods and services from underdeveloped countries, like I described in PP 605.

With your main interest presently confined to regional autonomy, you should at least consider a regional tax foundation money, issued for the payment of locally raised taxes and spent for all local expenditures of local authorities, so that at least the local tax-take would not greatly worsen the local monetary situation but rather improve it. (Compare e.g. the 4 law drafts in Peace Plans 40.)

These are only a few of the possibilities that come to my mind right now. I do not deny the possibility that there are many others. In many ways low interest rates are not impossible but simply outlawed or regulated out of existence.

(Just like in so many other spheres: The free and just system is not impossible. It is merely outlawed!
- J.Z., 19.12.04.)

Formal submissions to you: I have no time for them - not even time enough to make all my own intended submissions for and within my own Peace Plans series. But anyone is free to extract from it whatever he likes.

Like Prof. John Burnheim, I, too, am suspicious of any system that still gives parties and politicians a large role - unless it is only among volunteers.


However, as stated before, I favor referendum etc. - not as an ideal but as a means or methods to realize some ideals. I would like to see a referendum each e.g. on individual secessionism, rightful war and peace aims, the repeal of legal tender and of the other Reserve Bank privileges as well.

Regarding the PACE you have chosen for your reform attempts, I meant only that I would find it pretty hard to impossible to greatly influence people during once-a-month meetings only, i.e. when these people are not willing to meet more often and are not reading and discussing sufficiently in the meantime. Compare that with the steady drizzle by the mass media that they are subjected to.

I have no objection whatsoever against your final draft being composed, orchestrated and directed only by you but doubt that your orchestra will be up to standards if has only one monthly practice session.

Thanks for your short distinctions between the various types of referendum.

Like you, I am also not for the abolition of unions but only of their coercive features.

Panarchy is just a word for exterritorial autonomy of volunteers or freedom of action, experimental freedom in the social, economic and political sphere or for full minority autonomy or full voluntaryism.

Demarchy is a new term for me, too. I was only familiar with Deminstry, an English term for democracy within industrial enterprises.

As for "philosophical gas": Direct democracy notions and practices are also made up of it. 
The debating topic "theory vs. practice" is very old. One of my favorite quotes on it is: 

"It is the beauty and the terror of a revolutionary age such as ours that theories are probably the most 
important 'facts' altogether." 
                        Prof. Carl J. Friedrich, The New Belief in the Common Man, p. 49, 1942/43/45/49.

I would like to see e.g. individual secessionism practised by and recognized for deserters from the Red Army in Afghanistan, instead of leaving them only the option of being prisoners of war in Swiss prisons, to be handed over to the Soviets within two years or, perhaps, being allowed to fight the Soviets in a special unit in Afghanistan, as if these were the only options which the "free" West could possibly offer them. 
One of the worst aspects about this case is that, apart from me, nobody seems even to bother to theorize about this case and related ones (like just war and peace aims for a Russian, and other captive nations in the area, after the Soviet Regime is overthrown ) and about their implications. 
From my point of view the current practices are merely the stench arising from very unsound theoretical notions that have no proof from human experience.

Regarding your letter of 27/Oct./86:

You seem to want me to write a short guide on political alternatives that are not part of the mainstream thinking. I claim to have neither the capabilities, time, interest and energy for such a large task. 
Merely to list the titles in my own library, that relate to this subject, would already exceed my currently available time and energy. I do not even find the time to sort out and catalogue my books. Presently, my collection is so disorganized that I cannot even find my section on democracy and referenda!

However, following a quick “grab and run” raid on my collection, I offer some hints:

You might find the following of interest: Robert Jungk, The Everyman Project, Resources for a Humane Future, Thames & Hudson, London,    1976.  (Still fairly easy to obtain second-hand. He is now involved with setting up a library for the future in Salzburg. )

I finally got permission to reproduce Michael Oliver's "A New Constitution for a New Country." It should be out among my next fiche.

You ought to acquire and read at least the following, I believe:

Karl Hess: Community Technology, Harper Torchbooks, 1979,

Spencer Heath MacCallum: The Art of Community, Institute for Human Studies, 1970,

David Morris/Karl Hess Neighborhood Power, Beacon Press, Boston, 1975,

Milton Kotler, Neighborhood Government, the local foundations of political life, Bobb-Merril Co., 1969,

J. Toulmin-Smith: Local Self-Government and Centralization, 1851, reproduced in Peace Plans 22,

Michael Zwerin: A Case for the Balkanization of Practically Everyone, Wildwood House, London, 1976,

Kirkpatrick Sale: Human Scale, Coward, McCann & Geoghegan, N.Y.,1980,   
Leopold Kohr: The Overdeveloped Nations, the diseconomies of Scale, Schocken Books, N.Y., 1978

Regarding U.R. Ellis: "The lesson was thus given to the world (with the American Declaration of Independence) that coercion of able-bodied communities spells disruption and disaster."


I have seen able-bodied people but never able-bodied communities. I would, in this context, speak rather of relatively sound-minded individuals than "able-bodied communities". The latter can exist only in minds whose soundness one can often come to doubt.

For me there is also a large distinction between establishing new "States" and new "communities" or "societies". 
The worst part of the States is their totalitarian territorial characteristic, even when they are "democratic" ones. 
The best part of all the utopian, extremely decentralized and intentional communities and alternative associations is their voluntaryist feature. Apart from some trespasses, which one could learn to cope with, they could harm only themselves - and only they would directly benefit from their actions.

Like you, I have my doubts about reducing corruption merely by elections via lots and more public scrutiny. Corruption is inevitable as long as there is a public trough out of which bribes or favors can be granted (upon private bribes). One cannot trust that trust funds will always be honestly administered.

The English monarchy is trusted, even by me, as an anarchist, because it does not have any over-powering powers left but only an influence, as the last resort, one due to respect. Nobody fears its conversion into an absolute monarchy but almost everyone fears that almost every party rule might be converted into an absolute party rule.

In my "ideal", i.e. maximally reduced mini-state, the local governments, much smaller than they are today, would collect ALL taxes and pass on to States and Federal Government only such a percentages as would correspond to the express wishes of the own local voters. That would cut down State and Federal Governments at one stroke. 
(Naturally, my final ideal goes beyond that and would allow this ideal and other ideals being peacefully practised side by side and intermixed, as far as their membership is concerned.)

Like the old saw: No matter whom you vote for, always a politician gets in, I would say: No matter what new State you promote, always another State would be realized and each territorial State lives on REDUCING individuals and voluntary groups.

If territorial States have any justification at all - which I doubt - then is there such a thing as an OPTIMAL SIZE for them? 
Is a regional conglomerate, consisting of 14 municipalities and shires, below or above that optimal size, if it exists?

I have some contacts with "bio-regionalists" - but they seem to be unable to agree on the definition and borderlines of their bioregions, too. To me all of them are infected by the brain virus of territorialism.

John Burnham's (Burnheim?) article: Is Democracy Possible? -  "Good Government", Feb. 86:

I go along with his description of the problem, in col. 1 of page 3, but not with his conclusions in column 2. The market, competition, free contract etc. do or can go much further than he imagines.

In one way, he is quite radical, e.g., by striving for functional decentralization. However, here he overlooked the despotism that can be inherent in boards and special departments, that do enjoy privileges instead of being exposed to free competition. 
Instances: Post Office, State Railways, Egg-Board, Arts Council etc. 
If they had NO monopoly AND if they were voluntarily financed, this would be quite another matter.

But people do not only want to make specialized contracts for themselves but also package deals, with bodies offering several functions at the same time. 
(E.g.: Labour party supporters would subscribe to different packaged deals than the Liberal Party supporters, given the individual option. – J.Z., 18.12.04.)  
Even insurance and credit agencies do so now, to some extent and they should not be legally confined to a narrow range. The wider their range, the more they would be "voluntary governments" or "competing governments", limited or unlimited, servicing their volunteers autonomously and exterritorially, i.e. the more they would be panarchies.

Naturally, panarchies should not have a monopoly for offering "public services", either, but anybody who thinks that he could compete with them, e.g. as a private or cooperative service enterprise, should be free to do so.

Prof. John Burnheim, on page 4, has seen the need for some sort of arbitration between the new bodies.    However, he comes to the conclusion, that there would be "no self-sufficient or sovereign bodies" at any level".

Would he outlaw them, if they had only voluntary members, who could secede from them and if these bodies made no territorial  claims?

Page 5 of his article: The free market socialism regarding natural resources, that would be realized by Theodor Hertzka's "open cooperatives" seems to be unknown to him, likewise a competition between various land reform systems in the same country. However, he has broken out of the straightjacket of the conventional political    thinking and thus deserves being called a philosopher.

Since, according to the contents list that you copied for me, he discusses even "markets in money", it looks as if I will have to get myself a copy of his book. All over, its individualist tendency seems also strong enough so that it would fit into my series, if I could get permission for it. Maybe, I will visit him when I am next in Sydney. (I still have not got myself this book or visited him. – J.Z., 18.12.04.)
Thanks for the extract from ch. 13 of John Steinbeck's EAST OF EDEN. I had so far and, apparently, quite  wrongly, pidgeon-holed him in my mind - as a state socialist and economic interventionist. If he has, consistently, applied what he expresses here, then he should have arrived at another position.

From notes re previous letters:

Did you doubt that I am a Free Trader?

Do you favor the issue principle for notes, securities etc., provided that no force or fraud is involved?

Free trade without this principle and its practice is incomplete and will lead thus back to Protectionism and other restrictions. When there is free trade not only in goods and services but also in exchange media, value standards and clearing methods, then most objections against Free Trade (really objections against the remaining traits of protectionism in conventional “Free” Trade) would tend to disappear.

I doubt very much that you will be able to state your full case publicly without resorting to micrographics and or computers.

Enclosures: MFNL1, LMP-money, Never so few, Press release, 605,647,649, Kinderman FR 5 portable prospect.


FIOT, signed: John Zube

P.S., 10.1.2005: Monetary freedom, financial freedom, free trade among Free Traders only, cooperative production enterprises, under various coop or self-management constitutions and various referendum or direct democracy systems among volunteers only are also panarchistic alternatives. – J.Z.

_________________________________________________________________________________
TEMPLARS, THE: An order of Christian knights, who enjoyed, for a while, exterritorial autonomy. - According to Ulrich von Beckerath at least their French branch was destroyed by an avaricious French King, who wanted to confiscate what he believed to be their large treasure chest in reare metals. To his disappointment, his agents found only paper clearing certificates, like sound commercial bills, with whose aid this order had conducted an extensive trade and became well-off, but without using gold- or silver-coins otherwise than as value standards. Even today many cannot imagine a sound currency, using rare metals only as a value standard but not as an exclusive or dominant means of payment, but, rather, various paper certificates whose value is measured but not redeemable, by the issuer, in gold- or silver-weight units. - J.Z., 2.9.04. - See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON: On Panarchy.
TERMINOLOGY, ALTERNATIVE, FOR PANARCHISM & PANARCHY: See: Related Terms & Ideas. 

TERRANIANISM: One World – One People – Terrania. 4pp by Mr. BARNES, from 1969, 1970: 85, in PP 1539.
TERRITORIAL COMPULSION, WARS & REVOLUTIONS: Abolish territorial compulsion and, indirectly, you will abolish wars, civil wars, revolutions and terrorism, deflations, inflations and stagflations, depressions and mass unemployment, among many other things. Then we would even be well on the road to abolish involuntary poverty for all those able and willing to support themselves and their dependents. – J.Z., 8.6.97, 10.1.99. (See my proofs for this assertion in my two peace books, now on line: www.panarchism.info/  - J.Z., 8.12.03.)

TERRITORIAL FRONTIERS: Territorial frontiers have never permanently satisfied any group, nation, faith, tribe or movement and never will or can – because they do not and cannot cater to all individual preferences, alliances and loyalties. At best they can satisfy a majority for a long time. But that does merely serve to frustrate the remaining minorities all the more, so much so that some of them do or will resort to terrorism or rebellion. – J.Z., 5.5.93, 14.1.99.

TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENT POWER & THE POWER OF PANARCHIES: Territorial governments are not irresistible but panarchies, confronted by them, could become so, if they made rightful and consistent use of all their panarchistic options. –  What disappoints me is, that it is so hard to get most anarchists and libertarians to discuss such issues in sufficient detail. They, too, share too many of the territorialist errors, prejudices and myths. -  One person or a handful of them do not as yet a panarchy make. But they can plan it and many steps towards it and its practice in detail. That might be the most fruitful use of their own time and energy in their pro-freedom efforts – and it might help to establish a new science of politics, liberation, defence, revolution and insurrection as well as effective reform. -  J.Z., 11.1.99.

TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: Territorial governments only block alternative market services and enforce the “sale” of their “services”, whether they are wanted or not, at monopoly prices and charge highly even for their imposed and unwanted disservices. – J.Z., 1.3.05. 

TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS AMOUNT TO FORCED MARRIAGES, EVEN ENFORCED POLYGAMY, THE VOTE VS. TERRITORIAL VOTING RIGHTS: Forced marriages with or forced intercourse with governments should be declared unconstitutional, too, by establishing the freedom of individuals to divorce themselves, unilaterally, from any government, without having to state their particular individual motives, reasons and dissatisfactions. That option, and the subscription to voluntary associations for their protection and the services they do want, are the only votes which individuals really need and ought to have in every case. But in this respect all of us are still disfranchised. Compared with that the voting "power", the political vote, is a farce. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS; TERRITORIALISM: Territorial governments represent immorality & irrationality without inherent limits – except those of their territories – and they tend to change these, too, arbitrarily. – J.Z., 1.2.05. 

TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS, THEIR LIES, CONFIDENCE TRICKS & CRIMES: Through how many wrongs and crimes, from lies and frauds at elections, to robberies and murder, are territorial governments established and maintained, even the best of them? Few of these wrongs are ever revealed or soon enough. What citizens do not know about their “great leaders” makes them sufficiently popular or tolerated. Their power to cover-up their actions is immense, in spite of the power of the mass media in the somewhat free countries and much more so under open censorship. At best the “great” leaders are successful conmen, never able and willing to fulfill their promises and without the knowledge and ideas required to fulfill them, if that could be done, or the readiness to accept advice from anyone on how to do something rightfully and rationally. Nevertheless, they still find all too many, who go on believing in them for years, even decades, ignoring contrary evidence, just like many go on believing in astrologers, miracle cures, prophets, gurus etc. That is why, under territorialism, the worst tend to rise to the top and to maintain themselves there for all too long. Exterritorially autonomous competition, by their betters and by all other dissidents remains constitutionally, legally and juridically and ultimately militarily suppressed. Even one of the somewhat free countries, the U.S., fought more against secessionism, even geographical secessionism, than it fought in all its other wars, judging by the number of war victims. Slavery was even then a side-issue for years. Slaves were not emancipated until late in the Civil War and racial and other dissenters are still not free to secede now, individually and in their minority groups. They are only allowed to advance or stagnate within the territorial system. - All politicians, in all their public appearances, should be continuously under observation by a battery of lie detection systems and voice stress analysis and the results could, electronically, be publicized simultaneously, together with their speeches, with their dishonesty balance added up in the end and becoming a matter of public record accessible to anyone at any time. - Sometimes the general apathy created by their failures and the prejudices they have spread and the kindergarten-mentality among their victims is so large, that they do get away with public knowledge of their criminal and corrupt actions and the confession of their inability to e.g. solve the problem of war, nuclear disarmament, inflation and unemployment, treating them and getting them considered almost like irresistible forces of nature, just like they were formerly accepted as "God's will". -  But it would be far more effective to allow all dissenters, who do no longer need further proofs of government crimes and incapacities, to secede from them and their systems, alone and en mass, and to establish governments and societies that can freely compete against them, under exterritorial autonomy for their communities. - Wouldn’t that simply multiply lies and deceptions, as happened in the sphere of religion? - In the social sciences one is not prepared to wait for results in heaven or hell, after this life but wants results here and now. Thus one would tend to be more critical towards such experiments. Facts contrary to any false theory would be daily demonstrated by successful volunteer communities all around the members of the failing ones. To presume that most “consumers” of competing government services would  indefinitely continue to make the wrong choices for themselves and be prepared to pay monopoly prices and charges for services or disservices that they do not want at all,  does underestimate their intelligence. Moreover, they would no longer be the "products" mainly of governmental miseducation systems. New and competitive systems for spreading and accelerating enlightenment would be opened up. – J.Z., 11.1.99, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS, THEIR INSTABILITY, INSECURITY, RISKS, INHERENT DESPOTISM, POTENTIAL FOR SELF-DESTRUCTION & THE DESTRUCTION OF OTHER TERRITORIAL STATES & THEIR SUBJECTS, THEIR ALMOST PERMANENT CRISIS SITUATION: Under territorialism a single false cry of “fire” can suffice, like in a packed theatre, to bring about a panic and stampede in which many people are killed. A single assassination attempt against one of its leaders can lead to despotic “counter-measures”. More so a terrorist act in which many are killed, as the attack on the twin towers in NYC. Emergency powers are granted to democratic governments that could rapidly turn them into despotism. They were never deprived of all their despotic war and peace-making powers anyhow. Their uniformly imposed constitutions, laws and jurisdiction continues and their territorialist “foreign policies” continue to create enemies for them, which will use every opportunity against them and not only against these territorial governments but, collectively, against all their subjects. (Worst instance the ABC mass murder or anti- people “weapons”.  Their “programs” and “policies” have to appeal, by necessity, inherent in their form of organization, to the lowest common denominators, the emotions, instincts and popular prejudices rather than advancing moral and rational arguments and solutions that, at least at first, would appeal only to a few. In these systems, as Hayek pointed out, the worst tend to get to the top – and they tend to stay there for all too long. By suppressing rightful and self-concerned actions of peaceful dissenters the stage becomes set for civil wars, revolutions, terrorism and international wars and numerous despotic laws, all supposedly in the “public interest”. It keeps all opposition forces all too much disunited by infighting rather than united against despotic regimes. Territorial leaders are either part of a mob or turn their subjects into an unthinking mob – by staging events suitable for this purpose – to support their “policies”. (The “unprovoked” attack, “without warning”, against Pearl Harbour.) They create nation-wide “prisons” for innocents and then make their inmates fight the inmates of other such prisons, as if such fights were patriotic actions. They do not even bother to proclaim rightful and sensible war aims but take obedience to their orders and policy decisions for granted.  – J.Z., 27.1.05. 
TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: On the basis of territorial governments no issue ever is or can be rightfully settled. – J.Z., 27.8.93.

TERRITORIAL HIERARCHIES & DEMOCRACY & LIMITED GOVERNMENT: The inherent evils of statist, exclusive, coercive, hierarchical territorial sovereignty is just as much involved in limited, constitutional democratic or republican governments as in all territorially sovereign dictatorships and totalitarian States. - J.Z. 5.11.92.

TERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE AMONG ANIMALS: " ... badgers, for example, have large territories that overlap, while mink have much smaller territories that are fiercely defended." - Jeremy Chersas, The Australian, 7.7.87. (First in New Scientist, London.)

TERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE OR EXTERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE? Why does Robert Ardrey assume that we did not, do not and could not imitate or continue the behaviour of non-territorial animals, like sparrows, galahs, whales, sharks, dolphins etc.? - J.Z., n.d.
TERRITORIAL IMPERATIVE? "It was George Schaller who once suggested to me that the only safe generalization to be made about the societies of monkeys and apes is that the primate has tried everything. And it is true. Out of our filling bag of primate observation, swollen so rapidly by the new studies, we may select examples of every conceivable social term. ... Of these species, the only one which neither defends territory nor shows attachment to an exclusive range is the wandering, submissive, inoffensive, vanishing gorilla." - Robert Ardrey, The Territorial Imperative, Collins, London, 1967, pp 220/1. Ibid, page 222 : "There is even the amiable chimpanzee, who seems to found his society on nothing very much but his own good nature." Ibid, page 224 : "The patas is intensely territorial, the hamadryas not at all." - In short, Ardrey contradicted himself, even in the same book and did not notice it! Nevertheless, he insisted upon his "conclusions" regarding the territorial nature of the human ape. What an ape! - J.Z., 12.12.03.
TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY: For “territorial integrity” read : “territorial oppression” or “compulsory uniformity”, regardless of the wishes, rights and liberties of peaceful individuals, minorities and, sometimes, one or the other of the temporary majorities. – J.Z., 5.5.93, 14.1.99.

TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY: Territorial or geographical integrity has nothing to do with moral integrity. On the contrary. It embodies and upholds territorial authoritarianism and despotism, even tyranny and totalitarianism. - J.Z. 4.10.92, 4.1.93.

TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY? "Inviolability of territory" and "territorial integrity" do violate individual rights and the integrity of individuals, at least as far as dissenters and nonconformists are concerned. They also do harm to others - but that is their choice.

TERRITORIAL INTOLERANCE A MENTAL DISEASE: How many people die or are oppressed and suffer every day because of territorial intolerance is not yet recognized as the most wide-spread mental defect? – J.Z., 15.7.93, 10.1.99. - It is not so much a mental defect but a defective but nevertheless still dominant idea. Even religious intolerance lasted for all too long, based on flawed notions, e.g. fear that a God would hold all the faithful colletively responsible if they tolerated heretics. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIAL INTOLERANCE: It is easy to see flaws in the schemes of others but hard to persuade them that these are mistakes. It seems easier to suppress them or to intolerantly fight them. But the suppression and pre-emption of creative energies that is involved in the suppression and the fighting that results from this, is an excess price to pay. At the same time, it is hard to see, understand and end the flaws in the own schemes. There is no better teacher than prolonged and bitter experience with them at one's own expense and risk, without any aliens and dissenters to blame as scapegoats or to extract subsidies from. Consequently, each ought to be freed to practise the own mistakes and the own creative inventions or discoveries - at the own expense and risk. Examples, freely set by volunteers, will have more to teach and will teach more than best informed despotic efforts and coercive measures could. Each ought to be free to succeed or to fail on the merits of his own ideas and efforts. - Why is it so difficult to spread such seemingly self-evident truths, which are already, in all too general terms, repeated  a thousand-fold every day? - J.Z., 19.4.89, 4.7.89.  - Such truths are even widely practised - in other spheres, in our daily lives. - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TERRITORIAL LIBERTY OR NATIONAL INDEPENDENCE OR TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY: Territorial liberty means lack of exterritorial or personal and individual liberty. - J.Z. 18.6.92. It means licence for the rulers and slavish subordination for the subjects, even when they formally participate in their subjugation by choosing their masters by majority votes. J.Z. 5.1.93.

TERRITORIAL MONOPOLIES: Should there be any monopoly for social organization, i.e. one for Communist or Nazi totalitarians or one for welfare statists, or one for limited government advocates or one for anarchists - or should all of them be free to compete with each other, dependent only upon voluntary support? If a question is sensibly put, it almost answers itself. - J.Z., 14.7.87, 1.4.89.

TERRITORIAL NATIONALISM WAS LARGELY IMPOSED: This was often done by force of arms or "law" and under the “guidance” of false ideas and misleading and exploitative institutions. It is the breeding ground for counter-productive  bureaucracies and the abuse of power. It leads to civil and international wars, revolutions, terrorism and systematic exploitation of State subjects by their own governments. Mankind shouldn’t risk continuing on this path any longer. – J.Z., 6.10.97, 10.1.98, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS: Territorial and coercive and monopolistic politics simply does not and cannot provide all the rightful options that we do need to achieve freedom, peace, justice, security, prosperity and general progress. J. Z. 14.6.92, 6.1.93.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS & CHOICE: When territorial politics began, free choice for the individual was destroyed to the same extent. - J.Z., 14.9.91, 12.1.93.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS & HARMONY: Territorial politics promotes animosities, not harmony. - J.Z., 23.5.91, 13.1.93.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS, FOUNDATIONS, MENUES, RESTAURAUNT SERVICE: All general conclusions derived from territorial politics have been derived from wrong premises and too many wrong “cooks” or theorists. The foundations of territorial politics, of the established “political science” is “sand”. That is why politics is, in a cover-up attempt, often called an “art” rather than a science.  All political choices should be offered to free individuals not like a uniform meal for all inhabitants in a country, but “a la carte”, as menu choices, that bind only those who pick them,  at least to pay for what they ordered, even if they do not consume it. Each  individual and sovereign client of political services (and, objectively, disservices),  should have the choice between many political “restaurants”,  all operating under the free enterprise system, even if they are organized as cooperatives or socialistic collectives. – J.Z., 25.11.93, 9.1.99.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS, WAR, COLD WAR, REVOLUTIONS, CIVIL WAR: Territorial politics amounts to cold war - often breaking out into hot civil or international wars. - J.Z. 16.9.92.

TERRITORIAL POLITICS: Territorial politics is a "disease of perception and attention." - J.Z., 11.1.93. - It infected all public affairs theories, institutions and actions. - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TERRITORIAL POLITICS: The sheer paralysing deadlock of the political system. - ANU historian commenting on Burundi, 23.8.88. - The "clever" political observers observers almost always omit to add "territorial" before "political system" or "states" or "nations". - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TERRITORIAL SOLUTIONS ARE NOT ONLY WRONG BUT IMPRACTICABLE: Territorial “solutions” are no more just, no more practicable and affordable in the political, economic and social spheres than in religion. – J.Z., 28.4.93, 14.1.99.

TERRITORIAL STATES & STATISM: "... Whoever, in view of this enormous mass of factual material, still believes that the state, with its hosts armed to the teeth, its armies of bureaucrats, its secret diplomacy and its countless institutions designed to cripple the human spirit, serves to protect humanity, is beyond help." - R. Rocker, "Nationalism and Culture", 528. - Let them have the illusion of State continuance under panarchist forms. Gradually, even they, most of them, would learn to live without terrritorial statist package deals or how to reduce them to their personally wanted minimum. Territorial States, with their suppression of freedom of action, i.e., of tolerant experimentation among volunteers, are not good, far less ideal learning environments. - J.Z., 7.4.91, 13.1.93, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIAL STATES AMOUNTS TO STRAIGHT-JACKETS. FREE & RAPID DEVELOPMENT REQUIRES EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR VOLUNTEER COMMUNITIES: In the straight-jacket of the territorial and coercive State no free and full social evolution can take place. Nor can individuals reach and develop towards their full individual human potential in this restrictive framework. This applies to the rulers as well as to the ruled. As Leonard E. Read has often said: Everybody's creative energies must be released. But as an advocate of limited governments, still territorially organized and with compulsory membership, he did not advocate, either, this kind of release or liberty or right in ALL spheres. - J.Z., 24.2.89, 3.4.89.

TERRITORIAL STATES ARE ROBBER STATES AND PIRATE KINGDOMS, EVEN WHEN, FORMALLY, THEY ARE REPUBLICS OR DEMOCRACIES. – J.Z., 25.1.05.
TERRITORIAL STATES, POWERS & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: Territorial States are not likely to progressively relinquish State powers – but individuals, given the secessionist option, are likely to do so and to reduce the costs and restrictions of governments more and more, towards limited governments and non-governmental societies, for which the first panarchistically acting libertarians and anarchists could set attractive examples. But that first step, an effective individual’s secession or that of many individuals, would be a very important and very difficult step for these individuals, also the establishment of the first panarchies – unless special opportunities are optimally utilized for this. – J.Z., 30.4.88, 13.1.99.

TERRITORIAL STATISM A PERVERSION OF SOCIETY: Statist perversions should only be permitted among consenting statists. They should never be imposed upon any dissenters. - J.Z., 27.2.89. 

TERRITORIAL STATISM: The territorial State is a coercive and corrupt perversion of society. Consequently, no one should be obliged to participate in it. - J.Z., 27.2.89. 

TERRITORIAL UNITY CAN BE PENETRATED & DISSOLVED BY BETTER IDEAS & PRACTICES: Ideas do not know any borders. Alternative politics or governments in exile can be practised effectively beyond the borders of a dictatorship, providing “a standard to which its wise and honest could repair”. Panarchies, made up all of volunteers, i.e., operating largely with unanimous consent, cannot as easily be penetrated by different ideas, especially not when they are not demonstrated as true through other panarchies. However, as experimentalists, the panarchists will observe and judge the successful experiments of others and will adopt ideas, methods and institutions which would improve their own systems further. To that extent most of them would be perpetually in a progressive flux, except the few faithfully bound to whatever traditions they do want to loyally uphold, no matter what it would cost them. Compared with territorial States however, panarchies will be relatively stable and unchanging, true to their unanimously approved ideals, as long as they can manage to uphold them and they, as exterritorially autonomous community members, all fundamentally in agreement with each other, would give their preferred systems their best chance, through their best efforts, undertaken in the absence of any large or multiple internal opposition and of any active enemies outside. Verbal criticism they will have to be able and willing to withstand or tolerate. Territorial States offer a multitude of points upon which they can be morally and rationally challenged, especially by the more free societies and communities that are already set up. Never mind the number of their soldiers, weapons and tax slaves, they have no real strengths except those conceded to them by false ideas and policies. – J.Z., 11.1.99.

TERRITORIAL UNITY, STATES, UTOPIAS, CONSTITUTIONALISM, JURISDICTION, UNITY: Territorial, governmental, legal and juridical as well as administrative unity for as diverse critters as human beings are is the real "utopia" in the worst sense (although existing today everywhere) and can lead only to disappointments for most. Panarchism would revive the old tradition of personal laws and autonomous voluntary institutions, of “capitulations”, “consular jurisdiction, i.e., the recognition of foreign laws & institutions for foreigners, which existed for most of the recorded human history but have been described and appreciated only by a few historians. It would achieve only unity in diversity and this  through the recognition of basic rights and liberties of all those with whom and with whose communities one would otherwise strongly disagree. - J.Z., n.d. & 10.9.04.

TERRITORIAL VOTING, POLITICS, POLITICAL CAMPAIGNS, ELECTIONS: They disfranchise individuals and minorities, especially when they are dissenting ones. At the same time they grant all too much power to those who participate in this "advance auction sales of stolen goods". What they are ALL deprived of is the undisturbed freedom to decide upon and act upon their own affairs, without an election victory and without struggles to gain and maintain power. All are thus made dependent upon majority support or that of influential men or groups, instead of merely upon their own free choices. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
TERRITORIAL VOTING: Territorial voting means despotism for those outvoted or deceived by it.  - J.Z., 24.3.04.
TERRITORIAL, SECRET & IRRESPONSIBLE GOVERNMENT OVER DISSENTERS VS. EXTERRITORIALLY AUTONOMOUS, VOLUNTARY, RESPONSIBLE & OPEN SELF-GOVERNMENT, ELECTIONS & VOTING: "According to Spooner, 'men honestly engaged in attempting to establish justice in the world, have no occasion to act in secret and to appoint agents to do acts for which they are not willing to be responsible. The secret ballot and lack of legal representation and legal responsibility makes a secret government and a secret government is a 'secret band of robbers and murderers'. - This is the kind of government we have; and it is the only one we are likely to have, until men are ready to say: We will consent to no Constitution, except such an one as we are neither ashamed nor afraid to sign; and we will authorize no government to do any thing in our name which we are not willing to be personally responsible for.'" - Carl Watner, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 131, quoting in the last part: Spooner, No Treason, VI, 29. - Periodic territorial elections, even if quite free and honest, do not hold territorial governments sufficiently responsible. - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM: Territorial monopoly claims have only provided us with a history of wars, civil wars, violent revolutions, oppression, mass murders, man-made poverty and terrorism instead of peace, freedom, justice, security and prosperity.

TERRITORIALISM: Every territorial government means tyranny towards dissenters and leads thus to terrorism, civil & national wars, bloody revolutions and dictatorships. -  J.Z., 24.3.04.   

TERRITORIALISM & “DOMESTIC VIOLENCE”, DIVORCE, MARRIAGE CONTRACTS: Territorialism is the worst kind of “domestic violence”. It is on the largest scale and, what is worse,  is made to appear legitimate by means of constitutions, laws and juridical and police monopolies. – J.Z., 15.10.97, 14.1.99. - As for the other and minor kind of "domestic violence": Under panarchism there would be many competing marriage and divorce arrangements, likewise many competing educational systems. That situation would tend to reduce ignorance, prejudice, stupidity and brutality within families, too, even though, initially, panarchism would provide scope for the practice of outdated family relationships and traditions. These might persist in spite of repressive laws - but could not, in the long run, stand quite free competition by the examples of other and much freer and sensible relationships all around. - J.Z., 8.12.03. 
TERRITORIALISM & "FREE CHOICE": A territorial voting choice is not a free choice for dissenting individuals and minorities or even for majorities. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
TERRITORIALISM & COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY: Territorialism amounts also to coercive and collective responsibility for all people subjected to a government, as decided by the own and by foreign governments, via taxes, laws and even nuclear mass murder devices. - J.Z., 17.4.89, 3.7.89.

TERRITORIALISM & COMPULSORY MEMBERSHIP IN STATES OR COMPULSORY SUBORDINATION TO THEM FOR MOST RESIDENTS: Involuntary membership or territorialism, with its centralized and collectivised sovereignty and decision-making, do guarantee, among other things, that public spending will tend to exceed income, via "deficit financing", either burdening future generations with extra taxes or the present one with the inflation tax. Exterritorial autonomy for volunteers and individual secessionism, and the voluntary taxation which this implies, would, on the other hand, tend to guarantee great costs savings and limit or abolish subsidies, finally reducing official spending to the kind of limited and balanced budgets that members do really do want, individually, in most cases, given the choice. - J.Z., 13.2.92, 13.1.93, 11.12.03. - Just as normally happens in private clubs and associations. - J.Z. 10.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM & CONFLICTS, WAR, PEACE: Territorialism assures and organizes conflict within and between territories. - J.Z., 26.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM & CONSCRIPTION, PANARCHISM OR EXTERRITORIALISM & VOLUNTARISM: Territorial conscription into political, economic and social systems works no better than conscription into armed forces. Allow people to desert such systems, thus making election campaigns, resistance, revolutions and civil wars unnecessary for realizing any degree of liberation that groups of people desire for themselves and allowing them to distance themselves constitutionally, legally and juridically from all systems which they distrust, despise or know to be flawed. - J.Z., 25.8.98, 26.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM & CREATIVE ENERGIES: Exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers would release creative energies (in the remaining spheres so far reserved by territorial governments for themselves), while territorial governments do not but do monopolize and mismanage most important spheres for their victims. – J.Z., 28.5.01. 
TERRITORIALISM & DEMOCRACY, GUIDED DEMOCRACY: All territorial democracies are "guided democracies" and, as such, misguided. - J.Z., 25.8.98.

TERRITORIALISM & DESPOTISM, VOTING, ELECTIONS, PARTIES: Democracies, and republics as well, do still practise despotism towards the lives, actions, earnings and properties of their involuntary subjects: e.g. those who did not vote or who voted against their present regimes and those, who voted for them but became soon disappointed by them. - That they, in turn, might get their chance, in one of the next elections, to lord it over those who disagree with them, does not increase the fundamental injustice of such an arrangement. - J.Z., 25.8.98, 28.6.01, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & DOMINATION: "I must possess all or I possess nothing." From film: Masters of the Universe, SF, 1987. This primitive notion appears to be one of the main principles of totalitarians. - J.Z. 31.12.92. Panarchists rather say: I must only be free to rule myself and what is mine in order to posses what I can rightfully demand. - J.Z. 3.1.93. - And to get the chance to spread my ideals not only by persuasion attempts but also by practical demonstrations. - J.Z., 9.12.03.
TERRITORIALISM & EXPERIMENTS: Territorialism means taking chances - not only with volunteers but with masses of dissenters forced to participate in the currently popular public experiment. It unjustly and unnecessarily increases the scale of failures and reduces the number of experiments. Moreover, by spreading costs and other burdens among numerous dissenters it tends to reduce feedback, responsibility and learning from experience - and thus progress. - J.Z., 20.6.01., 23.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM & FRONTIERS, WAR: "Geography - natural frontiers - is the most arbitrary of criteria and means only endless wars. - W.A. Dunning, Political Theories, p. 338, on Renan.

TERRITORIALISM & GEOPOLITICS: "Both are paralysed by costly and sterile geopolitical war games." - Samuel Pisar, Of Blood and Hope, 229.

TERRITORIALISM & HUMAN SACRIFICES: Human sacrifices by the dozens are still offered every day to the “Gods” of territorialism, under various fancy camouflage names, including “national independence”, “freedom struggle”, “self-determination” or even “autonomy” as if most of full independence, freedom, self-determination and autonomy were not to be denied to the dissenting minorities in the populations of whole territories - by all present public policies. Panarchists offer, via their experimental freedom, genuine solutions to genuine problems but not any mass murderous “Final Solution”. To them individuals and their individual sovereignty are the ultimate resource to be liberated, largely through their own efforts and at their own speed, rather than to be used and abused for the purposes of others. Panarchies, in their internal and external relations will largely rest upon individual rights and liberties, while territorial States, even those which formally included some bill of rights points, are largely based upon the suppression of many basic rights and liberties, even those they included in their limited bills of rights. – J.Z., 20.3.93, 11.1.99, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & INNOCENCE, LIMITED GOVERNMENTS: There is no INNOCENT  territorial State, government, party, movement, politician, bureaucrat, law or regulation, police or justice system. They are all guilty of practising or aiming at coercive impositions upon the populations of whole territories. – J.Z., 20.1.98, 10.1.99. - Even when they want to impose no more than what is, by their standards, a "limited government" and a "rightful" one. - J.Z., 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & ITS INTOLERANCE: If green were your favourite colour then you should be free to e.g. wear only green clothing, shoes and hair, free to colour even your eyes green and all your food and drinks as well as your skin, free to choose only green paper and various shades of green ink, soap, toothpaste, decorations, sheets and tissues. But you should not be authorized to force all others, who live in the same territory, to adopt your colour preference. All you should be able to enforce is that your personal preferences becomes tolerated by others as your own rightful choices for yourself. - Panarchism does not demand any more, but it does so in the three remaining spheres in which so far individual choice has been systematically denied, even without any extensive public debate about this. - J.Z., 6.7.98 & 26.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM & ITS PROBLEMS & EXTERRITORIAL SOLUTIONS: There are exterritorial solutions to most of the remaining political, economic and social problems, even most of the military problems of governments and societies - but they are all outlawed, left out or ignored in most public discussions and mostly even in scholarly discussions and writings, although merely a fundamental reversal of territorialism would be required to realize or approach the solutions. The "intelligence" - services haven't as yet discovered these alternatives, either, although they have been somewhat published. Even the enormous precedents of religious liberty and exterritorial and voluntary autonomy in numerous privates affairs are ignored. Most people seem to be unable to abstract from them the principles that are there involved and to apply them to the political, economic and social spheres. – J.Z., 25.5.93, 14.1.99, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & LIMITED GOVERNMENTS, INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS & LIBERTIES: Territorial governments and individual liberties are irreconcilable. - J.Z., 27.3.89. Whoever imagines that a limited government would be able to grant or guarantee all individual liberties, does simply not recognize the full scope of individual liberties. - J.Z., 31.3.89.

TERRITORIALISM & LIVE & LET LIVE, LAND MONOPOLY & LAND REFORM: Live and let live - even if both of you want to live and work in the same territory. - J.Z., 8.4.92.  Suggested by: "unless you both need the same territory." - Colin Kapp, "The Teacher", "Analog", Aug. 69, p. 19. - If it comes to claims for the same agricultural land, Theodor Hertzka's open cooperative proposal should at least be taken into consideration as one possible alternative land tenure system. - J.Z., 1.1.93. - And when it comes to high market prices for scarce land, then purchasing land on terms, with value-preserving clauses, and fluctuating interest rates relating to annual returns, as well as alternative means of payment - should be considered and the possibility of acquiring land through a cooperative, perhaps only under a long-term lease. Under such conditions land would become available to all, for any productive purpose. - J.Z., n.d. & 10.9.04, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & MAN: Is man a territorial animal? He is rather an animal that forever seems to move to new territories and even when he is settled somewhere, he still seems to roam a lot around his country or the world, time and funds permitting and he pursues his profession, hobbies and interests regardless of and independent of those of others - in a relatively tolerant way. (Tourism, the modern nomadism, is now the world's greatest industry! - J.Z., 24.8.04.) - 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."

TERRITORIALISM & NATIONALISM: "Nationalism is always imposed." - A lecturer of the University of Technology at Sydney, when interviewed in the 10 am ABC Radio Show on 22.3.04.
TERRITORIALISM & PANARCHISM OR EXTERRITORIALISM: Even in family, friendship and scholarly circles, people don't fully agree. How can we expect them to agree within and over whole territories? Let them sort themselves out, individually, according to individual preferences, for TOLERANT experiments among themselves, self-realizing for all individuals and their voluntary associations the degree of liberty which they do want for themselves. Everything else, even when running under anarchistic slogans and banners, or those of limited governments,  amounts to despotism. -  J.Z., n.d. & 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM & PANARCHISM: Territorial systems, with their compulsory membership and subjugation, leave only some liberties to dissenters and at worst tyrannize or even murder them - in their internal civil wars and their international wars. The alternative is exterritorial autonomy and personal laws for volunteer communities, for all peaceful individuals and groups choosing them for themselves and for all rightful insurrectionists, liberators and revolutionists resisting any dictatorship or tyranny.  –  J.Z. ,18.3.94 & 7.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM & PEACE: Territorial "peace" not only makes for war - it already is a kind of war, at least a military occupation, or a police state,  with their inherent instability. - J.Z. 18.12.92, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & PROBLEMS: There is no territorial solution to the main problems of the world. - J.Z., 24.6.91.

TERRITORIALISM & SELFISHNESS, RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGEMENT, SELF-GOVERNMENT, SELF-DETERMINATION, SELF-RESPONSIBILITY: Selfishness is not living as one wishes to live. It is asking others to live as one wishes to live. - Oscar Wilde: The Soul of Man under Socialism, 1891.

TERRITORIALISM & SIZE: Every territorial State, no matter how small, as a coercive, exclusive and territorial organization, has a strong imperialistic tendency. It wants to grow and tries hard to grow, at the expense of its subjects and its neighbouring territorial regimes. Moreover, it has all too many powers and opportunities to do so. (Unless it is a miniature State that has resigned itself to its position. - J.Z., 11.12.03.) Thus the continuous rise and fall of empires and of their massive victimisation schemes and methods. They always have their hands in the till. Thus they must be reduced in their powers to voluntary members, voluntary contributions and to the status of exterritorial autonomy only. Then they can grow only upon their recognized or imagined merits and will fast decline with their recognized demerits. Only then will they be always faced by fully free competition from good and better service providers. Only then can they no longer conscript manpower and resources for their wrongful and unpopular schemes. And their lying propaganda efforts would soon fail, before they can grow into large empires, because of their early and obvious business failures. Their customers would not get their money's worth and would opt out and boycott them. They would always compare them with the offers of better service providers or cheaper services by others and become members and customers of the other panarchies. The others may be represented next door or even be members of the own family. Only exclusive territorial powers over involuntary victims gives them the power to grow parasitically, like a cancer. - J.Z., 21.11.91, 13.1.93, 11.12.03, 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM & THE AGE OF DARKNESS: Territorialism made the Age of Darkness persist into our times. - J.Z., 14.10.04.
TERRITORIALISM & THE NUCLEAR WAR THREAT, LEADERS: "...let me make it clear that I'm talking about the leaders of the great powers as being the contenders in this process. These are the generals and admirals and politicians, who effectively control the military machines of the nations. These are people who would destroy cities in order to save them, whose standard accomplishment is whose flag flies over where a city was, not what's left of the city." - Filthy Pierre, Thoughts on "National Defence" vs. Proprietary Community Defence, The Connection, 109, of 22 Jan. 83, p. 37. - Cities and proprietary communities set themselves up as targets for such "defenders". Those who are exterritorially dispersed, do not invite such attacks but deter them - and turn almost everyone into an ally against those who attempted to persist with such mass murderous madness under conditions of non-territorial autonomy for all. - J.Z., n.d.
TERRITORIALISM & TOTALITARIANISM: "None of the evils which totalitarianism claims to remedy is worse than totalitarianism itself." - A. Camus. None of the evils which territorialism claims to remedy is worse than territorialism itself! – J.Z., 11.1.05.

TERRITORIALISM & TOTALITARIANISM OF DEMOCRACIES: The totalitarianism of exclusive and enforced territorial allegiance or “loyalty” or “territorial integrity” is the flawed foundation of even the most democratic, republican, limited and libertarian States and even of the decentralized but still territorialist communities dreamed up by most anarchists. – J.Z., 8.7.98, 9.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM & UNIFORMITY: One government, one constitution, one body of laws, one jurisdiction, one administration, one penal system,  one education system, etc., etc., for all living in a territory. Why not be consistent, as some totalitarians have been and are, and prescribe one uniform, uniform meals, physical training, uniform consumer goods, the same public transport for all, the same kinds of shoes and hair styles, the same faith or ideology, the same buttons, cutlery, shoelaces, combs, a uniform bed of Procrustes, the same tennis rackets, hair shampoos, soups, entertainments, drinks and recreational tours and make all fit into the prescribed moulds, all this with the threat: stop complaining, or else! The motive, why this is not more extensively tried, although some self-appointed planners and utopia designers for the lives of others would consider such imposed uniformity as ideal, is the fact that in many to most of our “private” spheres we are already habituated to live and act panarchistically, i.e. freely and voluntarily, under exterritorial autonomy and the attempt to turn back the clock in everything would be fiercely resisted, even on trivial points, by many who are not principled libertarians or anarchists, far less conscious and consistent panarchists. – Compare the popular resistance in Australia against ID cards, and against the attempt to re-introduce licensing fees for radios and TVs, also the popular reaction against prohibition of alcohol in the U.S.A., as well as the number of “folk crimes”. – The very shelves of supermarkets and of specialty shops and fashion stores do prove that, given the choice, most people prefer variety rather than uniformity, their own choices rather than choices imposed upon them by others. Panarchism would do nothing else than extend this preference and individual choice option into the remaining few spheres, which were so far largely preempted by territorial governments. In other words, unconsciously, most people are already predominantly inclined towards panarchism, in all spheres where they consider it as self-evidently practical and which are of some significance to them in their private lives. But with regard to public affairs they have been brought up and conditioned, by officially prescribed kindergardens and their rules and premises, to excluding individual choice or panarchism there or to presume it to be impossible. - J.Z., 10.1.99, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM & VICTIMIZATION: Many millions of dead soldiers and still more millions of dead civilians, including women and children, the old and the sick, are the price we pay for territorialism, without even thinking about its voluntaristic alternative, namely that of exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. - J.Z., 22.9.99, 28.6.01, 10.12.03.

TERRITORIALISM & VOTING: Territorialism exploits, oppresses and murders people. Thus I cannot vote for it. - J.Z., 24.3.04.

TERRITORIALISM & WAR, NUCLEAR WAR THREAT, GENERAL HOLOCAUST: "Without territorial identification, war levies and conscription, masses of people will no longer be dragged into every single conflict. We can afford nothing less in this age of potential holocaust." - J. Neil Shulman, "Alongside Night", 221/2.

TERRITORIALISM & WAR: Territorialism means war, civil war, terrorism, guerilla and bloody revolutions, interrupted only by various degrees of more or less "peaceful, orderly and lawful" oppression, under various cover names and periodical armistices, during which the expensive and risky arms race goes on. - J.Z. 1.7.92, 15.1.93, 10.12.03, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM AS LEGAL TENDER: Territorialism is the “legal tender” (compulsory acceptance combined with compulsory value) for monopolistic government services. It forces bad management and depreciating services at high prices (taxes and fees) upon dissatisfied compulsory customers and drives out good and competitive services or prevents them from coming into existence. Here, too, the bad does, coercively, drive out the good. Under panarchism the good and wanted public services would be free to drive out the bad and unwanted services.  (Like good optional monies would drive out the bad optional monies. Gresham's Law, in the popular version, applies only to legal tender currencies.) However, those still believing in certain flawed services would be free to retain them, among themselves, at their own cost and risk, like bad doctors of their own choice. – J.Z., 18.5.93, 14.1.99. - Voluntary acceptance and free pricing for competitive governmental services would soon reduce, cheapen and improve them to the wanted degrees. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM CREATES LOCALIZED ANIMALS, IN 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.

TERRITORIALISM DISABLES: Territorial governments do not enable but disable – all but power-mad people – and panarchistic forces can be released and combined against these.  Via targets, motives, powers and means for ABC mass murder devices they have not provided universal and lasting security but, instead, the highest degree of insecurity that men have ever produced for themselves. – J.Z., n.d., 14.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM FOOLS PEOPLE: Under territorialism "it is quite sufficient to fool MOST of the people all the time." - John Hargraves, 1940, Words Win Wars, p. 182.

TERRITORIALISM IS AGGRESSION: Panarchists claim that rule over dissenters  living in the same territory amounts to aggression and despotism. - J.Z., 23.9.88, 1.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM IS NOT INEVITABLE OR NATURAL FOR ALL: Territorialism is just a widespread popular folkway, tradition or custom. It is neither morally nor socially superior to cannibalism, slavery, human sacrifices, torture or the burning of witches or widows. It has committed more wrongs and done more harm than these and other crimes combined. - J.Z. 27.12.92, 3.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM MIGHT BE OVERCOME AS FAST & UNEXPECTEDLY AS WAS, FINALLY, THE BERLIN WALL & THE IRON WALL: Ideas know no borders and can be spread at electronic speeds and some of them can satisfy the rightful aspirations of most people. Thus panarchism has at least the potential to spread with the speed of a chain reaction - once it is grasped and applied somewhere and sufficiently publicized. But the "critical mass" of panarchist ideas, facts, opinions, traditions and literature as well as of panarchist minds has first to be brought together, as a precondition for such a development, if this is not to be left to time and chance. - J.Z., 10.12.03. - Otherwise we have only a few panarchistic voices in the wilderness, with most territorially miseducated minds made deaf towards them. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM OF ROBERT ARDREY: From the limited territorialism of some animals, by far not all of them, he wrongly concluded upon a general territorialism of the human animal, which he called "The Territorial Imperative", a term also used as the title for his most famous book. From this book one can also gather quite a few examples for non-territorial behaviour among ordinary animals. Why man should be so irrational and immoral to follow only the examples territorial animals - he does not say. Nor did he explore exterritorial activities of the human animal, by a corresponding examination of human history, which rather indicates that his approach and his conclusions were not really scientific. - J.Z., 2.9.04. - For humans only the "territory" or small area of the home represents what among animals is covered by their "nesting instinct". Beyond that their territorial behaviour is not deminated by an instinctive "territorial imperative" but, rather, by a combination of false ideas on territory, strength, unity, equality, security, rights and liberties, choice, freedom, voting, tradition, societies, mandates, consent, authorization, majority rights, minority and individual rights, etc., by all the wrong and flawed concepts of what has been mislabelled "policial science" or "Realpolitik" or "pragmatism", "experience" or "common sense", all abused in the same way in favour of defending political intolerance as other popular prejudices were once utilized to uphold religious hierarchies, religious States or religious intolerance. For hundres of years public affairs were based on the "foundation" not of human nature and of the nature of associations but upon popular prejudices, myths and errors which are even now not yet systematically and comprehensively refuted, e.g. via an encyclopaedia of the best refutations so far found of popular errors, myths and prejudices which are obstacles to enlightenment, progress, peace, freedom, justice, prosperity and security. - Robert Ardrey was an all too successful apologist for the greatest wrongs man has committed towards other men, because he was and is coercively organized into territorial States. J.Z., 22.9.04. - See also : ARDREY, ROBERT.
TERRITORIALISM ON A SMALLER SCALE: As present headlines demonstrate, once again, small scale territorial nationalism, racism and religious fanaticism can be locally just as brutal, murderous, destructive and wrong as when practised on a large scale by federations and empires. Not its size but its intolerant and intolerable actions are wrong and its tacit assumption of territorial, exclusive, coercive and centralized sovereignty. - J.Z., 1.7.92. - The only advantage of local government despotism is that it is a bit easier to overthrow or escape from. - If ideal local militias for the protection of individual rights and liberties were organized, trained and armed then few of them would tend to last long, unless they were made up entirely of volunteers, organized in their own utopian colony, intentional community, sect or proprietary community under their own prophet or guru. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM VS. COMPETITION: States should lose their territorial monopolies and should have to enter into free competition with each other for voluntary members, taxpayers and other subjects, wherever these may live and work. Only then could we avoid party struggles, resistance and terror actions, civil and national wars. Because then neither totalitarian powers would remain nor liberation motives of suppressed minorities or majorites. They could then realize their ideal among themselves, soon and freelly, in the States or free societies of their dreams. That should keep them busy and force them to bear their own costs and risks. - J.Z., revised version, 10.1.93, 10.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM VS. INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & INDIVIDUAL & MINORITY AUTONOMY: A territorial statist society is one "where the individual can't withdraw and start his own system." - John W. Campbell, Letters, Vol. I, p. 118.

TERRITORIALISM, ABUSES: “If the whole community had the same interests … But such is not the case. On the contrary, nothing is more difficult than to equalize the action of the government in reference to the various and diversified interests of the community; and nothing more easy than to pervert its powers into instruments to aggrandize and enrich one or more interests by oppressing and impoverishing the others; and this, too, under the operation of laws couched in general terms and which, on their face, appear fair and equal. Nor is this the case in some particular communities only. It is so in all – the small and the great, the poor and the rich – irrespective of pursuits, productions, or degrees of civilization; with, however, this difference, that the more extensive and populous the country, the more diversified the conditions and pursuits of its population; and the richer, more luxurious, and dissimilar the people, the more difficult it is to equalize the actions of the government, and the more easy for one portion of the community to pervert its powers to oppress and plunder the other.” – John C. Calhoun, A Disquisition on Government, in the selection by C. Gordon Post, pages 13 & 14. – Nevertheless, neither Calhoun nor most of the modern “political scientists” drew the exterritorialist and voluntarist conclusion from this observation. Territorial politics, as usual, and usually quite wrong, went on and on, largely uncritically accepted as just and rational. – J.., 17.1.05.
TERRITORIALISM, CAPTAIN COOK,  & THE REDISCOVERY OF AUSTRALIA, ABORIGINALS, LAND RIGHTS, NATIONALISM, CONQUESTS, OCCUPATIONS, NATIONAL LAND TENURE, AUTRALIA: Isn't it ridiculous that the captain and crew of a small ship can land on a continent, being neither the first nor the last to do so, but, nevertheless, then declaring themselves possessors of the whole continent attached to that landing place, a continent they have not explored or developed, not even fully mapped the coastline of, and to do that in the name of the queen or a far-away other country, a mere island, and quite regardless of those people, who had already lived on this continent for a very long time, tenthousands of years? It is almost as if you and some mates visited Sydney for the first time and declared, upon arrival: Sydney and Australia are hereby ours, in the name of our master! If you had brought with you a whole invading army to conquer this continent and kill, enslave or subdue all its inhabitants, then you would, thereby, however indirectly and insufficiently, have at least recognized their very existence, although, by conquest, you could, obviously, not establish any kind of rightful sovereignty over them, either. - This historical instance demonstrates well the ridiculousness of territorial sovereignty claims. Alas, all too many still take them serious. Thus, at present, we are still stuck with them and their numerous wrongful and harmful consequences, because most people, although they, too, are long-term victims of this system, do not question its fundamental and wrongful assumptions. Most have still to recognize its injustice and harmful consequences and to recognize, explore and adopt rightful and reasonable alternatives for themselves. Nor should we jump to the wrong conclusion that the first settlers or nomads or later comers, any kind of aboriginals or natives, or earlier or later white or other immigrants, or current voters, would or could have any rightful and quite exclusive territorial claim to a whole continent. - J.Z., 4.11.00, 28.6.01, 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM, COLD & HOT WARS: Territorial politics amounts to cold war - often breaking out into hot civil or international wars. - J.Z., 16.9.92.

TERRITORIALISM, COLLECTIVE RESPONSIBILITY, THE NUCLEAR THREAT AND TYRANNICIDE: Territorialism leads people, even intellectuals so much astray, that they come to mix up rulers and ruled so much that they come out in favor of the political construction, maintenance and control and use of ABC mass murder devices rather Saturday Specials in the hands of citizens and their use in tyrannicide. They would rather engage in another world war or nuclear war than conduct or induce tyrannicide, an almost bloodless revolution, military insurrection or putsch or liberation war. - J. Z. 15.6.92, 6.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM, DEMOCRACIES & DICTATORSHIPS: The individual self is mostly ignored, suppressed and exploited in territorial and "representative" democracies and republics, although not as much as in open dictatorships and tyrannies. - J.Z., 21.1.04.
TERRITORIALISM, DESPOTISM: "Despotism or unlimited sovereignty is the same in a majority of a popular assembly, an aristocratic council, an oligarchical junta, and a single emperor. - John Quincy Adams. - Their common feature is exclusive and coercive territorialism. - J.Z., 5.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM, ENFORCED UNIFORMITY, MISNAMED SELF-GOVERNMENT: If all were forced to either go barefoot or wear to high boots, or high heeled shoes, or thongs only, with all being compelled to wear the same footwear, or none, at the same time and for all occasions, upon command from the highest level, then we would get at least political campaigns, if not civil wars, on which particular footwear is to be worn by all, if any. The remaining political choices and voting rights remind me of this kind of very limited individual freedom, the freedom to wear what others, the top decision-makers in a territory, or its majority, do decide, supposedly for one’s own good.  – J.Z., 11.12.97, 11.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM, EXTERITORIALISM & SCUM: Under territorialism the scum tends to rise to the top. Under exterritorialism it tends to sink to the bottom – and the decent people will tend to rise above them. – J.Z., 11.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM, FRONTIERS, BORDERS, NATIONAL UNITY ATTEMPTS & PANARCHISM, NATURAL ORDER VS. ARTIFICIAL ORDER & DISORDER: “Artificial antagonisms, chiefly national, and arising from the same cause, have scattered the natural elements of the economic, aesthetic, intellectual and moral solidarity of our race.” … Thus all civilized beings find themselves threatened with the same fate, and have no hope of escape but the questionable intelligence of talkers and dreamers urging different and contradictory conceptions and plans, or that of opportunists who follow after the events they are unable to control. In this peril the salvation of civilization is to be found in the imperative necessity of reaction against the prejudices of artificial Order and return to the conditions of natural Order.” – S. Hutchinson Harris, The Doctrine of Personal Right, p. 378, discussing Follin’s League Pour Ordre Naturel, published some time before WWI. – Follin was a friend of Ulrich von Beckerath and advocated  individual sovereignty and individual secessionism as well as voluntary world-wide associationism. So far I was only able to obtain and publish a collection of some of his sayings, posthumously compiled by one of his children: “Paroles d’un Voyant”. Enquiries at the Alliance Francaise were fruitless. I have never seen any of his works in French sections of bookshops. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM, GENERAL HOLOCAUST, NUCLEAR WAR THREAT, WORLD WAR & POLITICS AS USUAL: We should give up territorial politics before it gives us up. - J.Z., 25.1.97.

TERRITORIALISM, GOVERNMENTS: Territorial governments limit our options and opportunities, rights and liberties, our earnings, wealth and personal growth - instead of expanding them, which they promise to do but cannot do by their very nature. The only thing that excuses them to some extent is that as territorial, monopolistic, coercive and hierarchical governments they cannot help doing so, even with the best intentions. But w are not excused if we accept them any longer and we tend to become punished for this in more and more totalitarian ways of coercively getting our lives interfered with and mis-run from the top. Alas, the innocent few among us are likewise punished. J. Z. 14.6.92, 6.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM, INDEPENDENCE, SELF-RESPECT, VOTING, POLITICS AS USUAL: Independence & self-respect means much more than subordination to politicians and bureaucrats that were elected or tolerated by ever-changing temporary majorities. Neither scientific experimens nor our own lives should be determined by territorial majority voting.  - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04. 
TERRITORIALISM, ISLANDS, NATIONALISM, FREEDOM OF THE HIGH SEAS: Territorial systems become especially absurd when they are raised towards the people that found degrees of independence on Islands in the neighbourhood. Formosa/Taiwan, Ireland, Island, Corsica, England, and Venice are typical instances. Here more than territorial unity is claimed. And, to achieve exclusive fishing rights or oil exploitation rights, not only firm land is claimed but large stretches of oceans. As if free trade could not and would not make fish and oil available world-wide, from anywhere. Only by recognizing "freedom of the high seas" have concessions been made to panarchistic thinking. That freedom ought to be extended to the continents and islands. - J.Z., 9.12.03. 
TERRITORIALISM, LIBERATION: Within the framework of territorial States no full liberation is possible for anybody. - J.Z. 24.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM, NATIONAL LAND TENURE SYSTEMS, LAND REFORMS, EXPROPRIATION, NATIONALIZATION & WAR: He who has land has war. - Italian proverb. - The proverb refers probably mainly to the permanent (open or cold) civil war between landholders and landless people. There are dozens of land reform proposals. Most of them are coercive and monopolistic. The panarchistic approach would make a peaceful coexistence between all of them possible, with all of them established and maintained only at the expense and risk of their voluntary members. Then the better systems would, gradually, come to prevail. But its main threat for man is the national territory land tenure system, the cause of most wars, civil wars and revolutions. Offhand I cannot think of an exception. Territorial exclusivity is tied in with any fanaticism but made worse by collective responsibility notions which are mostly quite wrongfully applied, not only by the God of the Bible. - J.Z., 24.6.01, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM, NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY: There is not a single good reason why any people should be allowed to organize in territorial States. We have given up the spleen of tribal and religious territorialism. We ought to similarly give up the spleen of exclusive and coercive territorial sovereignty and of the uniformly imposed political, economic and social systems that go with them, no matter how "democratically" they are imposed. - J.Z., 17 Sep. 89, 10.10.89.

TERRITORIALISM, NATIONALISM, UNITY, FLAGS: The flag may be all that all members of a territorial nation have in common. It cannot hide all their fundamental and numerous minor disagreements. Many do even disagree with the kind of flag that was chosen. - J.Z., 18.10.00, 24.6.01. - Uniforms of soldiers and policemen are another form of camouflage for really disunited "nations". One law for all is another attempt of achieving an artificial unity. Is it achieved, e.g., by anti-drug or anti-gun laws? Does one President or One Prime Minister or one imposed Constitution or Supreme Court for all people in a territory establish uniformity and equal interests for all its inhabitants? The mythology for "united" nations and "single" peoples is not any better than the "unity" provided by exclusive State churches. - J.Z., 9.12.03.
TERRITORIALISM, ONE LAW FOR ALL, CONVENTIONAL DEMOCRACIES & REPUBLICS, AS OPPOSED TO PANARCHIES: “Fat-headedness – be-like-me-ness – rules their despicable conduct!” – Leonard E. Read, How Do We Know? P. 21. – Alas, he, too, wanted to impose a single government upon a whole territory and all its inhabitants, although his "ideal" government would otherwise have been only a limited one. Upon the unlimited statists and anarchists of every shade and variety it would still have been a despotic imposition which, in their minds, would have justified resistance actions against it. – J.Z., 7.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM, PANARCHISM & STATES: The State is a legal relation by virtue of which a supreme authority exists in a certain territory. - Paul Eltzbacher, Anarchism, 1900. - The State is a legal fiction. The vice of it is, that thereby a supreme authority is established in a certain territory and over all people who live in it, whether they agree or disagree with that supreme authority. A supreme or any other authority or service institution established only by and over volunteers, without any territorial claims except the properties of the members, is quite another matter. - J.Z., 24.6.01.  - The remaining national territorialism and sovereignty has morally and practically no more justification than had absolute monarchism or the "divine right of kings". - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM, PANARCHISM, SUCCESS & FAILURE: Territorialism assures more failures than successes. - J.Z., 25.8.98.

TERRITORIALISM, PEACE & FREEDOM: Since territorial sovereignty and unity attempts, and their compulsory membership and subordination systems, have nowhere secured peace, freedom, justice and prosperity for all and for long, and still lead to bloodshed every year in dozens of trouble spots, why shouldn’t at least some mass media, or at least the anarchist and libertarian presses, seriously consider and discuss the to me rather obvious alternative to territorial sovereignty and compulsory state membership, namely, voluntary membership in various communities, that are all only exterritorially autonomous. This model or framework or "meta-utopia" (Robert Nozick) could provide complete autonomy for all minorities and majorities and thus end much strife between them, like the introduction of religious liberty or tolerance did in that sphere, wherever and whenever it was fully introduced. -  In science and technology whatever does not work well enough becomes, sooner rather than later, discarded. But in the social sciences, not yet deserving the name “sciences”, most people seem to hold on, proudly, and loyally, to old errors and myths, no matter how often and for how long they have been contradicted by observable facts. The territorial system allows them to spread the damage and the blood price to be paid over others, who do not agree with them. Panarchism would introduce complete self-responsibility and through voluntarism reduce the dimensions of bloodshed and damages, while at the same time removing many of the conflicts caused by territorial systems and aspirations clashing with each other. When you can freely practise your religion or ideology, then you do not have to fight others for it. – J.Z., n.d., 11.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM, PEACE TREATY, JUSTICE: A peace treaty will never fulfill all wishes. It will never do justice to all entitlements. - Bismarck im preussischen Herrenhaus, (Prussian upper house), 22.12.1866. - That is correct for territorialist peace treaties but incorrect once individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and voluntaristic and exterritorially autonomous communities are recognized as rightful and possible. A panarchistic war aims declaration and peace treaty, one that could even be unilaterally offered and individually accepted, could fulfill all rational wishes and all just entitlements. - It could soon lead to the dissolution of all despotisms. - Territorialism spooked in Bismarck's big head, too. - J.Z., 24.6.01. - Territorialism is so far upheld by the most powerful persons and exterritorialism only by a very few of the least powerful ones. However, optimal volunteer militias for the protection of all individual rights, locally organized, rightfully armed and trained and internationally federated could soon reverse that situation. So far that alternative has also been seriously considered only by all too few people. Thus we remain stuck in the mud and blood of territorial politics as usual. - J.Z., 22.9.0.4
TERRITORIALISM, POLITICIANS, BUREAUCRATS: Territorial politicians and bureaucrats have been the "Bill Gates" for all public services. Demonopolise and privatise all these "services". Free competition for all the suppliers of such such services and full consumer sovereignty in the choice or rejection of all of them. No monopoly for them at all, except those freely established among consenting adults, as voluntary victims of their preferred systems. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04. 

TERRITORIALISM, POWER, COERCION, FRONTIERS, BORDERS, PROPERTY RIGHTS, MORALITY: Territorialism is not based upon individual rights. It has no moral basis. It is based upon power, coercion and collectivist myths. - J.Z., 30.11.99, 23.6.01. 

TERRITORIALISM, SHEEP & WOLVES: A society of sheep must gradually produce its government by wolves. - de Jouvenal. - Territorial domination breeds sheep and wolves. - J.Z. 5.7.92. - Let the sheep opt out. - J.Z., 5.7.92. - Let them hire dogs for their defence or grow horns and train in their defensive use. Wolves to be only free to eat each other or mice or rats etc. (According to a documentary that I once saw on TV, wolves live largely upon mice!) - J.Z., 10.12.03.
TERRITORIALISM, SIZE, BIGNESS, DECENTRALIZATION: A small territory is not a good enough substitute for large scale or wide-spread or widely used exterritorialism. - J.Z., 3.4.99. 

TERRITORIALISM, SOVEREIGNTY, IMPOSED HIERARCHIES, DEMOCRACIES, LIMITED GOVERNMENTS, DICTATORSHIPS: The inherent evils of statist, exclusive, coercive, hierarchical territorial sovereignty is just as much involved in limited, constitutional democratic or republican governments as in all territorially sovereign dictatorships and totalitarian States. - J.Z. 5.11.92.

TERRITORIALISM, STATISM & ABSOLUTIST GOVERNMENTS, ELITISM & ITS CONTEMPT FOR ORDINARY PEOPLE, POLITICIANS, POWERMONGERS, POWER ADDICTS, LEADERS, PRIME MINISTERS, PRESIDENTS: "It may be said with strict accuracy, that the taste a man may share for absolute government bears an exact ratio to the contempt he may profess for his countrymen." - Alexis de Tocqueville, France Before the Revolution of 1789. - All territorial governments are full of contempt, at least towards their dissenters. Usually, they consider even their voters merely as voting cattle. - J.Z., 5.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM, TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY, NATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY AND DISARMAMENT: "It is, therefore, I submit, unreasonable to expect nations to disarm; for nations are armed because everyone of them keeps for herself the right to decide what is to be done and to enforce her decisions to the limits of her power. How could they agree on the merely instrumental when they cannot agree on the essentials that keep them asunder and armed?" Salvador de Madariaga, The Blowing up of the Parthenon, 73. - Firstly, nations are now not free to decide upon such questions. Only their top rulers are, and their advisors. And they all too much agree upon significant aspects, like compulsory membership in States and their territorial rule and this keeps them at loggerheads with each other, because nations and States are not made up of identical robots. The fingerprints, their irises, their genetic code is different for each individuals - and so are their ideas, beliefs and knowledge. It was always absurd to try to force them to live in territorial uniformity, to force them into a common boiler, subject them to the same additives and spices and to block the safety valve of individual secession and competing exterritorially autonomous protective communities and stoke under them the fires that are inevitable when territorial nations are organized as armed camps, ready for war at any time, internally and externally, a threat to many of their own subjects and to those of other national territories. If we herded them to the same sport, church service, opera or concert, love-in or drug-in, march or demonstration, dance or excursion, forced them to wear the same clothing and eat the same meal, we could likewise achieve civil wars and national wars about these or at least supposedly stable dictatorships in these spheres. It is an absurd notion and a criminal and warmongering and despotic and idiotic practice! J. Z. 1.7.92, 6.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM, VOTING & ELECTIONS: A vote only for territorial politicians and bureaucrats is no free, rightful and equal vote. Only voting within exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers can be free and rightful and complete. But precisely among such like-minded people voting will rarely be required to arrive at for them acceptable decisions. - In this respect, under territorial rule, we are all still largely disfranchised - while suffering under the delusion that we do have a "free vote". - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
TERRITORIALISM, WAR & PEACE: To most of the exclusive, coercive territorialists it seems justified and sensible to use high explosives, machine guns, mortars, bombs, and rockets against each other and to arm themselves even with territorial mass murder devices like ABC "weapons", rather than seriously examine, discuss and realize exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups as an alternative. - J.Z. 16.10.92, 4.1.93.     

TERRITORIALISM, WRONG AND SELF-DEFEATING: Territorial aims, ways and means are wrong and self-defeating. But they are compulsorily kept alive by compulsory mis-education, compulsory membership and compulsory taxes and other monopoly powers., for the benefit of the few at the expense of the many. Territorial peace settlements and territorial autonomy are contradictions in terms. At best they provide a temporary armistice. J. Z. 15.6.92, 6.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM: "...a state is a territorial society divided into government and subjects. ..." - A. E. Zimmern, quoted by David Nicholls in The Pluralist State, p. 149.

TERRITORIALISM: "...describes the international situation as a case of the irresistibly evil force colliding with the immovably stupid object." - Poul Anderson, "Past Times", 21. 

TERRITORIALISM: "… a symbol of anachronisms that are deadly dangerous in an era when men can blow up the world …" - Poul Anderson, The Byworlder, Gollancz, ISBN 0 575 01574 8, page 50. Date? (Cover page ripped off in my copy.) - ABC mass murder devices are aimed at territorial targets - at whole people or nations, quite indiscriminately. Ancient popes might have used them against heretics or early Protestant leaders against Catholics - but would modern ones, who have learned to peacefully coexist? - J.Z., 28.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM: "Both are paralysed by costly and sterile geopolitical war games." - Samuel Pisar, "Of Blood & Hope", p. 299. - I would rather say or add: "sterilizing", seeing the effects of ABC mass murder devices. - J.Z., 4.7.89.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial institutions and aims, restraints and incentives, do not work well and cannot work well. But they can achieve death and destruction on massive scales. J. Z. 15.6.92.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism is all too compromising to allow justice and good sense to prevail. It forces the wise to bear the wrongs and damages from the irresponsible actions of fools and power-mad people. J. Z. 12.6.92, 7.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM: "This is the path of a particularly virulent fanaticism and proceeds from the Inquisition, through the Terror and its guillotine, on to the totalitarian barbarities of our on time. Saint-Just, apologist for the French Revolution's terror, encapsulated this attitude in his remark: 'We must impose the yoke of liberty on the necks of the people.'" - Henry M. Boettinger, Moving Mountains, 23. - While objectively freedom is not a burden or an excessive risk, all too many people perceive it as such. Thus not only complete liberty but also degrees of liberty, any desired degrees, as well as any degrees of authoritarianism, should become optional for individuals. - J.Z., 15.6.92, 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

TERRITORIALISM: “All humanity could share a common insanity and be immersed in a common illusion while living in a common chaos.” – Isaac Asimov, Foundation’s Edge, 337. – Has anybody expressed it better? Alas, even Asimov, to my knowledge, did not apply this criticism to territorialism. – J.Z., 9.1.99. Or to monetary despotism or the employer-employee relationship. - J.Z., 8.12.03.

TERRITORIALISM: 30, 36-38, 46, 66, 77, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

TERRITORIALISM: a ) territorial rule, b ) imposed territorial constitutions, laws , justisdictions, administrations ( however few and anarchistic and informal these may be, c ) imposed uniformity (even if only the uniformity of an anarchist utopia), d) compulsory State membership or subordination to a territorial State,  (??? FRAGMENT MISSING!)
TERRITORIALISM: A whole country or continent does not belong exclusively to any group of people, no matter how large that group is, however it is organized and however loudly, frequently, belligerently or oppressively it attempts to assert its claim. - J.Z., 17.9.88.

TERRITORIALISM: Don't let your minds, actions and lives be imprisoned, chained and caged by Territorialism.  - J. Z., 21. 1. 99.  

TERRITORIALISM: Due to the present territorial borders, birds, flies and mosquitoes, germs  and floating seeds, do enjoy more natural freedom of movement than man has.  - J. Zube, 21 January 1999, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM: Every territorial politics that goes beyond a certain privacy and private property sphere, amounts to a totalitarian and imperial policy of conquest or usurpation and oppression. - J.Z. 19.4.89, 12.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM: Exclusive and coercive territorial ownership claims cause the main troubles of conventional politics: Wars, oppression, revolutions, poverty, civil wars, terrorism, poverty, bureaucracy, taxation, party strife, corruption. Panarchies or exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers could prevent most of these evils or reduce them to a minimum, within and between their experimental communities. It would enable everyone to get for himself, and as long as he can stand it, the ideal government or non-governmental society of his dreams. - J.Z., 1.8.99, 28.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM: How many alternatives are there to the by now ca. 200 territorial States in the World? An unlimited number of exterritorially autonomous governments and non-governmental societies, as many as diverse individuals desire for themselves. Are these alternatives systematically explored by our "political scientists"? Not that I know of, in spite of numerous precedents for them in our past and in our contemporary experiences. - J.Z., 7.10.99.

TERRITORIALISM: How many hundreds of millions of soldiers and civilians have died in wars and revolutions, all under the tacit and largely unquestioned assumption that territorial political organization is the only possible and the best possible form, and that it would assure them security and prosperity rather than recurring wars, oppression and impoverishment? - J.Z., 5.2.93.

TERRITORIALISM: It provides a “final solution”, final for man, in an age of ABC mass murder devices directed against whole territories and their population. – J.Z., 16.9.97, 10.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Learn from the animals and plants.  None claim large territorial monopolies and uphold them by force. All live and prosper wherever they can. - J. Zube 21 January 1999. - But then they are not dominated by fixed and flawed ideas, like man is, all too much and for all too long. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM: National independence is not worth a single human life - but has cost hundreds of millions of lives, not to speak of the costs in money and property. Individual independence will be achieved when more than a few are willing to risk their lives for it. They would risk less for it than they do when forced to fight for territorial governments. - J.Z., 5.4.88, 2.4.89, 12.12.03.

TERRITORIALISM: Nothing is so wrong, mindless and blind as the commitment to territorial politics, in spite of all the disasters it has caused already and is still causing. The world is full of its victims, already buried or to be buried by it in the future and yet this poison is offered and swallowed over and over again, as a panacea or good medicine, no matter how many people it makes sick, poor, oppressed or kills outright. What is one to think of the morality and intelligence of its voluntary victims? – J.Z., 13.11.93, 9.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial government of any kind means territorial misgovernment of dissenters. Only panarchism (exterritorial autonomy for volunteers) means genuine self-government or: To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams. - J.Z., 24.3.04.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial governments are institutions for the domination of minorities and the imposition of tributes, not for self-government. - J.Z., 17.5.89.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial governments, wrongly supposed to be organized problem solvers, do by their very nature prevent the solution of most problems which they assert or pretend could be solved only by territorial governments.  Only under exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer communities could these problems get their maximum chance to be solved and to be solved fast. This is one of the utilitarian main reasons for advocating panarchism. But, naturally, individual secessions and voluntary association under exterritorial autonomy is a matter of natural law, natural rights, individual rights, of any rational morality or ethics. – The present governments are the major cause of the remaining problems not of their rightful and necessary solutions. - J.Z., 25.5.93, 14.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial nation States are run like "closed shops", the turf of gangsters or even concentration camps. They can be rightful only for their voluntary supporters and only at their risk and expense. None of them do sufficiently respect the basic rights and liberties of the dissenters and, as territorialists, they could not. - J.Z., 6.12.01., 28.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial parliaments governments and bureaucracies, much more so than exterritorial ones, do represent organized ignorance, prejudice, usurpation of powers, militarism, exploitation, corruption, dishonesty, protection rackets and collective irresponsibility, i.e., politics and bureaucracy as usual. - J.Z., 4.9.87, 1.4.89, 12.12.03, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial politics considers most citizens as mere pawns, not permitted to change sides or remain neutral, untaxed and unregulated. It does not recognize their freedom and right to participate in or start new constitutional games and systems, in which they may lord only over or become voluntary subjects. It leaves no other freedom options than rather limited private choices as careerists and consumers etc., after pre-empting the most important decisions people could make in their own lives. Territorial democratic and "free" States do have this feature in common with totalitarian ones. Only the degree of suppression that is involved is different, not its very nature and foundation. - J.Z., 4.9.87, 1.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial politics is based on compulsory membership or domination, on exclusive sovereignty, upon uniformly imposed laws and jurisdiction and the suppression of individual secession and of competing governments. Exterritorial politics, on the other hand, is based upon voluntary membership, self-determination, self-reliance, self-management and self-help, free competition in all spheres for creative energies, peaceful coexistence, exterritorial autonomy only, chosen personal laws and juridical avenues and individual secessionism. – J.Z., 4.7.93, 10.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial politics was always wrong and irrational. It is so by its very nature. It is based on fallacies and false premises and pretences, as well as upon a wrong view of the nature of man and of his potential. – J.Z., 3.9.98, 10.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial republics "function" only as utopian ideals. In reality, their operations render them inevitably more or less disfunctional. - J.Z., 7.9.88, 2.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorial Sovereignty is wrong - towards all peaceful dissenters - who are entitled to their own exterritorial and full autonomy. - J.Z., 12.2.88.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism & Liberation: Liberate yourself from all territorial politicians and bureaucrats. At most choose your own for yourself and like-minded people onlyl. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.4.04. 


TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism & States, Nation-States: Territorial States are blowups or crises waiting to happen. They are war, oppression, exploitation and crises promoting institutions. - J.Z., 29.1.04. 

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism creates injustice and recurring problems, not just and lasting solutions. - J.Z., 22.12.92. Nevertheless, just read the headlines, it is again and again applied, without questioning it and without considering and discussing past, present and possible future exterritorial alternatives to it.- J.Z. 22.12.92. - Sometimes I feel as if the whole world were ruled by "final solution" rulers, who are not ready to consider any alternatives than "ethnic cleansing" or, at best, any alternatives to compulsory territorial integration, leaving only a few traces of cultural autonomy under the rule of territorial majoritarianism and its political autonomy. - J.Z., 3.1.93, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism imprisons the innocents, the pioneers and the liberators as well as the voluntary victims and the criminal offenders against human rights.  - J. Z., 21 January 1999.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism in the political, economic and social sphere is the equivalent to religious intolerance, despotism and persecution. Territorial monopolies amount to secular and monopolistic, hierarchical and despotic churches, never mind their democratic and republic camouflages and shadings or pretences. Territorialism makes true representation and full consent of its victims impossible. At best it can represent only its volunteers and for that it does not need territorial powers. By putting both, followers and opponents under its "protective" wings it weakens itself, increases its problems and shortens the life-span of every territorial regime. In the age of ABC mass murder devices it even threatens the survival of man. - J.Z., 6.10.99 & 26.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism is largely identical with imperialism and gangsterism. See: States, Rulers, Nations, Conquests, Sovereignty. - J.Z. 8.1.93. 

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism is not the answer to dreams, prayers, wishes or sound reasoning. It has nothing else to offer us than delusions and disappointments. - J.Z., 7.8.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism is the greatest hazard to health, liberty, life and limbs. - J.Z., 24.3.04.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism is the pest of our times. Panarchism is its cure. Territorial voting maintains this pest in combination with all kinds of delusions among voters and politicians. Only individual secessionism andexterritorial autonomy can lead to genuine liberation and self-government. - J.Z., 24.3.04.
TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism kills! - J.Z., 24.3.04. (That's one of the shortest versions as yet.)
TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism means war or civil war, openly or smouldering, via open or threatening territorial oppression. -J.Z., 20.10.92, 4.1.93. - It is also a very fertile breeding ground for terrorism, in combination with notions of "collective responsibility". - J.Z., 9.12.03.
TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism offers no solution to the problems of territorialism. Smaller territories offer no solution to the problems of territorial sovereignty. They can even increase them, since the rulers of larger territories tend to become somewhat tolerant of minority groups, even protective towards some of them, as long as they do not insist upon full exterritorial autonomy for themselves and other minorities. - J.Z., 22.12.92, 4.1.93, 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism robs people by taxation, inflation, deflation, monopolies and conscription. It misrules dissenters and murders innocent people. It amounts to majority or minority despotism and thus feedsterrorism of either the private or the official kind. It turns all people into victims or victimizers. - J.Z.,  24.3.04.  (Compare the old saying about our choices being confined to become either anvils or hammers.) 
TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism spreads coercion and violence over whole territories and populations, with the same wrongful pretensions that were once raised e.g. for the Catholic Church and the absolutist monarchs by "divine rights". - J.Z., 23.3.91, 10.1.93.

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialism, its Negative to Catastrophical Aspects, Inherent in the System & its Institutions, even in its democratic or republican, constitutional or limited government forms ("J'accuse!"): Compulsory membership, enforced unity, centralization and monopoly institutions, uniformly imposed jurisdiction of one type or the other. Imposed "panaceas", ideas, ideologies, theories, policies and platforms. Leading inevitably at least to party struggles, majority despotism, bureaucracy, corruption, resistance (passive and active), even terrorism, bloody revolutions, civil wars and dictatorship, international wars. Territorialism means: no just peace and no just or merely defensive war but, rather, massive victimization in peace and war. - J.Z. to Joe Toscana, March 96: Territorial and coercive monopolism hasn't offered any generally satisfactory solutions in the past or present and is not likely to do so in the future. Its very nature and the diverse nature and interests and ideas of man prevent that. Their territorial "solutions" involve more aggression than defence, more injustice than justice, more crime rather than less crime, more poverty rather than less, more unemployment and inflation rather than none. They are not even ashamed of sending refugees back to their despotic rulers. Territorial sovereignty and "independence" has many and unavoidable wrongs, flaws and risks and may still bring about a general holocaust. It is in no way better than coercive and exclusive religious hierarchies were. -- National territories are not rightful war aims but, rather, ​amount to a permanent war situation towards other such States, at best an armistice, and, internally, more or less a subjugation of all ​dissenting minority groups. Such a subjugation is not always easy to achieve - as is presently indicated e.g. by the events in Afghanistan, Iraq and Israel - not to speak of numerous others. - J.Z., n.d. & 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM: TERRITORIALISM, POLITICIANS, BUREAUCRATS, GODS, CHARITY, ABORTION & CHILDREN: We should not more put our trust in territorial politicians and bureaucrats than in a God, as a loving and caring father and protector for "his children". - 21.1.04. (According to some surveys done by organizations making charitable appeals, every day 30,000 to 40.000 children die from hunger, disease or abuse or re murdered outright. Probably even more are murdered every day by their parents, with medical assistance, before they are even born. I consider the latter mass murders of innocents to be even worse because they are not ommitted by strangers. The charities argue that a dollar a day could assure for each of these kids survival, health and schooling. I say, that kids, at least above 5 or 6, if completely free, could easily come to earn more than a dollar a day, in return for one to a few hours of light labour. - Child labour is not evil in itself. But it must be quite free, self-chosen und unexploited and under public scrutiny. - Younger children, without parents or other guardians, should be considered credit-worthy, on a stable value basis, until they can repay theirupbringing costs via free und unexploited labour. - J.Z., 24.3.04. 

TERRITORIALISM: Territorialists are essentially power-mad, obsessed with monopolies, centralism, coercion and terrorism. Just look at their immense armed forced to keep themselves in power and the ABC mass murder  devices they have prepared and keep in readiness. They only thing they can guaranty is insecurity, injustice, premature deaths, destruction of property, prevention or reduction of production and exchange, poverty, stagnation, inflation, deflation, economic crises, mass unemployment, bureaucracy, corruption, a slowing down of progress and enlightenment, wars, revolutions, oppression, civil wars and terrorism. Do we really need them for these effects? - J.Z., 30.3.01, 24.6.01. - Or for any others that are really justified? - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRITORIALISM: The in and out game of territorial politics, with its voting, campaigns, compromises, taxes, budgets and its superficial catchwords, lies, deceptions and cover-ups, corruptions and wastes of funds and manpower, "fucks up" everybody more or less. No one gets what he really wants and only what he wants. Everybody pays for the mistakes of others and is kept from realizing his own political, economic and social ideals for himself. No democratic or republican pretences can sufficiently cover up the inherent despotism of it. Rape is not justified by making it general or mutual or "representational". - J.Z., 19.5.99, 28.6.01.

TERRITORIALISM: There are numerous problems inherent in territorialism – and no territorial solutions at all. – J.Z., 28.4.93. - Well, some quarantine requirements may be considered exceptional, likewise regional decisions in favour of either left or right hand driving. Can you name many other examples where a territorial regulation or agreement is a must?  J.Z., 28.3.93,  12.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: There is no just or satisfactory territorial solution. - J.Z., 29.3.01.

TERRITORIALISM: There is no territorial solution to territorial ​problems, in the same way as there is no cancer solution to the​ cancer problem, criminal solution to the problem posed by criminals. - J.Z., 5.12.92. - However, poisons, in homeopathic doses, can act as powerful medicines. Similarly, perhaps, the ideas and opinions of panarchism could come to act as cures for many of the major remaining problems of the world, if one can get people to swallow this medicine or if they let themselves be injected with it. - J.Z., 9.12.03.
TERRITORIALISM: Today a restriction of freedom of action and experimentation and autonomy, in the territorial sphere of supposedly rightful and necessary State functions, is generally considered to be as justified, necessary and unavoidable as slavery, torture and feudal warfare once were. - J.Z. 8.4.89.

TERRITORIALISM: Under territorialism there were no generally satisfactory solutions in the past. There are no such solutions at present and they are rather unlikely to occur in the future. – J.Z., 28.4.93,  11.1.99.

TERRITORIALISM: Under territorialism you have only the choice between being anvil or hammer - and most of us end up being hammered by a few dishonest politicians and bureaucrats. - J.Z., 21.1.04. 

TERRITORIALISM: We should not expect any economic, political and social system to operate as well as it could - if it were operated exclusively by volunteers, at their expense, risk and responsibility and under full exterritorial autonomy. - J.Z., 9.11.92.

TERRITORIALISM: When one thinks only about territorial associations and "solutions", one will inevitably overlook the solutions that can only be achieved by exterritorialism. - J.Z., 16.1.90.

TERRITORIALISM: Why this commitment to territorial organizations, laws and jurisdiction, without ever seriously considering the exterritorial alternatives and experiences? A territorial instinct cannot be involved, because there is also the personal law and consular jurisdiction experience. The territorial model is predominant in minds and records - but it doesn't hold a quite exclusive sway, either. I hold that a host of prejudices and myths are involved. In combination, they do camouflage this flawed model or create a semi-solid foundation for it. Together, they form something like a religion of territorial statism, in which the primary dogma, the territorial one, is rarely ever seriously questioned even by supposedly radical opponents of States. J.Z., 23.4.89, 2.7.89.

TERRITORIALISM: You do not have to share your private property but you ought to share "your" national etc. territories, because they where never rightfully your exclusive property. We are all citizens of this planet and born without any privileges towards any large segments of it. The territories, as opposed to private land holdings, are not and cannot become our exclusive private property. - J.Z., 10.1.93. - From whom and how have "whole" nations or "peoples" acquired rightful possession of whole countries? Are the principles of "first occupation" or of conquest or of government "purchase" rightful principles? Who could, in the last instance, rightfully sell a whole country? There were instances in history in which whole countries and their peoples were legally combined even by mere marriages of the rulers. Is that a rightful principle to be applied here? Are international treaties between government officials rightfully disposing of such possessions or are they, too, only instances of wrongful actions? - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TERRITORIALIST  INTOLERANCE & AUTHORIANISM & SOME OF ITS STANDARD EXCUSES: “There are no painless solutions.” – “To make an omelet one has to break eggs.” – “To achieve something one has to make sacrifices.” -  “One can win only at the expense of others”. – “Realpolitik” is a necessity. – All of these and similar expression try to justify using other people and what belongs to them as property, as pawns for one’s own projects, for projects that amount to zero sum games although they are advanced as being in the public or national interest. They indicate a ruthlessness in using others and their property and labour for the own purposes, as if the end (which is here not rightful, either) would justify the means. They do deny the possibility of  win - win agreements or true exchanges that benefit all participants and are characteristic for free societies. Panarchistic, voluntaristic communities, based upon full exterritorial autonomy, would demonstrate the invalidity of all these excuses and  false pretences and open up the road for moral and self-responsible politics, leadership or cooperative experiments. They would end territorial domination over involuntary subjects, the master and slave, the oppressive, paternalistic, “cannibalistic” and exploitative relationships. All prices to be paid, sacrifices to be made and risks to be taken would be on the shoulders of those volunteers only, who subscribed to any particular ideal and wanted to realize it. Since innovations are involved, some losses and failures would be inevitable. But they would be confined to the pioneers and they would have the chance to learn from their experience - until they finally find out what does work for them. Then the gains to be made by them, and all who would thereafter imitate their successes, would tend to outdo the initial losses. And at least for some of the initial panarchistic pioneer communities profits and successes would be immediate. They would, on the one hand, be freed from territorialist taxes and laws and on the other hand would directly benefit from the release of their creative energies and their use in a productive, anarchistic or libertarian way. Others would benefit only as much as their system would allow them to benefit. But they, too, would be able to shake off the burdens and restrictions that were formerly imposed upon them, to the extent that they would like to do so in their own exterritorially autonomous communities. The pioneering work involved would require most of their energies and attention, leaving little scope for frustration, hatred of and protest and resistance campaigns against the actions of others committed only in their own spheres. – J.Z., 10.1.99, 22.9.04.

TERRITORIALIST "PUBLIC SPHERES" & EXTERRITORIALIST PRIVATE SPHERES: "The only sure way of being free is to have a private sphere into which no-one can penetrate without permission. Private property is the chief but not the sole means by which this independence is secured." - H. B. Acton, Agenda for a Free Society Objectives. - This does still make too much of a concession to the supposed justification of and need for a "public sphere". I do hold that the private spheres ought to be at liberty to swallow up all public spheres except those based upon unanimous consent. That means that voluntaryism should apply to both and this requires also exterritorial autonomy for both and an end to all territorial privileges an powers. - J.Z., 5.4.89, 8.4.89.

TERRITORIALISTS, WAR & PEACE: To most of the exclusive, coercive territorialists it seems justified and sensible to use high explosives, machine guns, mortars, bombs, and rockets against each other and to arm themselves even with territorial mass murder devices like ABC "weapons", rather than seriously examine, discuss and realize exterritorial autonomy for all volunteer groups as an alternative. - J.Z., 16.10.92, 4.1.93.     

TERRITORIALISTS: Self-given name of exterritorialist Jews (as opposed to territorial Zionist Jews), still living in the Czarist Empire: They wanted to achieve full exterritorial autonomy for themselves within the territory of the Russian Empire and thus gave themselves this name, which is rather misleading. - J.Z., n.d.
TERRITORIALITY, CLASS WARFARE, WAR, RULING ELITES & POLITICS: "Contrary to Marx, all of history is not the story of class warfare. That is a minor theme, and only heats up at a few critical points. Most of history is a war between competing groups of  ruling (territorial - J.Z.) elites, all of whom escalate politics into conspiracy (*) when feeling threatened." - Robert Anton Wilson, "Right Where You Are Sitting Now", 96. ------ (*) I would put less stress upon conspiracies and stress that he was speaking about "territorial" elites, often consisting of elite criminals, in order to come closer to the truth. - J.Z., n.d. & 10.12.03. - Under full monetary freedom and development of productive cooperatives the modern class warfare notions, practices and institutions would hardly have arisen. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRORISM & PANARCHISM: Panarchism can realize what is rightful among the aspirations of terrorists and can thus turn them from their indiscriminately destructive and murderous activities into creative ones.
TERRORISM: Terrorism? Yes! But only among terrorists!

TERRORISM, CIVIL WARS, WARS, BLOODY REVOLUTIONS ETC:  Terrorism, wars, civil wars, bloody revolutions, mass murders, oppressions and  persecutions of whole groups of innocents are all the results of the territorialist ideology and its practices, combined with quite wrongful notions on “collective responsibility”.

TERRORISM THROUGH TERRITORIALISM: Terrorism is the result of territorialism, even when it comes through form of representative or direct democracies. (*) For even then it is still essentially authoritarian towards dissenters and minorities, even though, sometimes, only on much smaller territories. – J.Z., 30.3.91,  9.1.99. - Collective Responsibility is the other leg it stands on. - J.Z., 8.12.03. - (*) As e.g. indiscriminate air raids did, in WW II, the Korean and the Vietnam war. Nuclear war does also amount to preparations for such "warfare", where the "weapons" amount to scientific, cheap and portable extermination camp packages, with which any city and its population could be wiped out at any time. - J.Z., 22.9.04.
TERRORISM, SECRET SOCIETIES, CONSPIRACIES, MAFIA, ORGANIZED CRIME, POLICE MONOPOLY: What does characterize and perpetuate most secret societies, terrorist groups, conspirators etc? While one may free join them - after some testing - one may not so freely leave them or only by risking one's life. This they do have in common with territorial States, although they are not necessarily organized territorially but, sometimes exterritorially and sometimes internationally, too. While they may try to cover exclusively some of the action in a territory, they do not, like States, attempt to cover all "public service" or public disservice actions in that territory. How much power could they retain if their dissatisfied members and victims could easily opt out from under their rule? And how much power could they retain on their outlawed or black markets if these markets were not outlawed in the first place by territorial governments and if they were not merely confronted by a monopolized police force but by competing private protection agencies and citizen mililias? In other words, while the Mafia has SOME features in common with panarchies, it does not have one essential feature: freedom to opt out, and it does not, in general, aim at the protection of individual rights and minority autonomy, either. Territorial States and their restrictions are one of the preconditions for the development and staying power of organized crime and sometimes there are also considerable links between these two protection rackets. - J.Z., 21.3.89, 31.3.89.

TERRORISM: "I invite you, my friends, to consider a much more sinister proposition: that violence, cruelty and murder are completely rational acts, devised as deliberately as a theatre piece, to further the aims - political, financial or personal - of those who perpetrate them." - Morris West, "Proteus", 67. - Panarchies would grant even those people, who are now, under territorialism, terroristically inclined, all their rights and liberties and would thereby, frequently if not mostly, prevent them from becoming terrorists. - J.Z., 30.6.92.

TERRORISM: How could one at the same time support full autonomy and self-responsibility for terrorists while, at the same time, strictly opposing and persecuting all their present and future aggressive, murderous and destructive methods against others? A full refusal of all their "liberation" aims will continue to breed terrorists - as would a suppression of the practice of most faiths. Supposedly, most of them do not aim at terrorism in permanence, but only practise terrorism as a means towards the achievement of their "ideal". If that ideal could be freely practised by them now, at their expense and risk, even while it would remain rejected by most people around them, in and for the lives of these other people, would terrorism then still go on, largely unchecked or even growing, or would it peter out? - Is there any other way to grant them what they want, for themselves, without subjecting others to what the terrorists suppose to be an ideal form of society, than granting terrorists (as well as all their opponents) full exterritorial autonomy, if they want it? - In the non-territorial minority autonomy model for volunteers, the terrorists would not have to defeat or terrorize the majority to achieve their aims for themselves, by imposing it for all. They could have, what they want, just like their favourite meals, for themselves but without domination over others. They could get it without voting or bomb attacks or guerilla or military victories. The wrongfulness of their own ideas, the flaws in their systems, their internal contradictions, could not remain lastingly unknown to them, if they could practise them freely among themselves but at their own risk and expense only, under optimal conditions, i.e. among fanatic volunteers. Terrorism would tend to shrivel away or be transformed into a peaceful part of the whole minority autonomy movement. That would even apply to those kinds of terrorism which now get statist support from totalitarian or dictatorial regimes. For these regimes could also be unsaddled via a programme based upon minority autonomy for all - on a voluntary and non-geographical basis. This process may already have begun, if it does not remain confined merely to geographical secessionism and autonomy, if the latest reports from Hungary, Poland, Lithuania and Latvia are any guide. - J.Z., 8 Oct. 88, 10 Oct. 89.

TERRORISM: The territorial model terrorizes me and, indirectly, everyone. It leads consistently and directly to the nuclear war threat, to conventional wars and all internal oppressions and man-made large-scale disasters. And still this enemy No. 1 is recognized only by a handful of people. - J.Z., 5.12.90, 13.1.93.

TERRORISM, PANARCHISM, GOVERNMENTS, ATROCITIES, MONETARY FREEDOM & EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY.  – Panarchists could, to some extent, side with governments in their fight against terrorism but without subscribing to the mere police, secret police and military efforts of governments, their merely suppressive and penal measures, which usually fail, for years, decades or even centuries – precisely because they are based on the territorial model.  The recognition of exterritorial autonomy for voluntary communities – of former terrorists and „freedom-fighters“ and, more importantly, for their peaceful sympathizers would also assure the same liberty and just settlement for all those who are still supporters of the present territorial governments. It would be a win-win settlement for all sides. It would even largely settle the infighting occurring within the various resistance movements, which often weakened them very much and prevented them from succeeding against more united governmental forces. For the sake of peace, the avoidance of further bloodshed, even amnesty should be considered for former terrorists who finally stop engaging in terrorist actions, i.e., actions on the „principle“ of collective responsibility. But while they are still active they should be considered as „outlaws“ in the old sense, i.e., as people who can be rightly executed by anyone getting the chance to do so. Once taken prisoner, they should at least be granted the rights of POW’s. Here one should take into consideration that territorial governments, in their wars, have often killed, carelessly or unintentionally even more innocent people than the terrorists have and, sometimes, committed mass murders as a matter of strategy, e.g. via all too indiscriminate air raids. – The experimental freedom introduced by panarchism would also do away, relatively fast, to deflations and inflations, with their masses of unemployment and expropriated debtors and creditors, and would promote fast economic development, larger and faster than the „economic wonder“ in post WW II West Germany & Japan, thus spreading satisfactions and pacifying old hatreds. – J.Z., 17.1.05.
THATCHER, MARGARET & 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.

THEODORIC THE GREAT: Theodoric the Great   (493-525), the first of the Ostrogothic rulers, instituted special judges or courts (comtes) to decide liti​gations between Goths and, with the assistance of a Roman jurisconsult, to decide cases between Goths and Romans.1 1 Miltitz, op. cit., vol. i, p. 24. – Liu, Exterritoriality,  pages 28/29. 

THEORIES: Nobody has the right to force his own economic and other theories upon his fellow citizens, as guidelines for their actions. - J.Z., free after U. v. Beckerath.

THERSITES: in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.

THIESSEN, WALT: in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.

THINK DIFFERENTLY. THINK LATERALLY: "We cannot cope unless we think differently." - Julius Stulman of the World Institute, mid-1970s, quoted by M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 358. - How different exterritorial thinking really is, you will find out when you try to fully understand it and then try to explain it to others. After more than 5 decades of thinking about it, there are still aspects that are new to me. This should not surprise, seeing that new titles even on territorial politics are still being published all the time. - J.Z. 8.4.89, 22.9.04.

THINKING & ACTIONS: "Think wrongly, if you please, but in all cases think for yourself." - Gotthold Ephraim Lessing. And let others think and act for themselves. - J.Z., 7.1.93.

THORNLEY, KERRY: Saturation Revolution by Kerry Thornley, July 1968, plan 225, pages 36 - 37, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

THORNTON, ALAN, Biarchy:  n.d., 8pp, with 5pp of comments by John Zube, 158, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. - Panarchism confined to two panarchies only. Perhaps suitable as a beginning, with the major two parties. - J.Z., 28.8.04. 
THUGS: 69, 77, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

TIGER, LIONEL & FOX, ROBIN: The Imperial Animal, A Delta Book, N.Y., 1971. - Here I found hardly anything on the wrong ideas and institutions making for war and oppression. The authors are mainly concerned with biology, psychology and customs. Some entries on territorialism can be found on pages 26, 60, 61, 74, 119, 226, 227. One can learn little on territorial nationalism and imperialism from it, in spite of its title. - J.Z., 29.1.99.

TILLY, CHARLES: Coercion, Capital and European States AD 990 - 1992, Oxford, Blackwell, 1993. - According to James Dale Davidson & William Rees-Mogg (The Sovereign Individual), "for more detail about fragmented sovereignties as a precursor and alternative to the nation-state" see this book. 

TILLY, CHARLES: War Making and State Making as Organized Crime, in: Peter B. Evans, Dietrich Rueschemeyer, and Theda Skocpol, Bringing the State Back In, Cambridge U.P., 1985. (Davidson/Rees-Mogg)

TIME: March 9, 1970, p. 14: A report on black separatism and autonomy aspirations.

TIMM, UWE: Anarchie, 24 pp, in Lernziel Anarchie, Nr. 3, Mackay Gesellschaft, Freiburg Br., 1976.

TIMURI, IBRAHIM: Asr-I bi-khabari, 1953/54, 411pp, on capitulations and exterritoriality. (Ann Arbor)

TITLE LISTS ON PANARCHISM:  For those in the 24 PP issues called "On Panarchy" see the file: ON PAN 1-24 A-Z CONT sorted. This list is already integrated here. The longest bibliography that I so far compiled has been, likewise, integrated into this A-Z.  An earlier and shorter one is on pages 107ff in PP 506 (ON PANARCHY II). 
TOBIAS, HENRY J. & WOODHOUSE, CHARLES E., Editors: Minorities and Politics, University of New Mexico Press, Albuquerque, 1969, 132pp, JZL. - Seems to be full only of territorial politics, as usual. - J.Z.

TOIVIAINEN, HILLEVI: Search for Security, U.S. citizens in the Far East, 1890-1906: a comparative study..., 1886, 424pp, bibl., index. - "Diplomatic protection". 

TOLERANCE: What this world needs even more than love or a single law and justice system is TOLERANCE FOR ALL TOLERANT ACTIONS.

TOLERANCE & COOPERATION: Tolerance and cooperation are difficult to impossible to achieve with the territorial model of politics: "Tragedy, I think, is best defined as a conflict between good and good; the conflict of good vs. evil is mere melodrama. And, strangely, getting good to cooperate with good, is far more difficult than to get evil to cooperate." - Verge Foray, in "Analog", Nov. 68. - What is good is a matter of opinion among those of some good will. But what is evil for the good and yet advantageous for the evil, namely the coercive or deceptive exploitation of the good, is relatively easy to see and agree upon among evil people. Thus their looting efforts are easy to organize. However, is anything good that is not based upon consent? Can there be a good territorial system?  Isn't territorialism evil in itself and misleads even men of good will into evil ways? An enlightened good will would embrace exterritorial tolerance or autonomous volunteer communities for all dissenting minority and majority groups. - J.Z., 13.1.93. 

TOLERANCE & DEMOCRACY: Demokratie ist das auf den Bereich der Politic ausgedehnte Prinzip der Toleranz. Quote, source unknown. It only tolerates some limited liberties and rights, and some freedom of action, not the full range. I wish it were but our democracies have a long way to go. And non-democrats are entitled to their wanted degrees of restrictionism, too. Panarchies or exterritorial autonomy for all kinds of democrats and non-democrats in all their peaceful or self-responsible activities, represent the principle of tolerance much more fully. J. Z. 6.1.93.

TOLERANCE & ITS LIMITS: "A Culture that tolerates ANYTHING is doomed. Rome was so tolerant they allowed Caligula and Nero to practise personal foibles that are perfectly incredible." - John W. Campbell, Jr., Letters, I/151. - It is not tolerance but cowardness or indifference or consent that permits one person to commit intolerable actions against the rights and liberties of others, who are certainly not tolerated thereby. Although the Roman Republic and later the Roman Empire did have SOME tolerant features - e.g. by exempting foreigners largely from Roman laws and jurisdiction - they were not characterized by tolerance but by slavery, oppression, exploitation, regulation, wars, civil wars and usurpations.- J.Z., 31.3.89. 

TOLERANCE & MISTAKES: Everyone has the right to make mistakes, to try out his errors in practice - at his own expense and risk.

TOLERANCE & PANARCHISM: “All religions must be tolerated, and the sole concern of the authorities should be to see that one does not molest another, for here every man must be saved in his own way.” – Frederick the Great: Cabinet Order, June 22, 1740. – Why only religions and not political, economic and social systems as well?  He was not even tolerant towards Free Traders, since, according to Ulrich von Beckerath, he managed to impose life-long imprisonment upon one of his officers who advocated Free Trade. This in spite of the fact that free traders and protectionists can peacefully coexist – as is proven in principle, although not yet wide and free enough practice, by the existence of every free-port and duty-free shop. Panarchism would allow the protectionists and free traders to sort themselves out, with the protectionists having to bear all the costs and disadvantages themselves of the system they believe in and do practice among themselves. – J.Z., n.d. & 7.1.99.

TOLERANCE & PANARCHISM: “If (religious) toleration is conceded, the cause of war will disappear.” – Harold J. Laski, introduction to A Defence of Liberty. -  One could class any political, economic and social intolerance also as the religious intolerance of a secular religion. – J.Z., 9.1.99.

TOLERANCE & PANARCHISM: "It takes all kinds to make a world." - Common proverb.

TOLERANCE & PANARCHISM: “Tolerance is good for all, or it is good for none.” – Edmund Burke: Speech in the House of Commons, 1773. -  Tolerance as widely as possible, in all spheres, does make sense but tolerance for the intolerant would be self-contradictory and self-defeating.  Tolerance is ideal only between the tolerant. It requires intolerance towards the intolerant behaviour of intolerants. That alone would maximize tolerance and serve to keep the intolerant ones in check. – J.Z., 5.7.86, 1.7.99.

TOLERANCE & POWER: While tolerance means: no power over the affairs of others, it also means: full power over the own affairs. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

TOLERANCE & SENSE OF INFALLIBILITY: "Next, even a belief in one's own infallibility does not necessarily lead to intolerance. For it may be said that though no man in his senses would claim to be incapable of error, yet in every given case he is quite sure that he is not in error, and therefore this assurance in particular is tantamount by process of cumulation to a sense of infallibility in general. Now, even if this were so, it would not of necessity either produce or justify intolerance. The certainty of truth of your own opinions is independent of any special idea as to the means by which others may best be brought to share them." - John Morley, On Compromise, 245/6. - But belief that solutions must be practised territorially does lead to intolerance. J.Z. 12.6.92.

TOLERANCE EVEN FOR FOOLS & PANARCHISM: Be a fool at your own expense and risk.

TOLERANCE EXTENDED TOWARDS ALL TOLERANT PEOPLE: Religious AND political AND economic tolerance for ALL prepared to peacefully do their own thing, at their own risk and expense. - J.Z. 27.11.87, 2.4.89.

TOLERANCE FOR ALL TOLERANT ACTIONS & INSTITUTIONS: There is no common cause possible with so far coercive expropriators, equalizers and levellers, except on the basis of tolerance for tolerant actions. This means here, that they may and ought to confine all their panaceas and utopian schemes to their voluntary followers only. They should be free to introduce them among themselves, even when they constitute only a small minority. They could be rightfully forced to do so, by any means, if they persisted with their aggressive, monopolistic and territorial policies in the pursuit of their own ideal against the rights, liberties, wishes and efforts of all others. - J.Z., 4 Sep. 89, 10.10.89.

TOLERANCE FOR FREEDOM OF ACTION: The most consistent real liberals, and certainly current libertarians, saw clearly that moral consistency demanded toleration not just for thoughts and beliefs - the most intimate function of all human conscience - but also for action in accord with thought. Tolerance for the latter without equal tolerance for the former was rightly seen to be a sham of the highest order. - Walter E. Grinder, An Introduction to Libertarian Thought, p.4.

TOLERANCE FOR THE TOLERANT: "Tolerance is the acceptance of disassociation - and disassociation in a personality or a culture, if carried too far, is insanity." - John W. Campbell, Jr., Letters, I/151. - I agree with the first part and the personl part of the second part. Personal disassociation can go too far. Solitary confinement, whether imposed or chosen, in real or imaginary terms, has often and relatively soon led to madness and full sensory deprivation can achieve the same even faster. But to generalize from this upon the possible diversity in cultures and societies is a mistake. Here the greatest degree of disassociation and diversity can still be stable and stabilizing for the volunteers involved. This is true even when the diverse creeds involved are as irrational as some religions & ideologies are. However, the existence of mass extermination devices and the persistence of notions of collective responsibility has led to notions of and preparations for genocide towards the "outsiders" which can only be considered as forms of insanity. One does not have to believe in the brotherhood of man or in egalitarianism or solidarity in all cases to see the immorality and irrationality of such a stand. - J.Z., 31.3.89, 10.9.04.

TOLERANCE MAXIMISED TOWARDS THE TOLERANT: While archies and anti-archies are so far intolerant towards panarchism, panarchism is tolerant towards governments and anarchists - to the extent that they aim merely at providing their voluntary supporters with their kinds of disservices, services or non-services. Naturally, that could only be done on the basis of exterritorial autonomy for minorities and majorities. - J.Z., 2.12.88, 1.4.89.

TOLERANCE UNIVERSALISED TO THE OPTIMUM: Universalize tolerance for all tolerant actions through panarchism! - J.Z. 10.10.89.

TOLERANCE, VOLUNTARISM, LIBERTARIANISM, STATISM: 
A quote from Steve Trinward's PND (in a call for donations):

"This enterprise is still determined, among its myriad aims, to find a way to make the "gifting" paradigm work, and to lead the way for others to help us build a truly "alternative community" ... one which really doesn't MIND if they insist on herding the sheeple, if they'd just offer a way for the rest of us to be left to live in peace. "

You would like the quote better, I guess, if it consisted only of the part I marked in blue. It is actually panarchistic. Christian Butterbach 
To: John Zube 

Cc: Gian Piero de Bellis ; Richard C.B. Johnsson 

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2005 6:12 PM
TOLERANCE VS. HATREDS: "It is much easier to rile up a herd of primates by hollering 'That gang over there are sneaks, cheats and liars', than by the liberal path of saying: 'That gang has an honest difference of opinion with us.'" - R. A. Wilson, "Right Where You Are Sitting Now", 81. - Territorialism tends to create that frame of mind. Exterritorialism tends to destroy it and replace it by something better. Forced into territorial associations many dissenters are left no other alternatives to submission than sneaking, cheating, lying, revolting or terrorising. Individual secessionism can deflate territorial gangsterism and establish freedom, justice and peace. However one man cannot, assuredly, introduce the one-man revolutions on his own. - J.Z., 8.1.93.

TOLERANCE VS. IMPOSED “MORALITY”: “Pray you use your freedom, And, so far as you please, allow me mine. To hear you only; not to be compelled to take your moral potions. – Philip Massinger, The Duke of Milan, IV, 1623. - Mortal potions? - J.Z.

TOLERANCE VS. INTERFERENCE: "...the sole end for which mankind are warranted, individually and collectively, in interfering with the liberty of action of any of their number, is self-protection..." - Mill, On Liberty, G.B. 271.

TOLERANCE VS. MEDDLING: Tolerance means a mutual agreement to refrain from meddling.

TOLERANCE VS. THE STATE & COERCIVE THEORISTS: The State may not put into force, by legislation, any scientific theory and force the opponents of this theory, and the people in general, to act as if this theory were right.  - J.Z., free after U. v. Beckerath.

TOLERANCE, ALTERNATIVE INSTITUTIONS: "So wie wir jetzt kurz vor dem Untergang stehen, kaum noch eine Hoffnung, in Wuerde zu ueberleben, so lasst uns doch jezt mal die Moeglichkeit ergreifen, alles ganz anders zu versuchen ..... freundlich .... kindlich ... herzlich ... fraulich ..." - Konstantin Wecker, Ein Vorschlag, in: Im Namen des Wahnsinns, 83. (Fraulich oder freulich? - J.Z.) - Some Christians, for 2000 years, tried to put such general notions into operation, without bothering about what liberties and rights and institutions would be required to do so and which principles and institutions would always counteract their good will or good intentions. - J.Z.,
TOLERANCE, ANARCHISM & LIBERTARIANISM, DIVERSITY: Tolerance of tolerant diversity should be one of the first characteristics of any genuine anarchism and libertarianism. - J.Z., 26.3.01.

TOLERANCE, BELIEVERS, MYTHS, LEAVE ALONE: "Let them alone. If people are busy living out myths you don't like, leave them do it." - Samuel R. Delaney, Dhalgren, 278/9. - Let them do it? - J.Z.
TOLERANCE, DANCING & MUSIC: LET EACH DANCE TO HIS OWN MUSIC: "If a man does not keep pace with his companions, perhaps it is because he hears a different drummer. Let him step to the music he hears, however measured or far away." - Thoreau

TOLERANCE, DEFINITION ATTEMPTS: 1. The only tolerance in the political sphere which is sensible and justified is one which respects the right to organise or participate in all kinds of social, political and economic experiments undertaken by volunteers, at their expense and risk, without let or hindrance by the majority or any of the minorities. - All experiments which are forced upon a disagreeing majority or minority or which occur at the expense or risk of others than the voluntary members, offend against this principle of tolerance and should, therefore, not be tolerated. - J.Z., on Tolerance.

TOLERANCE, DEFINITION ATTEMPTS: 2. "No government has the right to force individuals not to do something which they may desire to do at their own risk, provided that they, in turn, do not force their will on others or put others at risk." - From a W.P. discussion paper on drugs, 1975.

TOLERANCE, DEFINITION ATTEMPTS: 3. Tolerance means fully free competition for all, even those who offer disservices for sale, as long as they do so without deceiving their customers any more than they are deceived themselves. - J.Z., on Tolerance.

TOLERANCE, DEFINITION ATTEMPTS: 4. Tolerance means self-ownership and the abolition of monopolies, especially the economic and political ones. - J.Z., on Tolerance.

TOLERANCE, DEFINITION ATTEMPTS: 5. Don't desire for others what you desire for yourself. Let them follow their own aspirations. Tolerance demands that you not only tolerate what you love or could not care less about - but also what you hate - as long as it is tolerantly practised. - J.Z., on Tolerance.

TOLERANCE, EXPERTS, FOOLS & EXPERIMENTS: "Everybody considers himself an expert and almost all others consider him a fool. Thus only one way out remains: Each tries his system with his followers - at the own expense and risk - and also concedes to all others the right to take measures at their own expense and risk, regardless of whether they appear to him to be completely foolish. - U. v. Beckerath, 1953.

TOLERANCE, FREEDOM & PANARCHISM: “To gain your freedom you have to give it.” – From film: “Always”.

TOLERANCE, INTOLERANCE, MASS MURDER, ETHNIC CLEANSING, HOLOCAUST: Should we continue to smear, outvote, suppress, expropriate, incarcerate or murder rather tolerate each other? - J.Z., 1.12.99, 23.6.01.

TOLERANCE, ITS SPREAD: "There are only few friends of tolerance left in the West" said Mises in Omnipotent Government, p. 11, and perhaps none in the East. (Mises himself was not a friend of the degree of tolerance here advocated.)

TOLERANCE, MUTUAL, WHAT IS RIGHT FOR OTHERS? "Don't ever think you know what's right for the other person. He might start thinking he knows what's right for you." -- Paul Williams, "Das Energi"
TOLERANCE, RESPECT FOR OTHERS & PANARCHISM: “In respecting ‘the other’ we assure respect for ourselves.” – Joan Slonczewski, The Children Start, ANALOG 6/98, p.88.

TOLERANCE: "And the choice is simply that between mutual acceptance of a way not oneself's own; or blind misunderstanding and misinterpretation, leading to mutual annihilation." - Gordon Dickson, None but Man, 222.

TOLERANCE: Be intolerant of intolerant actions and opinions furthering them, but tolerant of tolerant actions and the views upon which they are based. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

TOLERANCE: Be tolerant to all tolerant people and intolerant to all intolerant people. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

TOLERANCE: DON'T, GOLDEN RULE: "While my mother believes in the Golden Rule, she also advocates a second maxim, which she terms her Iron Rule: 'Don't do for others what they wouldn't take the trouble to do for themselves.' " - Mrs. D. Fulton, Reader's  Digest, 1/65.

TOLERANCE: Don't tolerate ABC mass murder devices - the worst instances of intolerance!

TOLERANCE: "For my thoughts are not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways. - The Bible, Isaiah 55:8.

TOLERANCE: "Good astronomers do not get angry because a star is in the 'wrong' place for a more beautiful design. We must be just as cool in meeting what we perceive as 'wrong-headedness' during a presentation. The sense of personal triumph that follows conversion of hostile attitudes into support for an idea is the highest reward of a good presentation. As Edmund Burke remarked: 'He who opposes me, and does not destroy me, strengthens me.' - Henry M. Boettinger, "Moving Mountains", 132. - Try first to keep your own cool. Then try to cool the opposition, by clearly stating your rightful war aims, which should be attractive to it, too, and then try to sway and disarm it by clearly developing the opportunities, rights and liberties and securities thus opened up even for your opponents. Consistent tolerance, even for one's opponents, can be quieting and disarming. (Cool, then sway and finally disarm the opposition by ultimate tolerance.) But so far good agitators and demonstrators and writers for this approach are still in short supply. The more one grasps this idea and its implications, the more enthusiastic and eloquent one tends to become in its defence. To that extent it is potentially self-realizing. - J.Z., n.d.
TOLERANCE: "How large is your tolerance for cannibalism, e.g. 'roast suckling coolie'? - Poul Anderson, finish of 'Welcome' in 'Past Times'. - There should be no tolerance for the intolerant. - J.Z. 10.1.93.

TOLERANCE: If you really want to enjoy panarchistic liberties for yourself and like-minded people then you have also to stand up for this liberty for all other people, with different interests, beliefs and convictions. Panarchism is not another kind of privilege for a few only, not even for libertarians and anarchists. – J.Z., 13.1.99.

TOLERANCE: LET THE BAD PEOPLE DIMINISH THE BAD PEOPLE.  LET THEM FIGHT IT OUT AMONG THEMSELVES: What people really need and which could greatly improve their behaviour patterns towards outsiders is: many attractive alternatives for mutual slaughter, plunder and oppression among like-minded people. Imagine all the boxers, wrestlers, karate experts and criminals with victims slogging it out only among themselves and not practising their powerful skills upon innocent bystanders. -  Propertarian battlefields for incurable militarists and their war games. - J.Z., 20.12.87, 2.4.89, 12.12.03. - If one allows militarily armed people to fight it out, like various factions did in Beirut, then, inevitably, lives and property of innocents or neutrals will be destroyed, too. - But would Beirut's civil war have happened if each of the factions would have had the choice of full exterritorial autonomy and would have understood and appreciated it? - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TOLERANCE: Not confrontation but toleration. Let only your free word and free actions confront each other and appeal to long-term understanding, judgment and appreciation of the differences you are freely demonstrating in practice. - J.Z. 19.6.91, 7.1.93.

TOLERANCE: Panarchism may express the maximum of tolerance that is possible and at the same time its optimum. - J.Z. 11.1.93.

TOLERANCE: Others have the right to protect their liberty against you but they have no right to interfere with yours. Tolerance does not demand any more. Don't tolerate intolerance! - J.Z., On Tolerance.

TOLERANCE: Tolerance does not mean that you should stop criticising others but just that you should not interfere when they do their own thing - to or for themselves. Tolerate even ignorance, foolishness and stupidity - as a matter of individual choice, whenever they are expressed in actions not infringing the rights of others. - J.Z., on Tolerance.

TOLERANCE: Tolerate only tolerant people and offer intolerant people tolerance only on condition that they become tolerant also. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

TOLERANCE: Tolerance  towards all tolerant actions, not only tolerance towards the expression of different points of view,  is also a characteristic of panarchism. It extends tolerance for tolerant actions and organizations and their beliefs much more widely than has so far been done by other ideologies. 

TOLERANT ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND POLITICAL EXPERIMENTS: See: plan 21, page 2, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

TOMASI, JOHN: Secession, Group Rights and the Grounds of Political Obligation, 6pp, from HUMANE STUDIES REVIEW, 8/1, Fall 92: 319, in PP 1689-1693.  (Individual & territorial Secessionism. - J.Z)
TORTURE: Forcing people to live under the laws and institutions of others is also a form of torture or at least as bad as a compulsory marriage. - J.Z. 23.12.92, 3.1.93.

TOTALITARIANISM & ITS OPPOSITES: Which are the real opposites to totalitarianism? Panarchism, voluntarism and individualism, full tolerance, exterritorial autonomy, personal law, freedom to experiment, freedom of action ( not only of expression and information). In totalitarianism as much as is possible is decided supposedly for individuals instead of by individuals. In panarchies the reverse is true, in every respect, with all the individual variations that follow from the diversity of individuals and their voluntary groupings. Territorial representative democracies and republics are not the opposite of totalitarianism but just somewhat moderated variations of it that share its most basic feature, namely exclusive territorial rule over involuntary members. - J.Z., 29.10.91, 13.1.93. See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.
TOTALITARIANISM & NUCLEAR WAR THREAT: Unless you learn to become tolerant - prepare yourself to become a slave or to die! - - J.Z., On Tolerance. (Compare especially PEACE PLANS 16-17 and 61-65, now online: www.exterritorial.info www.panarchism.info )

TOTALITARIANISM & PANARCHISM: See e.g.: TOTALITARIANISM & ITS OPPOSITES. VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIALITY, AUTONOMY.
TOTALITARIANISM & TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY: The “territorial integrity” basis of our democratic, republican or limited monarchic systems has no more moral or rational merit than the “territorial integrity” claims of any totalitarian or dictatorial State. In that respect all are totalitarian regimes. In all of them the exclusive power to decide on war and peace, armament and disarmament, even in favour of the use of ABC mass murder devices, is an obviously totalitarian and tyrannical or at least dictatorial feature, even while this power is not used. Compulsory taxation and central banking are more such features. The deterrence theory is a poor excuse for this unwarranted power. Anti-people mass murder devices should not be in anyone’s hands – but their potential victims should be suitably armed, trained and organized  to disarm these “weapons” themselves, in order to prevent a generalized holocaust caused sooner or later by the continued existence of such genocide devices in combination with the powers, motivations and institutions of territorial States.  Like with cars and planes, some unintended accidents with these machines or devices are inevitable and we cannot afford them on their scales.  On the pre-conditions for peaceful States and societies read especially PEACE PLANS 16-18, 61-63 and its ON PANARCHY sub-series. – J.Z., 5.7.86, 7.1.99.

TOTALITARIANISM, AUTHORITARIANISM: "It is widely assumed that there is little to choose between authoritarian and totalist governments; yet in one important sense, they are mutually antithetical. Authoritarian governments seek to abolish politics; totalist governments seek to involve the whole population in politics." - Brian Crozier. - 1.) Totalitarian governments attempt to involve "their" population only in a narrow range of politics but they do want this involvement to be close to total. 2.) Both have in common with each other and with representative and democratic governments as well, a territorial, monopolistic and coercive decision-making, in practice by the few for the many, especially over all dissenters and against all their protests. If instead, they were merely to rule over their own volunteers, then they would either become relatively harmless or could not grow to dangerous proportions. - J.Z., 6.4.89. 

TOTALITARIANS, AUTHORITARIANS, DESPOTS, DICTATORS:  Hitlerism? Stalinism? Maoism? Totalitarianism? Fascism? Nazism? Sovietism? Communism? Racism? Empires? World States? Terrorism? Yes! – But only for their voluntary victims! 

When forced to deliver, by their own followers, and this soon, via experimental freedom, even for them, then, rather than being able to merely go on making great, contradictory, wrongful and irrational & unrealistic promises to their adherents, then they will soon and obviously fail. 

(By a seemingly constitutional and legal putsch Hitler came to power when the number of his supporters was already declining. Territorialism allowed him to stay in power, for all too long. Under full experimental freedom for all dissenting minorities he would never have gained as many followers as he did. He certainly did not permit dissatisfied Germans and other dissenters to secede and become exterritorially autonomous.) 

Under panarchism for all their supporters they will either not become or remain numerous for long. Their misleaders will have no excuse to postpone the delivery of their kind of “paradise” for long and to demand great self-sacrifices in the meantime. Usually already their early followers will leave them, soon. Moreover, their “great leaders” will no longer have any excuse to resort to violence, since they are allowed and invited to practise and demonstrate their articles of faith among themselves, at their own expense and risk. Then they would soon run out of voluntary victims to fleece. Furthermore, the more advanced and even enlightened other volunteer communities will soon and effectively gang-up against them, if they persist with any aggressive actions against non-members or outsiders. For all their sufferings as the results of their follies and mistakes, these true believers will have only themselves to blame rather than any scapegoats. For those, whom they used to blame and persecute, as their scapegoats, will, quite obviously, leave them alone and will, rather, do their own things for themselves. Thus their “superman” superiority complex will soon become replaced by a well deserved inferiority complex. For they will be surrounded by members of successful voluntary communities and experiments.

TOTALITARIANS, COMMUNISM: "The Bolsheviks do not merely claim the right to think for themselves, they assert their determination to think for everybody. They are quite logical, quite frank, quite open. In a paradoxical sort of way of their own, they are quite honest. ..." - Ernest Benn, About Russia, 138. - All territorialists do that - only not as ruthlessly and frankly in most cases. - J.Z. 27.7.92.                       

TOTALITARIANS: Territorial laws are for totalitarians. Personal laws are for libertarians and all other non-totalitarians. - J.Z., 5.11.83, 11.1.93.

TOURISM & PANARCHISM: So far, tourists, representing the largest industry in the world, are welcome, in most instances, only as temporary and paying guests, not as new settlers and competitors for jobs and housing. As temporary guests they can already enjoy most sections of "spaceship Earth". Overseas they are, supposedly, represented by their ambassadors and consuls but they do not enjoy "diplomatic immunity" unless they are on an official diplomatic junket. Why should their freedom in other countries be only temporary and depending on passports and visas? Potentially they are also good targets for panarchist propaganda, especially if they come to like aspects of the countries they visited, but, not necessarily, all of the foreign laws and customs. - J.Z., 2.9.04.
TOWNSEND, JAMES B., Jr.: Extraterritorial Antitrust: The Sherman Act vs. the Market Entry Strategy of Selected Multinational Corporations, 1980, Westview, $ 35. -(That could be a very interesting title on panarchy now being practised to some extent by multinationals! - J.Z.)

TOYNBEE, A.J. & KIRKWOOD, P.: Turkey, N.Y., 1927, has information on capitulations.

TRADITION & INNOVATION: The old systems can and should remain for their adherents, while the new ones could and should be constructed and tried out by their advocates. - J.Z., 1.4.92. - Free experimentation is one of the names of the game. - J.Z., 13.1.93.

TRADITIONAL INSTITUTIONS & HUMAN UNDERSTANDING: "... we may get a clearer view of the situation in which we actually find ourselves by conceding that, indeed, our traditional institutions are not understood, and do not have their purposes or their effects, beneficial or otherwise, specified in advance. And so much the better for them." - Hayek, The Fatal Conceit, 71. - Perhaps, if they were merely traditions that are voluntarily, emotionally and incomprehendingly upheld.  But this does not apply to those "traditions", which are not voluntarily upheld by all but, rather, strongly or even violently opposed by dissenting minorities and, nevertheless, territorially and uniformly imposed upon them, ultimately with the death penalty. Very basic aspects of enslaving governmental structures, like their compulsory membership, exclusive territorial monopoly or collectivist sovereignty, their imposed uniformity, exclusive constitutional, legal, juridical, police, defence and penal powers and their other "public service" monopolies, all with their inevitably catastrophic consequences, should be understood, as well as the obvious and yet ignored and denied clear alternatives of individual sovereignty and secessionism, exterritorially autonomous associationism, the competition between such bodies of volunteers and with freely competing public service companies. If we denounce the desirability of knowing about and applying such basics, then we might as well renounce the desirability of any knowledge and science and reasoning and continue to abdicate our most important rights and liberties in favour of ignorant, prejudices and self-interested politicians, who inevitably rise to the top in territorialist power systems, as Hayek himself recognized in The Road to Serfdom. - J.Z., 28.7.92, 9.1.93, 10.9.04.

TRANSFORMATION RATHER THAN REFORM: "The political system needs to be TRANSFORMED, not REFORMED. We need something else, not just something more. Economist Robert Theobald said, 'We are engaged, if the transformational thinker is correct, in a process which has no parallel in human history - AN ATTEMPT TO CHANGE THE WHOLE OF A CULTURE THROUGH A CONSCIOUS PROCESS.' In a report commissioned by the Office of Technology Assessment, an advisory arm of Congress, Theobald said, 'It is impossible to change one element in a culture without altering all of them.' " - M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, p.207. - The change-over from territorialism to exterritorialism will change almost all our public affairs and, indirectly, also our private lives, e.g. through the elimination of wars, civil wars, violent revolutions, dictatorships, unemployment and inflation. - J.Z., 8.4.89. - And yet it will do so gradually and yet radically for individuals and their voluntary groups only. Not immediately but only ultimately will this change society and its numerous subsocities for all people. Only in the mathematical sense does the first successful individual secessionist reduce the remaining State to a society with voluntary members only and one limited to exterritorial autonomy. - Most of its remaining members will not be aware of this for a long time. - J.Z., 10.9.04.
TRANSFORMATION: "...to borrow Virginia Satir's phrase - failing to see that all growth depends on the capacity to transform. Amidst the flux of the natural world, we cling to the familiar and resist transformation." - M. Ferguson: The Aquarian Conspiracy, 214. - WE? Territorialism does not give us an individual choice in this matter. - J.Z., 8.4.89. - There are always curioius people and experimenters, dissenters, non-conformists and radicals. But now their creative activities are forcefully restrained from providing other services, even better ones or the best possible ones. - J.Z., 10.9.04. (In the spheres preempted by territorial States.)
TRANSITION TO PANARCHISM, PEACEFUL, BY INDIVIDUAL CHOICE: The transition from our present state to the future state, which would embody for each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams, is to be accompanied largely peacefully, non-violently, in the main through individual and group secessionism. This does not threaten to abolish or destroy existing regimes, institutionsm, ideals and practices but would merely confine them to their own voluntary members. Territorial regimes were never justified in ruling over or persecuting dissenters. Thus panarchists could come to win friends and allies (or at least neutrality) - everywhere, among all kinds of people, believers and ideologues.  - J.Z., 15.10.04.

TRAVEN, B.: Der Karren (The Wagon - or The Cart ), Verlag Volk und Welt, Berlin, 1954, p. 8, reports on the Mexicon town Tenejapa with half Mexican and half Indian population. The Mexicans have their own Mayor and the Indians their own Chief (Jefe or Cosique).

TREASON & ESPIONAGE: Between territorial monopolies laws and penalties do make a very limited sense, if one can consider them to be ideals. But when individuals and groups are quite free to practise their ideals among themselves and to secede from those institutions they no longer believe in, and under the full publicity of such a state of affairs, the old concepts of treason and espionage become largely meaningless, unless an attempt is made to reintroduce territorial intolerance again, by one or the other group of fanatics or zealots, resorting e.g. to terrorist means on the principle of "collective responsibility". To act for such tyrannical groups would be treason and espionage against mankind, in favour of one or the other new tyranny. - J.Z., 2.9.04. 
TREASON, ALLEGIANCE: Especially in wartime people should be free to change their nationality, i.e. pick their own allies and enemies and to establish new, neutral and peaceful or rightful and merely defensive alternative nations, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy. Desertion from, treason against and resistance against the old regimes may be even obligatory from the moral point of view. - To meekly submit to the choice of enemies and allies, of war aims or no sensible aims at all, by leaders, dictators, presidents, prime ministers or parliaments, does mean an abdication of one's basic rights, liberties and responsibilities. If you have to have enemies, pick your own and deal with them yourself, at your own risk. (Except on the "principle" of collective responsibility, which has some to attack even infants in schools. - J.Z., 10.9.04.) The decision-making monopoly of governments on war and peace, armament and disarmament, international treaties and policies ought to be questioned in our times more than ever before. To call opponents of this monopoly "traitors" is merely the equivalent of monopolistic and coercive unionists who are engaged in anti-industrial warfare, calling voluntary workers de-humanizing names like "scabs" and waging a kind of civil war against them. High emotions make a bad mixture with dull, flawed and quite unethical notions. -J.Z., 27.6.89, 3.7.89, 10.9.04.
TREASON: Instead of condemning treason, we should elevate it into the highest political right, namely the right of individuals to freely choose their own political affiliations and the highest duty, namely to betray all military, dictatorial and conspiratorial efforts to suppress this kind of individual choice, secessionism, associationism and sovereignty. To each the government - or no-government society - of his or her dreams. Territorial governments are not our owners, not even our guardians or representatives. They have, as a rule, done much more to us than for us. But the better ones among them deserve a withdrawal notice and will retain many voluntary followers and thus deserve to survive, as long as they can, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy for them and their followers. Even the worst ones will retain some adherents and can serve as deterrent examples. - J.Z., 26. 6. 89, 3.7.89, 10.9.04.

TREASON: One can be a traitor only to a government one has voluntarily chosen for oneself. Otherwise, one is a spy for the government or society one is loyal to. Loyalty cannot be legally or juridically imposed contrary to one's wishes and contractual agreements. An imposed "service" like a passport, cannot be rightfully interpreted as individual acceptance of an allegiance obligation. It is just one more disservice one has no reason to be grateful for to any territorial government. And all governments impose this disservice now. Since loyalty cannot be rightly imposed, in cases of such fictitious impositions, the existence of "treasonable" actions cannot then be rightfully claimed. Individuals ought to have the freedom and choice to publicly change their loyalty. Communities should also be at liberty to refuse to accept them but not to outlaw competing institutions for those they refuse. Loyalty to humanity and human rights and individual liberties is another matter. - J.Z., 27.6.89, 3.7.89. 

TREATIES, INTERNATIONAL: They represent only territorial regimes, not the various people and minorities and individuals these regimes rule over. They often recognize and tolerate quite wrongful regimes and actions. They are not thoroughly based on consent only but amount, often, to wrongful impositions, e.g. like "Free Trade" treaties, that largely regulate and thereby control and limit genuine Free Trade. Individuals and minorities must become free to opt out of international treaties and "agreed-upon" international institutions like the UN - and to establish their own alternatives to them. - J.Z., n.d.
TREATY WITH ABORIGINALS? Nay! That would perpetuate the fallacy that one group could represent all Aborigines on the one side and all the rest of the Australians on the other. Thousands of treaties, instead! With everyone who wants independence from the present exclusive, coercive, territorial and sovereign establishment. Not only with all Aboriginal groups that do want them but with all dissenters of all colours, faiths and ideological shadings! - J.Z., 20 Sep. 88, 10 Oct. 89, 10.4.04.

TRIBAL FREEDOM: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, ON PANARCHY.
TRITTON, A.S.: The Caliphs and Their Non-Muslim Subjects: A Critical Study of the Covenant of 'Umar, 1930, reprint, London, Frank Cass, 1970.

TRUE BELIEVERS, UTOPISM & PANARCHISM: Let the "true believers" and "slaves of systems" be enslaved by them, as long as they can stand it. To each his own utopia, at his expense and risk. - J.Z. 5.9.87, 1.4.89.

TRY, EXPERIMENTS, TESTS: "There is no comparison between what we may lose by not trying and by not succeeding; since by not trying we throw away the chance of an immense good; by not succeeding we only incur the loss of a little human labor." - Sir Francis Bacon. - Do work for freedom to try, at the own expense and risk, in ALL spheres. - J.Z., 30.7.92, 9.1.93.

TUCCILLE, JEROME: "It Usually begins with Ayn Rand", N.Y. 1971, 1972, P/B., 192 pp, favours individual secession on pp. 25-27,164/5 and 191. Ayn Rand was opposed to this and to its consequences: "competing governments", which she thought to be an absurd concept, because she could not envision it nor did she know of the numerous historical precedents for it. She was not even aware of the large number of private police and security forces, which do not give battle on the streets, as she predicted that they would. - J.Z., 2.9.04.
TUCKER, BENJAMIN R.: Instead of a Book, as quoted in Eltzbacher: Der Anarchismus,p. 174ff, favoured voluntary associations and exterritorial autonomy.

TUCKER'S PANARCHISM: "He would replace the State by voluntary associations - which the individual would be free to join or not as he thought best and from which he could secede. ... that the political organization of society be founded upon the voluntary formation by individuals of a number of social contracts, which once made, are binding according to the terms of the agreement." - W. A. Dunning on B. R. Tucker in: A History of Political Theory, Recent Times, page 198.
TUCKER/LESIGNE TYPE OF COMPARISON
BETWEEN PANARCHISM & TERRITORIALISM:
Some notes made while re-reading: Benjamin R. Tucker: "State Socialism & Anarchism", 1886. 

How do you best describe something? By pointing out its opposite!

_________________________________________________________________________________

Not yet sufficiently prioritized and grouped. There should be main topics and sub-topics & groups of contrasts.

If I perused and selected from my Panarchy a-z then probably more such entries ought to be made.

But in the end, for the sake of popularity, perhaps only 1 dozen to 3 dozen confrontation points should be chosen from the list.

Note: In order not to be messed up, this version requires for the page-setup a spacing of top, bottom and especially left and right of 1 cm !!!  

Left & right entries are written in Word as one line, not as two columns!
_________________________________________________________________________________


Motto: 


"... I assume as an incontestable fact that man is so constituted as to be a social being. His inclinations and wants, physical and moral, irresistibly impel him to associate with his kind; and he has, accordingly, never been found, in any age or country, in any state other than the social. In no other, indeed, could he exist, and in no other - were it possible for him to exist - could he attain to a full development of his moral and intellectual faculties or raise himself, in the scale of being, much above the level of the brute creation." - John C. Calhoun, A Disquisition on Government.

Liberty vs. Authority

Individually chosen authorities or self-management in diverse voluntary associations vs. Territorially imposed authorities.

Voluntarism vs. Coercion, force & compulsion

Tolerance, even in the sphere of actions, for all tolerant actions or actions only among volunteers. vs.

Intolerance in the sphere of actions, unless tolerance is permitted or ordered by territorial governments.

Associationism: Exterritorialists consider, with Tucker, "... the State as an association like any other, generally managed worse than others. vs. Territorialists " ... regard the State as a society sui generis, of an especial essence, the product of a sort of divine rights outside and above all society, with special rights and able to exact special obediences; ..."  - Tucker, ibid.

Anti-Monopolism: "... abolition of all (territorial - J.Z.)  monopolies." - Ernest Lesigne, quote by Tucker, ibid. vs. Monopolies predominant in "public affairs": "... All monopolies held by the (territorial - J.Z.) State. - Ernest Lesigne, quoted by Tucker, ibid.

Natural law & human individual rights, in the best & most complete formulations - but internally applied in "volunteer communities only to the extent that their members do claim them for themselves, but respected in the members of all other volunteer communities. vs. "Positive" territorial laws, avalanches of them, State concessions and privileges, civil rights, constitutionally granted rights, government-authored "Bills of rights", however incomplete, and "Common Law", however differently interpreted or misinterpreted by the territorial establishment.
Freedom and degrees of unfreedom - as chosen by individuals for their preferred volunteer communities. vs. Degrees of freedom & of subordination, all centrally imposed upon whole populations.
Individual sovereignty is absolute. (For those who claim it for themselves & recognize it for others.) When it is voluntarily combined, we arrive at absolute minority autonomy. vs. "The right of the majority is absolute." - A popular and insufficiently examined and contradicted premise. 

"No sort of (universal - J.Z.) sovereign." - Ernest Lesign, ibid. - Only full exterritorial autonomy for all voluntary communities and based upon individual sovereignty, with e.g. individual secessionism an essential and continuing feature. - J.Z. vs. Sovereignty of the State, or "the people", but in practice only of the territorially ruling minority, the monopolistic and coercive government, more or less power-mad, guarding & extending its powers into every sphere, mostly insufficiently checked by territorial democracy, republicanism, elections, jurisdiction, bills of rights & constitutions.

Libertarian. (If tolerantly practised. - J.Z.) vs. Dictatorial. (Ernest Lesigne, quoted by Tucker, ib.)
Scientific. (Experimental, like in natural science. - J.Z.) vs. Dogmatic. (Ernest Lesigne, quoted by Tucker, ib.)
Happiness: "... aims ... to enable each to be happy in in his own way." - Ernest Lesigne, qu. by Tucker. vs. Happiness: "aims to establish happiness for all..." - Ernest Lesigne, quote by Tucker.
Free competition in every sphere except violent or fraudulent intervention. The cure for monopolism is competition. "... making competition, the anti- thesis of monopoly, universal." - Tucker, ibid. vs. Monopolism and privileges, territorially enforced. The cure for monopolism is considered to be: "... one vast, enormous, all-inclusive monopoly. The remedy for monopolies is monopoly." - Tucker, ib. 

Free markets, free enterprises, free trade, consumer- sovereignty towards public services. Even the best market arrangements applying only to volunteers. vs. Public service monopolies etc. imposed upon all.
To each the political, economic & social system of his choice, of his dreams " vs. To all the single political, economic & social system dreamt up by a few for all and, supposedly, agreed upon by all, by a "mandate", at best a temporary majority & then imposed upon all dissenters, at least for a limited period.

Individually chosen establishments & societies vs. One territorial establishment imposed upon all.
Free individual conduct. vs. "... absolute control by the majority of all individual conduct." - Tucker, ibid.
E.g. marriage systems & contracts individually chosen vs. Marriage systems & contracts universally and territorially prescribed by governments.
Freedom of action & experimentation for all, at the own risk and expense, even in the political, social and economic spheres, vs. Freedom of action and experimentation in the so-called "public spheres" monopolized by territorial governments, with progress thus slowed down, made temporarily impossible or even reversed.
Self-chosen degrees of equality, liberty and equal liberty. vs. Imposed degrees of equality, liberty and equal liberty for all, subject to egalitarian ideologies, which make some people "more equal" than others. (See George Orwell: Anima Farm.)

Self-control or individually chosen control systems, vs. Centrally imposed controls, by majorities, supposed experts or usurpers.

Individual responsibility for the own actions. Qualification: Members of panarchies (voluntary communities that are exterritorially autonomous) to be held collectively responsible for actions of their communities only if they did not protest or resist them or tried to secede from such communities when it or its members acted wrongfully on a large scale against outsiders. vs. Collective responsibility for members of territorial organizations or people of the same race or religion.
Minority autonomy, also autonomy for the majority or: Minority or majority self-rule. vs. State, government & national sovereignty, i.e., subjugation of most minorities, combined with privileges for ruling minorities & their favourites or majority or minority rule over all

Non-geographical organization by individual choice. vs. Geographical organization by majority choice, or via usurpation by minorities or individuals.

Market-like natural order, based upon individual liberty & individual choice & individual secessionism, with unity in diversity. 
vs. Centrally imposed artificial order, an organized chaos, called a constitutional, legal or ideological order and unity.
Self-liberation, including that of voluntary groups Liberation of individuals, minorities & of majorities. vs. Territorial & national "liberation". "Liberation" only of States, "nations" and "peoples", most of them imagined rather than real, under one territorially enforced model that never fully satisfies all those subjected to it.

Individual choice, even of governments & societies. vs. Centralized political prescriptions for the whole population. " ... all affairs of men should be managed by the (territorial - J.Z.) government, regardless of individual choice." - Tucker, ibid.

Self-responsibility for individuals and volunteer communities. vs. Theoretically "responsible" central, state and local governments, in practice more or less irresponsible, abusive, corrupt, exploitative and power-mad, at least for prolonged periods.

Individuals voting upon and deciding their own fate, together with like-minded people. vs. Collectivist voting on the fate of others, one strongly disagrees with. Regarding public affairs: "the individual is nothing" & "the government is everything." - Tucker, ibid.

Individualism: "the individual is everything, the (territorial - J.Z.) government is nothing." - Tucker, ib Abolition not of "the State" but only of the territorial State & its minority rule or majority despotism & its territorial monopoly. vs. Compulsory membership or subordination.

Individual and groups secessionism permitted & encouraged, vs. Individual and group secessionism outlawed or only limited territorial secession permitted.
Diversity, individually chosen vs. Uniformity, collectively & territorially imposed
Decentralization, voluntary, non-geographical vs. Centralization, territorially enforced, with unity pretended under one or the other myth.

Associationism & federalism by free individuals based upon unanimous consent. vs. Geographical "unification", fictitious, of whole populations, without unanimous consent.
Societies of free individuals, also in form of States & governments, but without a territorial monopoly. vs. States, nations, peoples, of a territorially determined type, however fictitious. ("Ein Volk, ein Reich, ein Fuehrer!")

Self-government, self-determination, self-rule by individuals & voluntary associations, regardless of their location. vs. Rule by others, on the federal, State & local level at best approved of by majorities
Societies of volunteers, exterritorially autonomous under personal laws. vs. Territorial States & governments over largely involuntary subjects, with uniform and imposed laws, formally at best representative or majority determined

Self-chosen degrees of liberties & restrictions vs. Imposed degrees of liberty and restrictions.
Freely competing court- and arbitration systems, all only as chosen by volunteer communities for themselves. vs. One court system for all, except for leaders or MPs, and other people with powers, who are only rarely held juridically responsible for their actions.

Peaceful one-man-"revolutions", valid only for such volunteers. vs. Bloody and coercive revolutions, imposed upon dissenters, mostly more oppressive than liberating.
Natural leadership over volunteers. vs. Imposed leadership, at best by a majority.
Voluntary integration. vs. Compulsory integration.
Voluntary segregation. vs. Compulsory segregation, e.g. Apartheid or "Africa for Africans only!"

Progress via individual step by step, choice by choice. vs. Wholesale or territorial "progressive" steps, under popular errors, myths & prejudices - often making matters worse, for most, for all too long.
Voluntary contributions or taxes or subscriptions to the expenses of the own panarchy - even if this is realized only via the voluntary membership. Each panarchy running its own budget or spending. vs. Compulsorily imposed (by supposed representatives) taxes or tributes to territorial budgets of centralized governments for whole populations.
Voluntary socialism, freely competing with other forms of socialism and other isms. vs. Compulsory State socialism.
Labour & capital self-managed in all freely chosen varieties in different voluntary communities. vs. Uniform labour & capital laws & jurisdiction imposed upon all.
Free prices, wages, rents, profits, interest rates etc. within the volunteer communities favouring them, at the same time controls and regulations of them for and by others in their voluntary communities. vs. Price-, wage-, rent-, profit- & interest rate controls for or people in a territory monopolized by a 

government.
Individualism in every sphere, combined with voluntary associationism. vs. Statism: " ... government or State becoming the all in all." 

Anti-monopolism, competition, market-relationships the rule rather than the exception. But all voluntary restrictions remain tolerated. vs. Monopolism, privileges, powers over others, rule by others rather than self-determination.
Laissez faire, laissez passer (let people produce and let people exchange) for all communities of volunteers desiring this arrangement for themselves but also "laissez faire" for people loving controls, serfdom and slavery, as long as they can stand them. vs. Laissez-faire economics either imposed upon all or outlawed for all people in a territory.
Laissez-faire extended into the political & social spheres, for volunteers. vs. Laissez faire confined to economics and as such extended or suppressed for whole territories and their populations.

Shopping hours chosen by individual shops. vs. Shopping hours centrally imposed upon all.
Monopolies only continued among volunteers, at their own risk and expense. vs. Centralized & territorial monopolies in every "public" sphere, with no one being free to opt out from under them.

Individual decision-making in almost every sphere vs. Monopolized decision-making, even on war & peace, international trade, exchange media & value standards and nuclear disarmament.
Self-protection via rightful arms, training, organization and contracts, protective agencies, private police forces & ideal volunteer militias for the protection of individual rights. vs. Pretence of collective security via State police, armed forces & ABC mass murder devices
"Protection ... to be secured, as long as it is necessary, by voluntary association and cooperation for self-defence, or as a commodity to be purchased, like any other commodity, of those, who offer the best article at the lowest price." - Tucker, ibid. vs. Protection monopoly by the territorial State, coercively maintained, even when no or only quite insufficient protection is offered by it or the price to be paid for it is an all too high monopoly price. Only rulers get large protection - and even they get sometimes assassinated, nevertheless. Governments are, obviously, not providing sufficient protection against terrorism - and provoke and breed more terrorism by their actions.

M.Y.O.B.: Mind your own business, as guiding principle. Including the so-called "public services" as the own business, rather than that of bureaucrats and dishonest politicians. vs. "Interference with another's business." - Tucker, ibid. - General meddling and expensive abuses, under the pretence of working in the common or public interest, but unchecked by free competition, free pricing and consumer sovereignty.

Vices dealt with as private affairs. In some voluntary communities all vices will be permitted, while in others all will be outlawed & others have various rules on them. vs. Vices treated as public affairs, and crimes, even when they have no involuntary victims.
Non-governmental free societies, minimal or limited government societies, all by individual choice & only for their voluntary members. vs. One form of government, constitution, legal & juridical system & administration for all people in a territory, at best chosen by the temporary majority, mostly a coalition of minorities.

Property rights, individual & however voluntarily combined, in all wanted forms, private, partnership, cooperative, collectivized by volunteers, including voluntary socialism chosen by individuals for themselves. vs. All properties largely or ultimately nationalized in a territorial feudal system, with private remainders subject to part - (taxes) or total confiscation and all property transfers more or less regulated, exploited and  controlled, e.g. by monetary despotism, price controls etc. At best only a "mixed economy", more statist than private

Self-ownership & private property rights - if claimed in volunteer communities: - "... wishes to leave each in possession of its own." - Ernest Lesigne, quoted by Tucker, ibid.  vs. "... wishes to take everything from everybody." - Ernest Lesigne, qu. by Tucker, ibid. - Extreme case: Totalitarian State socialism or statist monopoly capitalism.
Propertarianism: "... wishes everybody to be a proprietor." - Ernest Lesigne, quoted by Tucker, ibid. - To the extent that he wants to be and as a result of his own efforts or gifts etc. or inheritance, not by the expropriation of others or via monopolies. - J.Z. vs. Expropriation: "wishes to expropriate everybody." - Ernest Lesigne, qu. by Tucker, ibid. - Well, except the politicians and the bureaucracy, and as far and as long as the territorial rulers can get away with this, limited only through the bankruptcy, poverty and weakness this finally leads to, for the majority, though not for the rulers, who then try to safeguard their extorted riches largely in safer countries.

Equality: As much equality or inequality as the members of each volunteer community do want for themselves. This leads to high degrees of satisfaction, peace and harmony between the diverse groups, just religious tolerance does in its sphere. vs. The present degrees of equality and inequality 

compulsorily preserved for all people living in a territory as long as possible. This leads to continuous conflicts rather than harmony or at least peace and neutrality between the adherents of different systems.

Voluntary free enterprises competing with each other and other economic systems. vs. Centrally imposed planning, direction & controls upon all enterprises under a vast State corporation.
Self-management among volunteers. vs. Imposed hierarchies or central administration of all economic activities/
"Do as you wish yourself." - Ernest Lesigne. vs. "Do as the government wishes." - Ernest Lesigne. - The territorial government. - J.Z. 

All kinds of constitutions, laws, principles, methods & institutions practised among those, who prefer them for themselves. vs. One type, size, quality, quantity of them imposed upon all.                                       

"... promises liberty." - Ernest Lesigne. Ultimately for all who want it for themselves and as completely as they come to wish it and supply to and maintain for themselves. - J.Z.vs. "threatens with despotism." - Ernest Lesigne. - And all too often achieves it, all too fast and for all too long. - J.Z.
"... makes the State (or a competing society - J.Z.) the employee of the citizen." - Ernest Lesigne." vs. ... makes the citizen the subject of the State." - Ernest Lesigne.
Brings about, gradually, for most, step by step, according to their individual choices, " ... the minimum of command, of regulation, of legislation." - Tucker, ib. - Even if, initially, some choose even more of them for themselves. - J.Z. vs. "... aspires to command, to regulate, to legislate." - 

Ernest Lesigne 

Education, Self-Enlightenment: "...wishes to enable everybody to instruct himself." - Ernest Lesigne. vs. "... wishes to instruct everybody." - Ernest Lesigne. 

Progress: "... social progress will result from the free play of individual efforts." - Ernest Lesigne. - And that of the quite free associations of free individuals. - J.Z. vs. Progress, when decided upon by politicians and bureaucrats, will be prevented, lead to relapses or stagnation and will at least be slowed down or require much more in capital investments. - J.Z.

"... wishes to enable everybody to support himself." Ernest Lesigne. (Within or through his individually preferred utopia or intentional community. - J.Z.) vs. "... wishes to support everybody." - Ernest Lesigne. (At the expense of everybody. - Establishing "mutual plunder bunds", as Bastiat says, and saving fools from the results of their follies only to fill the world with fools, as Herbert Spencer remarked. - J.Z.)
"...opens unlimited horizons to progress." (Among volunteer communities. The examples of the most successful ones will tend to be followed by others.) - "... will succeed." - Ernest Lesigne. vs. " ... followed by the most atrocious reactions." ... " ... will fail; ..." - Ernest Lesigne.
Exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. vs. Territorial imposition.
for example:

voluntary capitalism vs. State socialism or territorially imposed capitalism.
voluntary monarchism vs. compulsory monarchism for all.
voluntary conservatism vs. compulsory conservatism for all.
voluntary futurism, progress steps vs. compulsory futurism & "progress" for all.
voluntary anarchism, various forms vs. voluntary libertarianism, various forms and even voluntary statism or competing governments vs. anarchism for all, although different forms of anarchism may be chosen by volunteers. None may choose statism or rulers for themselves, or libertarianism for the whole population, whether they like it or not.
voluntary greeny reforms. vs. greeny "reforms" for all, however wrong or absurd, however unwanted.
As much or as little bureaucracy as individuals wish for themselves in their own communities. vs. 
Territorially imposed bureaucracies
Parties becoming self-governing societies for their members and voters, or, rather, voluntary citizens, without having to defeat other parties in elections, but subject to individual and group secessions all the time and the competition provided by the self- concerned policies of other "one-party communities" vs. Territorial one-party rule or rule by a particular coalition of parties (if these were to persist) over all other parties and their members and voters. The mere part - and its leader or leaders - ruling the whole on the pretence of a genuine mandate from all but at best only from a temporary majority

Voluntary Globalism & also voluntary Anti-Globalism. vs. Imposed Globalism or Imposed Anti-Globalism
Voluntary societies with many different forms and objectives, in all spheres, all self-responsible. vs. 
One territorially imposed State "society" for all.
Consumer sovereignty towards all public services and different consumer coops for them. vs. The domination & exploitation of all consumers, with central planning, rationing, price controls.
Free pricing in every sphere - at least among all those who prefer it for themselves, while others may choose to try price controls among themselves. vs. Price-, wage-, rent-, fee- and interest rate controls
for all transactions.
Free capital markets & investments or free capitalist acts among consenting adults. vs. Centrally collected, planned and invested capital.
Monetary freedom. vs. Monetary despotism, 
characterized by: 




characterized by: 
Freedom to issue notes in private payment communities. vs. State monopoly for money issues.
Free market rating for private note etc. issues. vs. Legal tender for the State's monopoly money.
Right to discount money offered, when it was not issued by oneself also to altogether refuse the money of others. vs. Compulsory acceptance for the State's money, no matter how much it is deteriorated.
Compulsory acceptance at par only for money one has issued oneself or has contractually obliged oneself to accept. vs. Compulsory acceptance for State money for all people in a territory. Also enforced by the issue monopoly & made worse by the forced value for this paper money.

Free choice of value standards, with issues usually kept at par or close to their nominal value in sound and competing monies. vs. Compulsory or fictitious value of State paper, turning them into fiat money or requisitioning certificates. A value standard monopoly, usually much abused. Value preserving clauses outlawed.

Monetary demand for goods, labour, & services only limited by the competitive issuers' own readiness to accept their own notes for their goods, labour & services, using sound & agreed upon value standards in these competitive exchange media and in their pricing, so that lastly an unlimited quantity of goods, labour and services can not only be freely produced or offered but also freely exchanged, without encountering a monetary bottleneck or money shortage. vs. Demand for labour, goods & services limited to the monopoly money provided by central banking, which due to its Legal Tender (forced acceptance and forced value) is not self-regulating and self-limiting and either over-supplied or under-supplied in certain spheres and channels and all over mostly leading to inflations, deflations or stagflations and through these to political catastrophes.
Privately and cooperatively issued and accepted currencies have goods, service or debt foundation. vs.State paper money has some tax foundation, at best without legal tender & using a sound value
standard.
Competing currencies, free banking. vs. Monopoly money of Central Banking
Good money drives out the bad. (Good-money = optional money, subject to free market rating.) vs. Bad money drives out the good. (Bad money = money with compulsory acceptance and enforced value.)
Freedom also for all honest clearing & credit systems. vs. All clearing & credit arrangements under governmental licensing, legislation & controls.
Freely competing land-tenure systems, all practised only by those in their favour, the various land reform movements and at their risk and expense. All to be realized only peacefully, via private and cooperative purchases of land titles from present owners. Even high prices are cheaper than civil wars. vs. A uniform land-tenure system imposed upon all people in a territory. No one is free to opt out from under it. The worst land monopoly is that of the State or nation or claimed in the name
of "the people" or a "race" against all "foreigners" or "aliens".
Free migration. No borders. vs. Controlled emigration & immigration, sometimes both largely stopped or restricted.
Free Trade for Free Traders, combined with Protectionism for Protectionists. Both only on a voluntary basis and to the degrees wanted by them. vs. Protectionism or "guided" and controlled 

"Free Trade" imposed upon all. Tariffs, quotas, foreign exchange controls, international tradetreaties applied to whole territories.
Various forms of encouraging and rewarding inventions and writings, without artificial monopolies for prescribed periods. Patents & copyrights continued only among volunteers and not binding for those not subscribing to them. An ideas archive & talent registry could play a large role in marketing these resources better than happens today. Free competition will reveal the best methods. vs. Patent- and copyrights monopolies, legally imposed upon all for long periods. The most important ideas and talents for our times have not been found, publicized and utilized through the existing legal systems.
Free choice of language.vs. Governmentally imposed language for all.
Religious liberty or tolerance, even for atheists, deists humanists and rationalists. vs. Religion monopolized or privileged within a territorial State, i.e., religious intolerance.
Power, under these conditions, becomes self-limiting and self-reducing. vs. Power expands and abuses towards total chaos and collapse.
Individual independence "... the affairs of men should be managed by individuals or voluntary associations and that the (territorial - J.Z.) State should be abolished." - Tucker, ibid. vs. National or State or governmental independence Countries and their populations should be run or governed by those in territorial power.
Moral choices made by individuals and their voluntary groups, e.g. on abortion, sexual contracts, ethical codes. vs. One moral code and kind of behavior inflicted upon the population of whole territories.
Cultural diversity freely chosen by individuals. vs. Either multiculturalism or a particular culture imposed upon all people in a territory.

Population control by responsible parents. vs. Population controls through territorial governments.
Panarchism: The thesis that a great variety of in the best sense anarchic, libertarian or governmental societies, all only with voluntary members, are rightful, possible, practical, efficient and can peacefully coexist, in the long run, on the basis of exterritorial autonomy under personal laws, as long as they, too, permit individuals to secede from them. All of them to be free to do their things to and for themselves and thereby inclined to become and remain peaceful. vs. Statism, Territorialism, Governmentalism, Nationalism, Centralism, Imperialism, Archism: The theory and practice that sovereign or self-governing and independent public institutions should be territorial, with compulsory membership and otherwise centralized or decentralized, federated or unified or separated and that the territorial majority may rightfully rule and exploit "its" various dissenting minorities and deny them the right to secede and to live exterritorialy autonomous under their own personal laws. Instead, they are, often and much against their will, territorially integrated and subjugated, with at most the option left to them to try to persuade the majority to leave them alone, give them equal rights or even 

privileges or, perhaps, the chance to emigrate to other territorial countries which would give them a somewhat better chance.

Membership only by individual choice, which is largely achieved via freedom for individual secessionists. vs. Compulsory membership or subordination of all people living in a territory. Dissenters not allowed to withdraw or opt out or secede.

States within States and diverse societies within the general society, but all ruling only themselves and not any of the others. That is possible only under voluntarism and personal laws or individual sovereignty, individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. A framework for all the desired diverse societies among volunteers, even in seemingly statist forms. All subject to individual and minority group secessionism & to their own and personal laws only. Governments and non- governmental societies only by individual choice. They do provide the greatest opportunities for all kinds of anarchists, libertarians and archists, in peaceful competition with each other. vs. Coercively unified and monopolistic and compulsory States for all people living in a territory, imposing their territorial governments, administrations, constitutions, laws and jurisdictions upon all inhabitants of a certain territory and frequently arguing or fighting over the borders between them. All claiming to rightfully, rationally and benevolently and to represent the interests and rights of all their involuntary members as well, via their kind of franchise. Dissenters are not free to do their their own things to or for themselves but at most free to emigrate or to protest or to try persuade or outvote the present majority.

Panarchies are exterritorially and voluntarily either centralized or decentralized. However diverse their ideals, within each they are uniformly realized via unanimous consent of voluntary members. vs. Archies or governments of the present type are coercively and territorially centralized or decentralized. Uniform systems, imposed by majorities or minorities upon involuntary members.

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

If you can think of any other distinctions, and better wordings, please let me know! Any improvement suggestion is welcome although I cannot promise to adopt it. But, by all means, circulate your own version of such statements, including or changing mine. - J.Z., 30.9.04.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TULLOCK, G. 1985. A New Proposal for Decentralizing Government Activity. In „Rationale Wirtschaftspolitik in komplexen Gesellschaften“, ed. H. Milde and H.G. Monissen, 139-48, Stuttgart: Verlag W. Kohlhammer. Reference given by Prof. Fred Foldvary, „Proprietary Communities and Community Associations“, in David T. Beito et al, The Voluntary City, Choice, Community and Civil Society, The Independence Institute, 2002, ISBN 0-472-11240p6 & ISBN 0-472-08837-8 (pbk). Ibid, on page 283, Foldvary comments: "Whereas the earlier discussion is centered around territorial communities, Tullock (1985) proposes nonterritorial constitutions for contractual associations. He notes the example of the Millet system of the old Turkish empire, under which autonomous non-Muslim religious communities were formed. Tullock proposes associations with quasi governmental power, which would be without a specific geographic location. They would provide services that are not geographical in scope, somewhat like those that churches provide today. Aspects of law that these "sociological“ associations could assume might include those concerned with family, probate and contract.“ – Apparently even F. and T. did not envision them taking over no part at all or only a few of all of the tasks now usurped by territorial governments – corresponding to the wishes of their voluntary members. – J.Z., 7.1.05. - But in the meantime they might have come to include voluntaristic libertarian and anarchistic society models as well. - J.Z., 20. 11. 06.
_________________________________________________________________________________

TUNDRA WIND, to ZUBE, JOHN: 22 July 86, lp, with reply, 1 Aug.1986, 2pp, 102, in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. - TUNDRA WIND, 44, 60-65, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901. - TUNDRA WIND, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.
An extract from PEACE PLANS 870: 

Transcript of a letter by "Tundra Wind", a subscriber to "The Connection", of July 22nd., 1986, to John Zube, on PANARCHY:
Dear John,
thanks for your material on panarchy. Panarchy represents precisely and specifically what I have been groping toward for many years. The simplicity and power of the idea (and its actual existence) speaks to the unfolding of a basic true thing
The beauty of panarchy, as I understand it, lies in the fact that most people, most of the time, function panarchistically. Therefore, it seems but a small step to full-scale panarchy.
Now, that step may have its difficulties, but I perceive that it is possible because no new skill, no new revolution in perception or con​ception needs accomplishing. The simple extension of the predominant pattern of association among humans suffices to bring this about.
Panarchy also shows, by contrast, the flaws of other libertarian thin​kers. When such writers seek to write a blue print for an ideal society, they show that they have not challenged the fundamental basis for tyran​ny. Under panarchy, individualists would simply associate with other individualists, collectivists with collectivists, etc., etc. What could be simpler? I love it!
(Incidentally, I know of a functioning panarchistic monarchy. A group of transvestites has a system of "Royal Courts" complete with Emperors & Empress & other grades of Royalty. The subjects join this organization voluntarily and can leave at will.)
You asked what I meant by a Zen Panarchy. The West has been interested in Zen for two reasons; meditation and Koans(*) Historically, however, Zen has a basis in a system of ethical behavior defined by a set of precepts. 

(I will enclose of copy of my elucidation of these precepts in the near future.) My idea for a Zen Panarchy would be that one joins it by taking these precepts. That would be the first, minimal step.
I don't have access to a micro-fiche reader, but I'm checking around.
I don't consider Lao Tzu's statements on government obscure. In fact, I find them clearer than von Mises or Rothbard. I have a feeling personality factors enter in, shaping what seems clear to us.
F.P. is impressed by the 10,000 years of Statist history but I am more impressed by the hundreds of thousands of years before the State appeared, in which people did not oppress each other (see The Parable of the Tribes). 10,000 years represent but a small fraction of human history and this period does not seem representative of human history as a whole …
I could write much more and will do so in the future. Thanks again. 

Signed: Tundra Wind, P.O. Box 429, Monte Rio, CA 95 462.
P.S.: A few quick observations on panarchy that occur to me: 

1.) By solving the problem of borders, panarchy simultaneously solves the problem of defence which so vexes libertarian thinkers. Since panarchies do not define themselves geographically, the amount of energy that needs devoting to defence becomes a miniscule fraction of that spent by geographically defined states, I think of the Vatican's defence budget, or the Red Cross.
2.) The durability of panarchies seems to surpass that of states. Rarely do states last even a century without some internal or external challenge to their fundamental structure. This derives directly from
their border definedness. Yet, offhand, I can think of several panarchies that have lasted a very long time. Probably the longest running one is Taoism. Judaism in Diaspora represents an example of panarchies' astonishing resilience. The Catholic Church, while admittedly a state for a significant part of its history, nevertheless endures quite successfully as a non-state. Finally, Freemasonry, which some say is thousands of years old, shows how remarkably influential panarchies can be beyond their numbers.

(*: I believe that I came across the term "Koans" before but forgot its meaning. None of the dictionaries that I consulted in a hurry could give me an explanation. - J.Z.)
(J.Z.: The question remains: Why did not these and other panarchies become and remain all fully autonomous and lasting? On the other hand: Could we have expected a better performance from times of slavery, sorcery, astrology, pride in conquests, readiness to plunder and kill upon command, for the long periods in which most individual human rights were not yet known or sufficiently appreciated? – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

_________________________________________________________________________________
John Zube, 7 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW 2577, Australia,    Aug. 1,86 

Tundra Wind, PO Box 429, Monte Rio, CA 95 462
Dear Tundra,
I received your letter of July 22nd.,86, yesterday & the cheque for the information package with thanks. I was pleased that you showed such an interest in the panarchist option. 

Wrong word: in the most important spheres it is not an option yet. Only in some of the more personal things are people so far allowed to act 

a) voluntarily, b) non-territorially and c) autonomously.
The c) part is the one missing or only very incompletely realized in the larger instances that you quote.
And it has so many implications that go against most people's grain. For instance: Monetary freedom experiments among volunteers, while others subscribe to exclusive and 100% gold currency only or to governmental forced paper currency.
Use of recreational drugs in a society where most people are inclined to be prohibitionists against these drugs, although they may be alcohol and tobacco consumers. 

(My only such drugs are coffee, tea and cacao, not very healthy but sometimes helpful in keeping me awake.) 

Think of the Jewish people in the Diaspora: They were volunteers in that they did not fully integrate into the societies around them. Faith, obstinacy, custom, conviction - and prosecution - made them adhere, mostly or frequently, to their ancient creed and related customs, even if it cost them their property, liberty and, sometimes lives. They had degrees of autonomy for their own affairs, legally or illegally, even their own jurisdiction - but, they were not FULLY autonomous. This shortage was so keenly felt, after considerable degrees of emancipation in the 19th. and 20th. century - with intermittent pogroms, e.g. in Russia - and, especially after what happened under the Nazi regime, that they came to imagine that full autonomy could only be obtained in a territorial way and strove to establish the State of Israel, which, inevitably, developed its own minority problems and international difficulties. 
Around World War I there was another movement among the East German Jewish people, about which Beckerath and Dr. Walter Zander told me something, but which has, perhaps, not yet been fully described. These people called themselves, very inaptly from my point of view, the "territorialists", because they wanted to achieve full autonomy WITHIN the TERRITORIES they lived in, i.e. wanted to avoid migrating into the "holy" land or to relatively free North America or Western Europe.
Think of the age and persistence even of minor steps of autonomy: The "corn law" restrictions existed for 410 years before, finally, after much agitation, most of them were repealed - for a few decades. In the meantime, hundreds of attempts to get them repealed failed, in parliament, and smuggling was not sufficiently effective to keep the people supplied with cheap bread etc.
Similarly with the anti-truck legislation, which existed in England for at least 575 years, although insufficient to suppress truck arrangements completely. It was revived, again and again, during depressions and their money famines. The repressive legislation was not fully effective but it was effective enough to prevent the use of truck or tommy-shop vouchers from developing, let us say, into the goods warrants or standardized shopping vouchers of local shop associations, into independent local currencies. Full autonomy was missing.
One could, alas, all too easily, quote many other instances. Freedom is not really freedom until it is complete, until all pro-freedom and all anti-freedom options have become not a matter of collectivist coercion but a matter of individual choice, in the own sphere.
Most people, in spite of being "panarchists", unconsciously, on many points of personal choice, are still prohibitionists and protectionists on larger matters. That aspect of the present and past mentality and of "rat-bags" of wrong ideas, in most people's minds, has to be taken into consideration when one strives towards political and economic tolerance or experimental freedom or minority autonomy like the faithful dissenters and nonconformists did once against religious hierarchies and repressions.

The basic idea of panarchy is, indeed, very simple - but to apply it, oneself, in all spheres and to get others, although already somewhat sympathetic, to see all the implications and to think through them in a panarchistic way, without imagining the effort to be hopeless, in the face of large odds, is not easy. 

How many freedom lovers are, e.g., able to apply freedom ideas to the
the problem of defending a RELATIVELY free society against 

a) terrorism, 

b) subversion, 

c) putsch attempts, 

d) revolutionary take-over bids by determined minorities and 

e) international aggression by external and territorially organized totalitarians?

Most people, in their minds, do not even attempt to tackle such larger problems but merely subscribe to the usual statist notions in this re​spect which help to continue and spread oppression and opposition even on the own side and defeat many rightful and defensive intentions. 

The idea of panarchy will only be powerful once it is powerfully advocated. That has not yet been done. Powerful i.e. very capable advocates of it are missing. This is still a frontier where anyone could distinguish himself by a pioneering effort.
Even small mental steps are not easily taken by most people, if they do lead them away from their conventional thought grooves, if they do contradict popular prejudices. Not only the native tribes have their taboos. For instance, decades after people could no longer redeem their paper currency at their local bank into gold coins, there still persisted, against their own experience, in the belief that their currency was based on and covered by gold or ought to be so covered.  It takes some people years before they wake up to some of the facts of inflation and there may be still only a handful of people in the world now, who have woken up to all or most of them, enough to clearly see the need for certain preventative steps.
If you imagine it easy to convert others to panarchist ways of thinking then you are either a great innovator as a salesman for new ideas or you will be disappointed and come to reject the idea because others do not respond to it as fast as you did. 

Come to think of it, you said yourself that you have "been groping toward (s it) for many years." 

Do not imagine that it will be much different with many other people? 

Expect even that most have not even been groping for weeks, far less for years, for something that is a true alternative to the present mess. 

I am still an enthusiastic panarchist and will remain so for the rest of my life but I do not expect others to catch my fire fast and this is, nevertheless, a fact that will not lead me to disappointment and resignation. 

Thus you may consider me a fanatic in this respect. I am fanatically for tolerance, no matter how low its chances appear to be at present in the eyes and minds of most and seeing their many conditioned reflexes. 

Altogether, a considerable revolution in the minds of people is necessary to make panarchism a widely enough accepted philosophy to enable determined minorities to begin with consistent realization attempts that are so far considered to be within the "holy sphere" of the State. 

Imagine the responses of governments in the East and West if, over the heads of the governments, peace negotiations and separate peace trea​ties, resulting from them, or unilateral peace declarations were attemp​ted, by groups of their subjects, if some of their subjects armed, orga​nized and trained themselves with rightful weapons for the protection of some of their basic rights, including e.g. the retention of their own earnings and property in the face of confiscatory intentions on the side of their official "protectors".

Long before it would come to such practical steps, in the own country, the battle ought to have been won in the minds of enough people. 

Moreover, it would be wise to start to rise in the defense of basic rights not against the own government but to support, as much as possible, those in other countries, who have already risen or resisted despotic regimes, in a panarchistic way. Then one would have the advantage of being considered rather an immediate ally than an immediate enemy by the own government.  

Wherever one can still study, agitate, assemble and associate freely, there is, usually, not sufficient justification for any forceful resistance, anyhow. 

You know of the trauma of the conscientious objector experience for many young men. Panarchists intend to opt out not only from one law they consider to be too restrictive - but from the whole package deal that is imposed upon them, a deal that is tolerated or approved or even demanded by all too many others.
Libertarians, like other humans, are not readily prepared to admit to their remaining errors and mend their way but can be expected to cling to them tenaciously. 

I'm looking forward to your Zen-Panarchy paper. Lao Tse is clearer to me, too, than most of the other Eastern freedom philosophers. Most wrote, probably, under censorship. 

(I believe that I did not receive his Zen-Panarchy paper. But I have started a small collection of different translations of Lao Tse’s famous book. – J.Z., 19.12.04.)

10,000 years are but a small fraction of human history, indeed, but already many less are enough to condition most people's way of thinking. F.P. wrote in T.C. that he was so repressed and desperate as a school boy that he once threa​tened to poke out the eyes of his torturers with a pencil. That "defen​ce" has now turned into notions of private nukes.  

My main copier broke down & I ran out of the 4/86 supplementary literature list. 


FIOT, John      (Somewhat revised: 18.12.04.)

TURGENEV: "He believed - this was his 'old-fashioned' liberalism in the English dynastic (he meant constitutional) sense (Letter to Vestnik Evropy ... also the letters to Stasyulevich ... and to Herzen of 25 Nov. 62, and F. Vlkhovsky's article, "Ivan Sergeevich Turgenev", Free Russia, vol. 9, No. 4, 1898, pp 26-9 ) - that only education, only gradual methods, 'industry, patience, self-sacrifice, without glitter, without noise, "homoeopathic injections of science and culture" could improve the lives of men. ... He went on believing ... that no issue was closed for ever, that every thesis must be weighed against its antithesis, that systems and absolutes of every kind - social and political no less than religious - were a form of dangerous idolatry; (See the letters to Countess Lambert in 1864, and to the writer M.A. Milyutina in 1875, quoted with much other relevant material in V. N. Gorbacheva, Molodye Gody Turgeneva, Kazan, 1926.) above all, one must never go to a war unless and until all that one believes in is at stake and there is literally no other way out." - Isaiah Berlin, Russian Thinkers, 295. - - One, on his own, can never go to war, although he might use rightful force in self-defence or wrongful force in criminal aggression with victims. As for whole countries and their people, there are better ways, in most cases, than going to total war against all the subjects of an aggressive government. The total defensive war should only be total against the decision makers of an aggressive regime. It should. e.g., include a separate peace offer to all others and chocolate bombs rather than high explosive bombs on the civilian victims of a dictatorship that commits the international aggression, using its subjects merely as military, labour and tax slaves. - J.Z., 10.9.04, 23.9.04.
TURNER, JENNIE M.: Proposal for a New Constitution of the United Nations, mimeo, 4 pp. in Canadian Peace Research Institute files, proposes either UN reform or a parallel "Federal Union for Defence and Prosperity", P.R.A.J., Ref. No. 29 532.

TUSSMAN, JOSEPH: Obligation and the Body Politic, OUP, 1960, 1963. Page 5: "Partly by way of criticism of the above view is the position that a body politic is a group of persons sharing a common set of habits or customs..." Page 7: "Saving the best for last, I come now to the notion of 'agreement' as expressing the core of political relatedness. A body politic, on this view, is a group of persons related by a system of agreements; to be a member of a body politic is to be a party to the system of agreements. The model is obviously the voluntary group or organization. A voluntary group is composed of a number of individuals who, in pursuit of a common purpose, agree to act in concert, putting themselves under a common discipline, authority, and obligation. The difficulty is not in understanding what a voluntary group is but in seeing the body politic as such, or essentially like such a group...." - Page 9: "In this tradition of 'political freedom' does not turn on the absence of law but on whether the law is 'self-imposed'. And it is only in this tradition that one can make any sense at all out of 'freedom under law'. The demand for freedom under law is not the demand for an indulgent master. It is the demand that our social order be reconstructed as a voluntary group..." - The books starts out as well but does not end as well. - J.Z., 26.1.99.

TWERSKY, ISADORE: Aspects of the Social and Cultural History of Provencal Jewry, in "Jewish Society through the Ages", ed. by H.H. Ben-Sasson & S. Ettinger, N.Y., Schocken Books, 1971, pp 185-207.

TWISS, TRAVERS: On Consular Jurisdiction in the Levant, or the Status of Foreigners in the Ottoman Law Courts, London, William Clowes & Son, 1880.
TWISS, LAWY OF NATIONS, 2nd. ed., Oxford, 1884, vol i. P. 444, on PERSONAL LAW, RELIGIOUS BASIS, referred to by Liu, Extraterritoriality, page 22:  „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 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.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 extraterritoriality. “ 
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.
TYAU, M, T. Z.: The Legal Obligations Arising Out of Treaty Relations between China and Other States, Shanghai, Commercial Press, 1917.

TYRANNICIDE: 14, 43, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - I find it inexcusable, scandalous, that even tyrannicide is not sufficiently discussed as a single step that might, in extreme cases, especially when combined with many other rightful and rational steps, do some good, instead of leading to even more atrocities, by a tyrannical government, in retaliation. 

(Typically, it is not even a word in my automatic spelling system, inbuilt in Eudora.) 

Obviously, a “separation” of fanatic rulers and their volunteers from unwilling victims is involved here, or some choice of governments and removal of unwanted and imposed ones. Tyranny would be reduced through it by at least one significant head. These executioners have, obviously, undertaken an individualist "secession" by such actions, even though they knew, that they had, most likely, to lay down their lives in such an action.

A few dozen such secessionists and Hitler would not have survived for long and millions of lives would have been spared. Such secessionism and determination cannot be fully effectively outlawed and suppressed. Thus it leads to the question: Why was it not more effectively applied against obviously criminal governments, real human monsters? Bad as the present US government is, it has undertaken some sensible steps in this direction. (Please do not distort this statement as if it meant that I am a fan of Bush or apologist for him. I merely want to state that I am not a fanatic enemy of all his efforts and actions, and those of his advisors, in every respect.)
Rommel was one of the best and most honorable German soldiers. But, he still served, for all too long, even a Hitler and his regime, all too well and all too long, in spite of his scruples. He had not clearly decided and early enough, when a soldier ought to disobey a government that is as criminal. He still found himself bound, for all too long, by his oath. Thus, the several assassination attempts by the Allies against him were justified, in my eyes. But they should have been better organized. 
At least one promising attempt, proposed by an English officer, against Hitler, was prevented by the English government! Czarism was once defined as "despotism, somewhat moderated by assassination". 
Romans and Greeks, at one stage, and some medieval theorists, did not consider such actions as assassinations or murders but, instead, as rightful, even as obligatory executions, after these criminals, by their actions, had outlawed themselves. The secret but popular Vhemic courts against tyrants first organized some underground case against them, leading to their underground “outlawry” and then to the killing of the outlawed. 
TYRANNIES, TYRANTS & PANARCHISM: By allowing individuals to secede tyrannies would be avoided and tyrannicide would be rendered superfluous. Voluntary followers, doing only their things to themselves or letting them be done to themselves, have only themselves and their choice of leaders to blame. Such tyrannies are not wrongful impositions to be resisted to the utmost. They can serve as deterrent examples to others. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
TYRANNY, REBELLION & TERRITORIALISM: Today's rebel is tomorrow's tyrant. - Will and Ariel Durant. - Territorialism alone would already assure that - at least for the periods of elective despotism. J. Z. 9.7.92, 6.2.94.

TYRANNY: All tyrannies are abolished the moment all individuals are free to secede from them. What remained of them would be, likewise, merely volunteer communities. Exclusive territorial sovereignty and compulsory membership and subjugation are the essence of tyranny in the political sense. Without this territorial political tyranny only small-scale tyrannies would be possible towards relatives and associates, within certain limits, set by their voluntary association, and the tyranny of some private criminals over their non-consenting victims. And these are tyrants which are now not sufficiently resisted, either, and which a competitive resistance from autonomous volunteer communities and ideal militia forces for the protection of individual rights could most effectively subdue. - J.Z., 12.4.91, 13.1.93, 23.9.04.
ULTIMATE POLITICAL SYSTEM: PANARCHISM? Even panarchism will not be able to offer it. But at least as a transition method and institutional form, for human beings as they are today, it offers the most rightful, rational and progressive as well as the cheapest options.  What will be the result of 100 or 1000 years of panarchism being predominant in our political, social and economic thinking, actions and institutions? Who knows? Probably no one. But that much more rightful and better institutions and practices will result than are all too common at present, that is as certain as anything can be that is undertaken by human beings. Neither monarchies nor aristocracies nor democracies nor republics correspond sufficiently to human nature, to man as he is and can be. Panarchism does. J.Z., 19.8.04.
UN ANCIEN DIPLOMATE: Le Regime des Capitulations, son Histoire, son Application, ses Modifications, Paris, 1898.

UN, WORLD STATES, WORLD SOCIETIES, WORLD FEDERATIONS, ON A PANARCHISTIC BASIS: The UN merely represents territorial governments - not their victims. It is also an attempt to impose a single territorialist system world-wide, just like the European Federation tries to impose one system over all of Europe, without the consent of individuals and dissenting minorities. The UN does not have individuals as voluntary members, as it should. It does not permit individuals and minorities to secede from it and its territorial member governments. It includes even dictatorships. It does not include governments-in-exile, far less panarchies. Its armed force does not constitute an ideal militia force for the protection of individual rights and liberties. Its "Universal Declaration of Human Rights" is one of the worst governmental declarations of "rights". It does not envision and tolerate competition with it by other kinds of world federations with voluntary membership and only personal laws for their members. Insofar it remains part of the problem rather than of the solution. - - TURNER, JENNIE M.: Proposal for a New Constitution of the United Nations, mimeo, 4 pp. in Canadian Peace Research Institute files, proposes either UN reform or a parallel "Federal Union for Defence and Prosperity", P.R.A.J., Ref. No. 29 532.
UN & PANARCHISM: For those still favouring some form of UN, it would offer an alternative UN, 
that would recognized the independence of all minorities that want it - but without conceding to them any territorial privilege. That UN should also offer a much better declaration of individual human rights than its previous one of 10 12 1948. – J.Z. to Richard Johnsson, 14.1.05. If the UN and its sympathizers should not be open-minded enough towards such a reform of the UN then it should be confronted with a competitive associations that would attempt to represent not merely territorial governments, to the extent that they still have voluntary supporters, but also all minorities that strive for no more than exterritorial autonomy for their volunteers. Just one more international organization, one established upon private initiative. Will it be difficult to win over the international anarchist and libertarian movement people to this alternative? A very few of them have already considered exterritorialist alternatives or even assert that they are implied in anarchism and libertarianism as they understand them. – J.Z., 17.1.05. See: International Organization.  
UNANIMITY & PANARCHISM: Panarchies are unanimous communities - at least regarding all the essentials that hold these volunteer communities together. As soon as dissent reaches a degree for an individual which he considers unbearable, he would tend to individually secede from his community and found or join one which he would like completely or more than the previous one. - J.Z. 16.10.92, 4.1.93.

UNANIMITY, SOCIAL ACTION, ORGANISM: "Only unanimous action can be properly described as 'social action', since we are all members of society and of the 'organism'. The moment unanimity ceases and conflict arises, the 'organism' disappears and none of the conflicting groups can with propriety claim to represent 'society'." - Victor Yarros, March 7, 1896, in LIBERTY.

UNANIMITY, UNITY, UNIFORMITY, FEDERALISM: Panarchies are unanimous communities - at least regarding all the essentials that hold these volunteer communities together. As soon as dissent reaches a degree in an individual which he considers unbearable for him, he would individually secede from his community and found or join one which he would like more or completely. -  J.Z., 16.10.92, 4.1.93, 23.9.04.

UNANIMITY: Maybe, in the very far future a complete unanimity on public affairs would be achievable. I doubt it and am not prepared to hold my breath till then or do without full liberty for myself until all subscribe to the same ideal of full liberty for themselves. - J.Z., n.d.
UNEMPLOYMENT & PANARCHISM: Under panarchism numerous economic experiments could be tried at the same time, by different groups, in the same country, all with the intention to rightfully and tolerantly do away with involuntary unemployment. Of special importance among these experiments would be free banking or monetary freedom experiments, all of which would have opted out of the tutelage of national central banks and currency and credit legislation. --- The first among the 1 million Australian unemployed would become ​free to try to supply themselves with paid work, without depriving anybody of it, by undertaking themselves and only among themselves all the monetary, financial and organizational steps required for this purpose. No imposed laws and regulations and ​union rules could keep them any longer unemployed. - J.Z., n.d. - - See: 33, 34, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. Also Ulrich von Beckerath's second book: "Must Full Employment Cost Money?", which was reproduced in PEACE PLANS No. 10 and is now online at www.reinventingmoney.com  
UNEQUAL TREATIES & FOREIGN CONCESSIONS IN CHINA: The abolition of the wrongful parts of the old system should not have been started with a manifesto for the abolition of the unequal treaties but, rather, with one for the abolition of the inequality of the treaties. Equal autonomy treaties for all foreigners everywhere, i.e. Chinese concessions in England, the USA, Japan, Russia, Germany, France etc., could even have worked with some equitable immigration restrictions that would correspond to the remaining popular prejudices against "foreign devils" on all sides. - J.Z. 16.10.88, 3.4.89. (Why do simple and rightful alternatives usually occur to people all too late?) - - Now I do no longer know what I meant then by "equitable immigration restrictions". I think all of them ought to be abolished, permanently. Panarchies would permit those, who find others disagreeable, to separate themselves sufficiently from them, through their own constitutions, laws and jurisdiction. In their own panarchies they could be as exclusive - or integrative - as they want to be. -  The basic rights of others should never be restricted just because some prejudices are popular in some populations. - J.Z., 12.12.03.
UNEQUAL TREATIES IMPOSED BY FOREIGNERS UPON CHINESE VS. THE IDEAL OF "EQUAL TREATIES" FOR ALL: Chinese political and historical consciousness may still be traumatized by the experience with what they called the "unequal treaties", which foreigners had obtained for themselves and their "foreign concessions" but for which they were not prepared to grant the corresponding concessions to Chinese living overseas. We should counter this by proposing and practising now "equal treaties" for foreigners and dissenters from the Red Chinese regime in China and for Chinese, democratic ones, as well as communist ones, in our countries, with each individual living only under the preferred treaty system - anywhere. With this tolerance first practised towards Chinese, Chinese Minorities and other minorities, on our side, our proposals for such tolerance in Mainland China would be much more trustworthy. To some extent the regime does already permit or even initiate limited degrees of capitalism in free enterprise zones in China. That should be extended into Capitalism for consenting adult Capitalists in China, on an individual, minority and exterritorial and full autonomy basis, i.e. for all volunteers, as well as any other system for them. Nationalism and communist propaganda for many decades would see to it that at least for millions of voluntary followers the old communist framework would remain. It would even be voluntarily purged of all counter-revolutionaries and dissenters. (Mereley by excommunications.) Trade relations between the diverse autonomous communities in China - and in the rest of the world, could be fast enough established. Foreigners could under these conditions peacefully "invade" China, while Chinese could thus peacefully "invade" the rest of the world. We would then tend to adopt much sooner the best of what we have to offer to each other than we did in the past. I would especially look forward to translations of all the remaining treasures of Chinese literature and sciences into the major Western languages. The remaining totalitarian features of the Mainland China regime would soon collapse when confronted with such a programme and practice. Chinese immigrants, making use of old Chinese monetary freedom traditions, could soon supply themselves with paid work, wherever they settled and their employment policies would soon be copied by their neighbours. They would bring rather than take over jobs and stable currencies, freely competing with each other, would be another result. - J.Z., 5.2.93, 9.12.03.
UNFORCED ASSOCIATIONISM: Forced association, even with someone innocuous, is bound to provoke resentment. - Diogenes of Panarchia, TC 135, p18.

UNIFORMITY, COUNTRIES, LAWS, STATES, GOVERNMENTS, INDIVIDUALS, TERRORISM, MINORITIES, TERRITORIALISM: If individuals and their volunteer groups are not free to choose their own uniform laws for themselves, then the kind uniformity desired by majority of others is likely to be forced upon them. Thereupon at least some of them will "think" of "resisting" terroristically with pistols, bombs or even nuclear mass murder devices - in the attempt to impose, in their turn, their favourite territorial uniformity upon others. - Why try, in the first place, to establish territorial uniformity and continue to consider it as a solution for all of the many trouble spots in the world? Why leave territorial uniformity, however widely chosen or imposed and opposed, as the only option? Since it did not work against religious dissent, why expect it to work among political, economic and social system mongers? - From a letter by J.Z. to THE AUSTRALIAN, April 93.
UNIFORMITY, DIVERSITY, SOLIDARITY: "...a genuinely revolutionary movement must mirror NOW the unity and diversity that is a prerequisite of any humanized society of the future. Solidarity, yes; uniformity, no!" - Dave Dellinger. - Not uniformity and solidarity with all, e.g. intolerant people, terrorists and Jihad "warriors" or murderers but tolerance for the exterritorial, voluntary and autonomous associations of all others and solidarity with all attempts to introduce and practice this kind of diversity. - J.Z. 41.12.82, 12.1.93, 23.9.04.

UNIFORMITY, ENFORCED OR CHOSEN? Coercive and enforced uniformity, on the territorial model, is the worst threat. It may be practised with the "best intention" and still amount merely to the imposition of errors, prejudices and myths not only upon voluntary supporters but upon all dissenters. But even if, objectively, it were a paradise or utopia, it should not be imposed but merely offered to individual potential consumers. - J.Z. 8.4.89.
_________________________________________________________________________________
UNIFORMITY IS DEATH, VARIETY IS LIFE. – Free after Bakunin. Quoted in Geman in “espero” Nr. 41, Oct. 2004, page 2, in editorial: “”Frei nach Bakunin, Einfoermigkeit ist der Tod, Mannigfaltigkeit das Leben.” 
UNILATERAL PEACE DECLARATION OR DROPPING OUT OF WAR & PEACE RELATIONSHIPS AS USUALLY CONDUCTED BY TERRITORIAL GOVERNMENTS: 23, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. – An extract from “The Soviet Union and Peace”, the most important documents issued by the government of the Soviets, 1917-1929, published by Martin Lawrence Ltd., London, introduced by Henri Barbusse. Here only those documents relating to the one-sided peace declaration by the Soviet delegate at Brest Litowsk, on pages, 49 pages, on 23-41 of PEACE PLANS 878. A perhaps unique precedent for a strategy that might be pursued in a better cause. There are all kinds of “dropping out” of territorial statism! See also PEACE PLANS Nos. 7, 16 – 17,61-63 & 399-401. ---  PEACE PLANS No. 7, pages 74 - 83:
169.) ONE‑SIDED PEACE DECLARATIONS

The idea that peace like war could be declared one-sidedly, and that peace could thus be brought, at first seems to be quite absurd and yet there is a historical precedent for its partially successful application, an instance which could teach us a lesson for our time.

Whilst an official declaration of war or the threat of war do have a well-known war promoting effect on the nationalists on the other side, a unilateral peace declaration may have a healthy and pacifying influence on at least part of the opposing forces, the conscripts and other dissenters. This influence ought to be further explored and exploited.

A one‑sided peace declaration seems to require more time than a war declaration and in the meantime the fighting might go on. The reason for this may be merely that the possibilities and the techniques of unilateral peace actions have not yet been sufficiently thought through and applied.

The Historical Example:

During the peace negotiations at Brest‑Litovsk, on the 10th. of February, 1918, the Soviet delegate, Trotsky, declared that Russia would cease hostilities and demobilize her troops, that the war between Russia and the Central Powers would be at an end but that the Soviets would not sign "a peace of annexations". 

He coined the famous but rather misleading formula: "No war, no peace". - (Source: Encyclopaedia Britannica)

"We end the war but nevertheless do not conclude peace". (Source: Freie Rundschau, Sep./Oct., 1958.)

What Trotsky declared or proposed was certainly neither a war nor a peace of the old type.

Karl Helfferich in: "Der Weltkrieg" (The World War), Ullstein, Berlin, 1919, pages 552 ff, gave the following account of this extraordinary statement:

"Finally, Mr. Trotsky, in the session of February the 10th., 1918, stated that in the opinion of his delegation the decisive hour, had come. Russia would want no further part in this war. Without signing a peace treaty Russia declares an end to the condition of war with Germany, Austria-Hungary,Turkey and Bulgaria, and would simultaneously give the order to the complete demobilization of all Russian forces on all fronts. For all talks between the Central Powers and Russia, necessary because of this new situation, Mr. Trotsky referred to direct negotiations between the governments concerned and to the commissions of the Central Powers which were then already in Petrograd. Mr. von Kuehlmann ... stated that the Central Powers were still at war with Russia ... The armistice would have the conclusion of a peace treaty as its aim. If this purpose were no longer pursued then military operations would begin again after the expiration of the armistice period.

Mr. Trotsky replied that the Russian delegation would now have exhausted its authorities and considered it necessary to return to Petrograd."

"This unique military, political and diplomatic move amounted to a one‑sided declaration of peace towards the majority of German and Austrian citizens and soldiers and a one‑sided cessation of hostilities but, nevertheless, it still implied a strong threat of revolutionary resistance against the ruling regimes (labeled imperialistic and militaristic) and an ill-defined group of people assumed to be the main enemies, the so‑called capitalists.

"Motivation of the Bolsheviks:

Only the confusion concerning political, military and economic aims among the other parties and their infighting in the face of military defeats, inflation, breakdown of transport and trade, allowed the Bolsheviks to exploit the war-weariness of Russian soldiers and civilians, most of whom were in a mood for peace at any price: Only because of this situation and because they had a program (though a bad and unjust one), which they ruthlessly pursued, could they seize power and keep it. 

"In this particular affair they did not have much choice. They really had to keep their promise to bring about peace because they could not continue the war: The Czarist army was already disintegrating. Since months it had lost all its offensive power. It demobilized itself long before Trotsky, on the 10th. of February, announced the demobilization. There was hatred between officers and soldiers, sometimes leading to massacres. The former supreme commander, General N. N. Dukhonin, suspected of having tried to prolong the war, was literally torn to pieces by a mob of soldiers. It was foreseen  that the army was likely to withdraw from the field before the end of the Russian winter. Food and other supplies were short. In some cases there was actual famine. A new, communist indoctrinated Red Army had not yet been built up.

Most of the Bolshevik leaders believed a general European revolution to be imminent and were therefore inclined to attempt a revolutionary defence with peace as the immediate aim. In this they only slightly overestimated the war‑weariness and underestimated the force of nationalism in Germany. (Fear of the spread of the revolution, probably more than fear that Russian war materials might fall into German hands, induced the Western Allies to intervene.)

"On the 14th. of February, 1918, Trotsky declared:

'Yes, we are weak and unable now to continue the war. But we posses sufficient revolutionary strength to show that we will not voluntarily sign a peace treaty forced on us on the point of bayonets. We refuse our signatures.'

"In the session of the Central Committee on the 21st. of January, Bucharin had argued that the old order in Europe would break down very soon. Even a new advance of German troops would not prevent this. On the contrary, German power would be exhausted by the vast Russian spaces.

'Even if we had to sacrifice Petrograd and Moscow, even if we had to withdraw behind the Ural, nevertheless, only with such a tactic could we bring about the German revolution ...." 

Lenin's objections, in favour of signing the peace treaty immediately in order to obtain a breathing space were outvoted. Lenin probably more than the others recognized how much internal resistance he would still have to suppress in order to stay in power. Compare about this his speech on the 8th. of January, 1918. In principle he agreed, though, with his associates. He had often demanded the transformation of an  "imperialist" war into a civil war.

"Quite obviously, the Bolsheviks wanted to obtain the greatest possible propaganda effect from their peace program (which they intended to adhere to only as long as it suited them). For this purpose they had
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already prolonged the negotiations as much as possible and had in numerous instances appealed directly to the soldiers and citizens of the Central Powers.

"The Bolsheviks believed that they could spread they revolution by offering a just peace without indemnities and annexations. All their utterances during the negotiations were made for propaganda effect and were widely publicized. The proposals of their delegation were in detail:

1.) No coercive annexation of conquered territories; troops to withdraw immediately from occupied 

      territories.

2.) Complete restoration of political independence of nations suppressed during the war.

3.) Formerly dependent national groups are to be given the opportunity to decide in free referendum about their political allegiance or independence.

4.) Guaranties for the rights of national minorities in areas with mixed nationalities.

5) No reparations ...

6.) Colonial disputes to be settled according to l‑4. 

"Other suggestions were:

To end economic boycotts and economic exploitation of weak nations by enforced trade treaties, to renounce secret diplomacy and its treaties and to undertake all negotiations about peace in public.

"The Central Powers were asked to agree to these terms or to publish more acceptable war aims of their own. Then, when the peace conditions demanded by the Central Powers were obviously less just, the Bolsheviks wanted to appear as defenceless victims, martyrs for a good cause.

"Did the Bolsheviks apply their ideas concerning national freedom in practice? They machine-gunned demonstrators marching in favour of the first freely elected national assembly Russia ever had and closed this assembly forcefully after one day's session! (They had obtained only 25% of the seats and even this only through deceptive propaganda.) Russia was already to a large extent under terrorist rule. The dictatorship of the proletariat had been proclaimed. Independence movements in Finland, the Ukraine and the Baltic States were forcefully suppressed.

"The Effects of the Peace Declaration:

The Austrian representative, Czerning, was of the opinion that the de facto peace situation created by Trotsky's declaration would have to be accepted. 

The German military representative Hoffmann opposed this understanding and demanded that the armistice be ended, an advance towards Petrograd begun and that the Ukrainian nationalists be supported. 

Among the ruling circles there was a limited discussion of the new situation. 

Finally the voices of the military men gained the upper hand. Thus, on the 17th of February, 1918, the German forces were ordered to advance. The remnants of the Russian army fled in panic. 

But, it is significant that the Austrian forces did not participate in this offensive.

"On the 19th. of Feb., 1918, Lenin, afraid that his government might be overthrown, sent a telegram stating that he would not accept the peace terms without further disputes. Now the German leaders hesitated and finally imposed new and harsher terms which were signed on the 3rd of March, 1918. One very interesting condition of the peace terms was that Russia give an undertaking to abandon her revolutionary propaganda!

"The signatory to the treaty, Sokolnikov (leader of a new Bolshevik delegation), allowed himself the gesture of not discussing or ever reading the treaty and declared that there could be no question of discussing the treaties 'in this atmosphere of force' and that they would sign the drafts submitted to them 'under the eyes of the workmen, soldiers and peasants of all the world who would judge these treaties.'

"Thus Lenin obtained his desired breathing space to suppress the diverse opposition against his regime."

Was Trotsky's declaration fruitless? I think that only the timing was wrong and the actions and aims of the Bolsheviks made them lose the moral advantage they had gained.

I have not yet found any studies of the influence of the above peace ​declaration on German, English, French and American troops. From one reliable private source I heard that the advancing German soldiers were close to mutiny, saw no sense in conquests and continuing the war as, apparently, the Russian army was no longer a threat to Germany. If the Germans had met stiff resistance or if the advance had continued for a few weeks, then the opinion of Bucharin might have proved correct and the German soldiers might have mutinied, months before the German sailors in Kiel did, in November 1918. According to hear‑say reports, the morale of the soldiers of the interventionist forces of the Western allies, was very low, too. (I would be glad if any of my readers could further enlighten meat these points.)

Karl Helfferich.summed his report up with the remark: 

"Even the most radical enemy of the Bolsheviks cannot deny Lenin's and Trotsky's policy a clear purpose, tenacious energy and cleverness. In the midst of a catastrophic Russian breakdown, they took the initiative in the negotiations with the militarily victorious enemies. They made their program the basis for the negotiations at Brest and forced thus their opponents into a defensive position. Yes, they even found the strength to aggressively threaten the rear of their opponents by appealing to the people to take up the fight against their national and social order and by trying to transform the national war into a class war between the international proletariat and "capitalism". Even though this daring attempt was momentarily outbalanced by the countermoves of a separate peace treaty with the Ukraine and the resolute military advance, nevertheless, it was not defeated. The attempt was quietly and tenaciously continued, even during the 'breathing space. The events since November 1918 have shown with what success."

Even the peace treaty did not prevent further guerilla fighting. Open fighting occurred in the Ukraine and Finland. Furthermore, none of the food and raw materials which the Soviets were obliged to deliver were actually supplied.

Some thoughts about the rational and moral core of unilateral peace declarations and the limits of their effectiveness:

It has been said that history repeats itself or, rather, that those who refuse to learn from history are con‑ condemned to repeat its mistakes. This would not happen as often if historians were more inclined not only to describe what has actually happened (or what they believe has happened ) but what might have happened according to other historical experiences if such and such mistakes would not have been repeated. I believe that the main value of historical studies consists in making such judgments possible.

The Bolsheviks were unfit to make the above described unilateral peace declaration with full success. Their totalitarian program, like that of other authoritarians, was in practice a declaration or war towards all dissenters, internally  and externally. They wanted peace only with those who fully agreed with them or subordinated themselves to their commands. Such a "peace" is not very different from one imposed by a Jenghis Khan or a Hitler. It rather promotes war than peace.

By falling from one extreme to the other, the Bolsheviks showed that they did not really understand this part of their program, either: The one-​sided demobilization order of the 10th. of February, 1918, was followed only 11 days later by an appeal, to begin a total and all-out resistance to the last drop of blood and to adopt a scorched earth policy.

The Bolshevik program had at last to fail like that of the French Revolution: "Peace to the humble cottages and war to the palaces!" ‑ because it was not carried out by those who paid lip service to it.  Only for a limited time could the propaganda value of their slogans carry them through. After that they could only rely on the mistakes of their enemies, their 5 million men strong Red Army, based on conscription, and on the terror policy of their secret police and, naturally, for the internal and external dupes, who fell for their propaganda and their flawed ideology.

In the long run no dictatorship could apply this peace program successfully. The divergence between the propaganda for a war of liberation or revolutionary resistance and the dictatorial practice of the propagandists does, sooner or later, becomes too great to remain continuously overlooked by many or most people. 
Nevertheless, with such propaganda moves, the communists have obtained power. Once they are in the saddle and the subjects have realized how much they have been deceived, it seems to be too late, unless of course, a genuine peace and liberation movement would fully apply this method against the communists. 
How could this be done? To what extent could we go along with the relevant steps proposed by Lenin et al, and where would we have to depart from their methods? 

The mere unilateral peace declaration is obviously not enough. As the rapid build‑up of the Red Army showed, Lenin did not intend it as a first step towards a renunciation of all force, either.

The most important part of this peace declaration was that it did not proclaim a general peace with all groups on the other side, e.g., the monarchists and nationalists, but only a partial and selective peace with all those Lenin believed to be on the side of the revolution or who might be won over to it. The bolshevik ideas still implied an all-out but discriminating revolutionary war against all other "classes". In this they went certainly too far.

From the concept of concluding a peace not with the whole population of a territory but only with some part of its people, living intermixed with people belonging to other groups, from this notion of an "exterritorial" peace, it would not have been very difficult, for all but convinced communists, to perceive the possibility of concluding peace with or at least tolerating other non-​aggressive, exterritorial and autonomous associations of volunteers, even if they are established and maintained by monarchists, nationalists, capitalists, imperialists, fascists, religious enthusiasts, or members of other races.

The one‑sided peace declaration not only towards the own adherents but towards the members of all tolerant communities would have reduced the number of irreconcilable enemies to a minimum and would have isolated them. This remnant of enemies could then have been easily rendered harmless by a mere police action.

I would go along with Lenin's renunciation of absolute pacifism, with his proposals to abolish secret diplomacy, to declare just war aims (like ‑ no annexations or reparations, self‑determination for national minorities), to end economic warfare, to introduce democratic rights for soldiers to take up negotiations directly with the citizens and soldiers on the other side, to work towards the defeat of oppressive governments by means of military insurrections and revolutions and to further, in particular, mass fraternization and cooperation to end the war between conscript armies ordered to slaughter each other.

(At one stage, and at least in one theatre of this war, Russian soldiers were not only electing their officers but deciding, by hand‑raising, on the battlefield, whether to continue an attack or not. - I presume that a few hands and arms were shot off as a result. According to the report that I received on this, they sometimes decided upon a further attack and courageously carried it out.) 

Self‑evident condition for all these proposals is naturally that they do not only remain mere propaganda slogans but that just and sound proposals are carried out. 

Those who are prepared to uphold and defend  human rights could apply such methods much more successfully than those intending to introduce a new dictatorship under fancy names like "dictatorship of the proletariat".

Further just and opportune steps of a successful peace declaration, directed to the oppressed people behind the Iron Curtain and towards a successful resistance against their oppressors, would e.g. be:

a) abolition of conscription and mercenary armies, 

b) unilateral nuclear disarmament, 

c) decision about war and peace by the citizens directly (organized in volunteer militias), 

d) non‑recognition of the dictatorial regimes, their ejection from the UN ( A practical application of   

    Article 2 of the UN Charter which confines membership to peaceful nations only), 

e) recognition and propagation of the right and duty to resist all infringements of the human rights (even if they are backed up by laws or by military commands), and to revolt against oppression and to commit tyrannicide, 

f) recognition of rightful governments in exile (those desiring to rule only over voluntary members), 

g) welcome for refugees and deserters and protection of their human rights, 

h) free trade in non‑military goods, that is exchange to mutual benefit (they would lose much of their benefit because of their system of central planning and direction) but neither credit nor aid to the communist regimes, 

i)  as far as possible direct aid to the oppressed people (e.g., by wheat bombs ‑ compare plan 44), 

j)  armament of volunteers for the defence of human rights, with discriminating weapons only, 

k) training of our men in just and discriminating defensive tactics and strategies only, amnesty for all who surrender soon enough, without having committed any further crimes. 

(These constituted just some instance that happened to come to my mind then and there, not an attempt to provide a comprehensive list and to set priorities. – For more details see my two peace books, on www.panarchism.info J.Z., 14.11.01.)

In other words, our whole potential for unjust and aggressive as well as for unjust defensive warfare ought to be destroyed and must appear to be destroyed. At the same time, our potential for just defensive actions should be increased.

Since I am not one of those anti‑communists who would gloat when millions of Russian and Chinese conscripts would be forced by their rulers to slaughter each other, I rather select, as a short illustration of the main idea described above, an unconventional example from a letter (21.4.65) of my friend Ulrich von Beckerath: 

"If for instance, in a war between Peking and Moscow, even a single military unit, e.g. a division under the leadership of its general, declared the war at an end and declared simultaneously a new declaration of human rights together with instructions how to realize them" (compare plan 110) "then mankind would step into a new phase of development, The military units in the neighbourhood and lastly all troops in opposing positions would unite to a "peace corps" but would keep their arms... I am convinced that the Moscow​-Peking antagonism is merely one between the governments. The people bear no animosity against each other.  ..."

UNIONISM: 25, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

UNIONS & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONS FROM THEM, AS FROM ALL OTHER COERCIVE ORGANIZATIONS: 

UNIONS AS EXCLUSIVE TERRITORIAL REPRESENTATIVES (FOR CERTAIN INDUSTRIES OR JOBS) VS. FREELY COMPETING UNIONS WITHOUT ANY COMPULSORY MONOPOLY & MEMBERSHIP & ALSO EXPOSED TO VARIOUS FORMS OF INDUSTRIAL COOPS AND PARTNERSHIPS, WHICH WOULD MAKE UNIONS FOR THEM OBVIOUSLY SUPERFLUOUS: 

UNITED STATES COURT FOR CHINA: Exterritorial cases, Florida, W.W. Gaunt, 1920, 2 vols. 

UNITED STATES: Diplomatic Correspondence, 1861-69. (In Millar's bibl.)
UNITED STATES: Foreign Relations, 1870-1914. (In Millar's bibl.)
UNITY: "United we fall, divided we stand." - Randall Garrett, Fighting Division, p. 139 in International Relations through SF, ed. by Marin Harry Greenberg & Joseph D. Olander, 1978.

UNITY: Government by force disunites people. - Aami Wisdore, "Free World", p.23.

UNITY: The peoples who are territorially united are thereby always defeated right away, at least in all their best efforts, indicated by the creative ambitions and activities of their best individual but compulsory members, which are thereby put into territorial, constitutional, legal, juridical, bureaucratic and institutionalized straightjackets. The peoples are only free when their best and all dissenting members are freed to act exterritorially autonomous. For peoples are never uniform bodies. No two people are the same. They should not be uniformed by territorial politics but at most by the exterritorial politics of their own individual choices. - J.Z., 16.1.90, 14.1.93. - It is party politics as usual that is not uniting but fragmentising and preparing the ground for permanent struggles, even for civil wars and revolutions and, indirectly, also for international wars. The unification of Germany led to two world wars. It may still lead to a third one, for the fundamental causes of wars remain under territorialism. - J.Z., 11.12.03.
UNITY: The union is only perfect when all the uniters are isolated. - Emerson. I would rather say: When all the uniters have the option to isolate themselves or to unite with others. J. Z. 29.4.91, 6.1.93.

UNIVERSAL SUFFRAGE, FRANCHISE, VOTING, DEMOCRACY: We suffer under national universal suffrage. Let individuals opt out from under it - to form their own political voting or non-voting schemes among themselves, at their own expense and risk, anywhere (except on the private property of others) and limited to exterritorial autonomy. - J.Z. 10.12.92. - Individual secessionism constitutes the most important vote. Without it we are largely disfranchised. - J.Z., 8.12.03.
UNIVERSITIES, EXTERRITORIAL ONES: The universities were long considered to possess extraterritoriality and autonomy. - J.Z., n.d. - They lost them under government subsidies. "Whoever pays the piper calls the tune." - If their training produces self-supporting people then credit should be able to cover the costs of their training. - To the extent that they produce more more parasites they should not be supported via compulsory taxation. - Without government subsidies they would soon learn to stand on their own feet. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
UNLIMITED GOVERNMENTS & LIMITED GOVERNMENTS: "We are convinced that the term unlimited government is a redundancy. It is enough to say government. In point of fact, all governments are unlimited. They have to be. For them to be otherwise is for them to stop being governments." - August 21, 1961 - Watner: LeFevre, Ch. 19, motto, probably by Robert LeFevre. - This ignores the possibility of voluntary, competitive, autonomous and exterritorial governments, which existed in the past and which have to be established in the near future - if there is to be a future for us. - J.Z. 5.8.92. - There are some worthwhile differences between totalitarian governments and e.g. democratic cantonal governments like that of the Swiss. They are sometimes even worth fighting and dying for. However, the best present governments and the worst ones have the essentially totalitarian features of compulsory membership, hierarchical structures with monopolized decision-making, collectivist and extensive (even for proposed limited governments) sovereignty and exclusive and uniform territorial constitutional, legal, administrative, juridical, policing and penal rule in common. With these characteristics removed, governments might be still powerful, within the possibly large and world-wide circle of their members, like e.g. the Catholic Church is, but they would be relatively harmless for non-members and, through competition with others, even relatively harmless for their own members. Any sound judgment requires sufficient distinctions which are significant. - J.Z. 4.1.93.

UNNAMED: 98, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507.

USER PAYS PRINCIPLE IN POLITICS: The "user pays" principle should be applied to all politician and bureaucrats, to all their "services" and disservices. They must not be granted any territorial monopoly and other privileges may be granted to them only through unanimous consent of voluntary victims. - J.Z., 27.2.89, 3.4.89.

UST, DANIEL: 60, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. -  65-66, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.
UTOPIA: "Of course, he hadn't found any Utopia, but he hadn't been so naive as to expect that. It was enough to have found hope." - Poul Anderson, "Past Times", 64. - Few can find but most can make their own utopia - if it is practicable at all, if they can afford it and are willing to pay its price - and accept its risks. Each should have to make or choose his own utopia like his own marriage partner, job or hobby, meat, fruit or clothing, in order to maximize his or her happiness. - J.Z., 6.14.92. - And he should be quite free to do so. It would only require individual secessionism and exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities. - J.Z., 10.12.03.
UTOPIA: "We are not going to have utopia on earth." - Walter Williams. - Who is we? What is wrong to let some volunteers have the utopia they want for themselves, whether it really is an ideal utopia or not? Not one collectivist and territorial and centralistic and coercive utopia for all, on a territorial basis, but rather x different kinds of utopias, each only for its believers - as long as they believe in it. - J.Z., 1990/1.

UTOPIA: One utopia for all is the worst utopia. - J.Z. 23.3.91. - Any utopia is a rightful utopia only for those who agreed with it - and as long as they do, individually. - J.Z. 10.3.93.

UTOPIAN APPROACHES, TOLERANT & INTOLERANT ONES, POPPER, NOZICK, FLEW:  Compare the Meta-Utopia described by Nozick: "It is sufficient, and perhaps necessary, to add that what Popper is against, and what he believes that we do not and are never likely to have sufficient social science to do, is wholesale utopian social engineering, involving total transformation in accordance with some blueprint for the universal good; whereas what he unreservedly favours are strenuous but peacemeal attempts to remove particular recognised evils - attempts whose results are continually monitored, and whose effectiveness is thus continually improved. Popper is well aware also that the road to Utopia has in fact too often led to Hell;...- Anthony Flew, The Politics of Procrustes, p. 177.  Panarchy means: Instead of radical or gradualist reforms for all, consenters and dissenters alike, either or both are simultaneously realized in the same territory but only for and by those who want them. Thus the consequences of failures would be reduced to their supporters and the framework would be a moral because voluntaristic one, instead of a coercive one, based on compulsory membership, territorial monopoly and sovereignty and the consequent overriding of the wills of all the dissenting minorities. How can so many people remain so blind, so long, towards such distinctions? J.Z. 18.6.92, 5.1.93, 9.12.03.
UTOPIANISM, TOLERANT: To each reformer his own utopia - at his own expense and risk and that of like-minded volunteers. No territorial privileges and powers to anyone. - J.Z., Feb. 89.

UTOPIAS & OPTIONS, VOLUNTARISM: All utopias should be optional. - J.Z., 7.12.90.

UTOPIAS & PANARCHIES: Panarchies cater to negative as well as positive utopias, to reactionary, petrified, conservative as well as progressive, radical and revolutionary ones. - J.Z., 20.6.92, 5.1.93.

UTOPIAS: "People are willing to devise and praise Utopias but not (J.Z.: allowed to construct or choose them for themselves and) to live in them." - David Pryce-Jones, The Times, 20 Mar. 1972. - J.Z. 12.9.85, 14.1.93.

UTOPIAS: Panarchies cater to negative as well as positive utopias, to reactionary, petrified, conservative as well as progressive, radical and revolutionary ones. J.Z. 20.6.92, 5.1.93.

UTOPISM, EXTERRITORIAL: All kinds of utopias for all kinds of utopists, all at their own expense and risk and all in the same country and at the same time. - J.Z. 19.7.87.

UTOPISM, VOLUNTARY VS. COERCIVE, EXTERRITORIAL VS. TERRITORIAL: Is panarchism a completely utopian and impractical approach? Just consider the number of individual and panarchistic (exterritorial, autonomous and voluntary ) choices we do already or still enjoy as Australians, in our private lives, compared with the relatively few extra ones, in the so-called public affairs, we would need to achieve the full freedom of panarchism. In other words, the remaining "public affairs" should become denationalized, privatized, individualized, collectivised, cooperatized options and choices for individuals and their voluntary groupings and communities. No longer any imposed package deals. Each to fill his "shopping cart" only with the goods and services that he really wants and is willing to pay for. - J.Z. to Joe Toscana, March 96. - We live in a time where even territorial governments, mostly for financial rather than moral or ideological reasons, have been in the forefront of privatization. Naturally, they did not go far enough with their efforts in this direction and have not yet privatized themselves. But other than the ruling politicians could also be given a strong incentive to work in this direction. For as leaders over voluntary followers they could come and stay in office even when they can not obtain or can no longer get the support of the majority of people in a territory. Their true believers will remain faithful to them - unless they make quite stupid mistakes and these all too publicly. - J.Z., 29.8.04.

VALENCIA, LORRAINA M.: 52, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. -- 6-7, 13, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.
VALUES, LET LIVE: "... let individuals live by their own values as long as they do not impose them on others." - Fred Foldvary, TC 115p91.

VAN DYCK, E. A.: Reports on the Capitulations of the Ottoman Empire. Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 3. 46. Cong., Special Session, and Sen. Ex. Doc. No. 87. 47. Cong., 1 sess.

VAUGHAN, C.E.: Studies in the History of Political Philosophy before and after Rousseau, Vol. 11, from Burke to Mazzini. First published in 1925, Univ. of Manchester Press, N.Y. 1960 by Russell & Russell. Pages 95ff bring the first serious review of Fichte's view of individual secession (1793) that I have come across. Should the full discussion of all these ideas and experiences take another 200 years? Have we got that much time left? - J.Z.

VEHMIC COURTS: See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.

VETO, LIBERUM VETO, SOVEREIGNTY, COLLECTIVE, MONOPOLISTIC & INDIVIDUALISTIC, PANARCHISM: “The ancient right of any magnate to renounce allegiance to the king, if the king persists in error.” – James A. Michener, Poland, 316. – One Magnate existed per ca. 12 million people. – From monarchic and aristocratic sovereignty we have to come down to individual sovereignty for every rational and peaceful individual. Somewhere in-between was the freedom of military officers to resign their commission. – J.Z., 9.1.99. - But they were not free to establish and run alternative military organizations. As a panarchist I do not object to this, as long as military organizations are mere tools to be used and abused, like mere mercenaries, by any territorial government. I would exempt only ideal militia organizations for the protection of individual rights. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VETO POWER OF ROMAN TRIBUNES OF THE PEOPLE: There is an excellent article in Encyclopedia Britannica on their history. Their powers varied. It gave at least these representatives the power to opt out or even deny the validity of the laws and decrees passed by the patrician rulers and legislators. The system seems to have worked pretty well as long as the Roman Republic or Empire was not over-extended, i.e. had too many distant provinces that were exploited rather than fairly represented and ruled. Then tribunal powers were, apparently, abused, too. But many details of their history and action seem to be still unknown.  Panarchism would provide all individuals with such veto powers, or diplomatic immunity, as far as their own affairs are concerned and, more so, give them the chance to opt into their own favoured system or to realize it for themselves and like-minded people.  For our times some people have proposed the referenda option only in form of vetos against laws passed by governments. That still does not go far enough but it is certainly a step in the right direction to preserve the right of minorities and individuals. There should be no constitutional, legal, juridical and administrative territorial powers over peaceful dissenters, who would rather like to do their own things for or to themselves. – J.Z., 26.1.05.
VHEMIC COURTS IN TRADITION & PANARCHISM: They represented an alternative jurisdiction, one that was forced underground. Because there were not sufficient publicity checks and because they possessed real power, and enlightenment on individual rights and liberties was still more in short supply than it is now, they became corrupted. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VIABILITY OF PANARCHY & THE STATE: 55, 56, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

VICTIMIZATION: "Neither victims nor executioners."  Albert Camus, essay title. - Compare : Neither master nor slave. Neither anvil nor hammer. Neither rule nor be ruled. - However, territorial systems do not give us this option in the political, economic and social sphere, without severe restrictions and obstacles. - J.Z. 13.1.93.

VICTIMIZATION: Victimization of individuals and minorities, via territorial constitutions, laws and jurisdiction,  by majorities is no rightful substitution for self-rule, self-determination or self-government for all. "Submit or else... - until you become the majority!" - seems to be the motto of majoritarian "democracies".  - J.Z., n.d.
VICTIMLESS CRIMES & PANARCHISM: There would be panarchies in which victimless crimes would be prosecuted among their voluntary members and other panarchies in which such "crimes" would not be considered as crimes. For their international relations and "crimes" or "victimless crimes" towards members of other panarchies there would be agreements in advance to apply either the law of the accuser or the law of the accuse or to resort to arbitration courts with equal representation. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VICTORY OVER OTHERS OR AUTONOMY OVER SELF? "You can't win over everyone!"- Henry Boettinger: Moving Mountains, 139. - Thus rather aim at win-win frameworks, that offer or allow to each what they consider to be ideal for themselves. - J.Z., 13.1.93.
VICTORY BY LIBERTARIANS & 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.
VIETNAM WAR, PEACE PROGRAM, From PEACE PLANS No. 3, 1965: Plan 102.z:  HOW COULD SOUTH VIETNAM BE POLITICALLY ORGANIZED TO THE SATISFACTION OF ALL BUT THE TOTALITARIANS?

"The problem of how to revitalize a country like South Vietnam with its inferior army, demoralized intelligentsia, warring religious factions and persecuted peasantry is p plainly one to which only the foolhardy can offer ready solutions." - The Bulletin, 26/9/64

"The problem seems to boil down to this: Can the United States assist a country that is as far away, as culturally and psychologically disorganized as today's South Vietnam?

The only hint has come from a group of Buddhist professors at Hue University, who announced that they were forming a People's Revolutionary Committee to organize a convention and start a new government. If they didn't succeed, the professors indicated, they might try a secessionist movement from the rest of South Vietnam." -  The Australian, 7.9.64

The above two proposals are the old, conventionally utopian attempts to satisfy everybody. They have been vainly tried out over and over again. They never solved the problem to general satisfaction. There were always at least some grumbling minorities left waiting for their chance. This led to an endless chain of wars and revolutions.

Let me be foolhardy enough to maintain that neither "unity" nor "territorial secession" are the answer and that the more or less corrupt, power‑hungry, dictatorial and unstable government of South Vietnam could be abolished or rendered harmless and peace, order and freedom be achieved, in the main by one simple but revolutionary reform, going much beyond another territorial secession and the conflicts it would cause:

Guaranty (given by American and other foreign forces) of the right of every citizen of South Vietnam to leave his present government's  protection in the same way as one may nowadays leave a church.

This right would inevitably lead to the establishment of new, exterritorial and autonomous  communities of volunteers. They would rule themselves with almost unanimous consent of their voluntary members because

of their  common ideology.

The communists have succeeded (by terror and deceptive propaganda) to establish a seemingly united front. They are using various non‑communist, nationalist & revolutionary forces for their purposes. The attempt to defeat them by unifying South Vietnam under an anticommunist dictatorship (hero, leader or strong man) has failed. The anticommunist dictatorships had no attractive ideology to offer, were not oppressive enough to achieve the outward appearance of unity and committed almost every mistake in the book. They succeeded only in alienating more and more the different groups they tried to unify, even drove them into the arms of the communists:

"Two religious sects, the Cao‑Dai and the Hoa Hoa, both of which President Diem viciously betrayed after the Armistice, now have joined hands with the Vietcong." - Jerry L. Rose, The New Republic, 13.11.61.

There are numerous groups and movements, often with different or even contrary interests and aims: Catholics, Buddhists, various sects, mountain tribes, lowland Vietnamese, peasants, urban people, soldiers and civilians, nationalists, secessionists, bureaucrats, taxpayers, illiterates and intellectuals, various parties, people with an inborn desire to be ruled (statists) and people with a natural aversion against being ruled (libertarians). 

General Taylor said about South Vietnam: "The average citizen has instinctively developed a resistance to government. The government has always been the enemy." - The Australian",  25.11.64. 

The politically active groups thought only along the old line of "rule or be ruled" and tried therefore to dominate the other groups. This internal struggle divided South Vietnam, made it weak and inefficient in its fight against the Vietcong. The 1964 riots especially showed that these groups were often more willing to fight enthusiastically among themselves than against the communists. None is satisfied with compromises which demand at least the  sacrifice of some of their ideals.

One specific compromise, the one which would unite them in their anticommunist efforts, has not yet been tried.

It is: full freedom for every of the different movements to rule their own voluntary members and all their own affairs independently and autonomously within exterritorial communities which would be federated with each other only for the purpose of mutual protection of the human rights.

Under such a libertarian constitution the internal unrest, religious strife, party struggles and power politics would be minimized. Each community could satisfy all rightful desires of its members without having to fight down or to convince an opposition. Then all would unite to defend this new tolerant society (including communities of tolerant communists, who have e.g. established communist kibbutzims) against totalitarian terrorists.

"This is a war which is much more political and psychological, and the purpose of that war is not to defeat the enemy army. It is to win the people, the people in the country where the fighting is going on." - M. Maurice Couve de Murville, The Sydney Morning Herald, 30.6.64.

As the "people" are not a uniform group, they cannot be won over to one uniform system. But they could be won over to a defensive federation of numerous exterritorial and autonomous groups which represent and put into practice, for their voluntary members, almost every individual's panacea.

Those who, do not like freedom and democracy would be satisfied, too, because among themselves they could live as unfree and undemocratic as they choose to.

The only rule all these communities would have to have in common is to respect for the human rights at least those of the members of other communities.

This system would replace an enforced centralization by a freely chosen decentralization or centralization. It would offer diversity and free choice instead of an enforced uniformity. It would achieve the socially essential unity, order, liberty, a rightful and peaceful condition, by not trying to enforce any particular unity, order or freedom. "Freedom is the mother and not the daughter of order." ‑ said Proudhon. – J.Z.

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

VIETAM WAR & PANARCHISM:  10, 47, 49, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. - - How Could South Vietnam Be Politically Organized to the Satisfaction of All but the Totalitarians? From PP 3, 1965, plan 102, page 8, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

VINCENS: Histoire de la République de Gênes (Paris, 1842), vol. i, p. 389. – Quoted by LIU, ibid, on merchant law. 
VINCENT, JOHN CARTER: 1900- : The Extraterritorial System in China, final phase. Cambridge, Mass., East Asian Research Centre, Harv. Univ. Press, 1969, 1970, 119pp, copy in Macquarie Univ. Libr., Sydney.& ANU Menzies Libr.,Canberra.

VINGE, VERNOR: Anti-Trust Rulings Against Governments, Conquest by Default, Analog, May 68, plan 237, page 68, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. Describes an extreme degree of decentralization which comes close to de Puydt's exterritorial panarchy. Reproduced in Peace Plans No. 14, plan 237 pp. 87/8
VIOLENCE: "Everything would be alright - - if only we could wipe out  - - all those who think that  - - everything would be alright - - if only we could wipe out..." - Hassan

VIOLENCE & PANARCHISM: Stacks of literature exist on violence and non-violence. But hardly any of them goes beyond the territorialist thinking and actions and examines the exterritorialist alternatives.  Under the latter not only all moral and rational ideals could be freely realized but also the immoral and irrational ideas of all too many, although only at their own risk and expense. Thus their resistance and destructive urges would be minimized. They would be led largely into constructive and self-learning channels. Within their own autonomous sphere they could give in to their impulses, i.e. would not be provoked to violence via the resistance of people thinking otherwise and living in their own volunteer communities. A man loving football and forced to play tennis by the majority of people around him would be frustrated and might become aggressive. But, if he is free to play football, alone or together with like-minded people, at least this frustration will disappear and he will be much more likely to become peaceful and harmless to others, who think different from him and like other activites. Likewise, why should party followers be satisfied with having to struggle for years to decades in order to get their leaders into power - when they have the chance, panarchistically, to achieve self-rule immediately? Those driven now to terrorism, because they see no peaceful way to achieve their ideals for themselves, would then get this option - naturally, always at the own risk and expense. Would most of them remain intolerant and violent then? "To each the government or non-governmental society of his or her dreams!" - What more could any still somewhat rational and moral being ask for? - J.Z., 31. 8. 04, 23.9.04. 
VIOLENCE, OPPRESSION, LIBERATION, REVOLUTION, WAR, CIVIL WAR: 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 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.

VIRTUAL CANTONS: (FNF - Free Nations Foundation term)

VIRTUAL COMMUNITIES & NETWORKS: The “virtual communities” and networks of people with like interests ought to be freed, to really opt out of the coercive and monopolistic, territorial, political, economic and social systems, that were so far misnamed communities or societies or nation States. Territorialist States are, essentially, nothing but territorial despoties, even in their best forms, even when they are based upon the support of a temporary majority. – J.Z., 13.7.98, 9.1.99. - The good features of territorial States are only virtual or imaginary ones. Their reality is immoral and irrational - at least for all their involuntary members. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VIRTUAL REALITY & MICRONATIONS ON THE INTERNET: A single electronic utopia would be relatively easy to describe on the Internet. At present there are, apparently, dozens to hundreds offered there. Most are more concerned with role playing, titles, orders, fantasies than with individual liberties and rights. To describe the multitude of freely established panarchies, once individual secessionism & exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities is introduced - would be much harder. For a single such utopia see e.g. Greg Flanagan's Libertocracy webpages, which were partly reproduced in ON PANARCHY, in my PEACE PLANS series. - J.Z., n.d. & 23.9.04. 
VISIGOTHS: 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.” 3 "Dum transmarini negotiatores inter se causam habuerint, nullus de sedibus nostris cos audire presumat, nisi tantummodo suis legibus audiantur apud telonarios suos." Leges Visigoth., lib. xi, tit. iii, cap. ii, Pardessus. op. cit., vol. i, p. 152. - Liu, Exterritoriality, page 28. 
VISIONARY IDEAS, IDEAL SOCIETIES, UTOPIAS, SELF-ADVERTISEMENT, DEMONSTRATION OF ALTERNATIVE COMMUNITIES, MINORITY AUTONOMY, UTOPIAS, SELF-REALIZATION: "After a take-off stage is reached, based on sufficient enlightenment of a sufficient minority," as Theoreau said, "the minority need not wait to persuade the majority." 'And the vision, as we shall see, is self-propagating.'" - Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 224. (Quotations within quotations are, sometimes, not sufficiently indicated. - J.Z.)
VOLTAIRE: “One should cultivate one’s garden.” – Rather than try to lay down rules for the cultivation of all other gardens. Voltaire was generally a pioneer of tolerance. I do not know whether he made an explicitly panarchistic remark. If he had, it might have endangered his life. He already risked enough by attacking religious intolerance. Perhaps his philosophical dictionary, now online, contains more relevant passages. “Il faut cultivar notre jardin.” (From my flawed memory.) – The following remark is also ascribed to him but not confirmed: I disapprove of what you say but will defend to my death your right to say it. – Panarchists would turn this remark into: I disapprove of what you do in your own affairs – but would defend to my death your right to do so. - J.Z., 23.11.04.
VOLUNTARISM & ANARCHISM, SOCIETY & THE STATE, LAW & DECREES, DECENTRALIZATION VS. CENTRALIZED POWER, NATURAL ORDER VS. ORGANIZED CHAOS, VOLUNTARY VS. ENFORCED ASSOCIATION, SOCIETIES AS OPPOSED TO STATES: "It is to be noted in this regard that the opposite of government is not, as so many critics of anarchism erroneously suppose, social disorder or chaos. Anarchism for Proudhon, as for all anarchists, 'is not inconsistent with association, but only with enforced association; not to rule, but only to obligatory rule.' (McIntire, Salter William, Anarchism or Government, An Inquiry in Fundamental Politics, N.Y., 1895, p. 7. - This title, which I do not possess, seems worth reproducing, if that is not merely a single pearl in it. - J.Z., 10.9.04.) Where men are encouraged to follow their own unaided understanding of the social relations they find themselves and integral part of, law and order is as natural to them as the seasons of the year are compelling to birds and trees. This is why Proudhon was so insistent that we must not allow the distinction between state and society to become blurred in our thinking. As Professor Franz Oppenheimer was to point out, years after Proudhon wrote, the state is primarily the sum of the 'privileges and dominating positions which are brought into being by extra economic power' enforced by the power of government. In contrast to this, Oppenheimer, like Proudhon, defined society as 'the totality of concepts of all purely natural relations and institutions between man and man, which will not be fully realized until the last remnant of the creations of the barbaric "ages of conquest and migration" has been eliminated from community life.' - In order to bring into actuality a libertarian social system, law must emerge from the free social relations of individuals who live in direct community rather than from decrees of formal legislative bodies. That is why the concept of decentralization looms so large in the thinking of all anarchists." - W. O. Reichert, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, p. 147.

VOLUNTARISM: Nothing but what is voluntary deserves recognition and respect.

VOLUNTARISM & COMMUNITIES: No community that is not a volunteer community is really a community in the true sense of the word. Instead, however small, it is then a coercive and despotic because territorial State with compulsory membership and enforced obedience. - J.Z. 28.8.92, 4.1.93. - See: BECKERATH, ULRICH VON:  On Panarchy.
VOLUNTARISM & CONSENT: "...the almost universal acceptance among civilized peoles of the idea that authority of man over man originated in voluntary bestowal by the subject individual." - W.A. Dunning, Political Theories. From Rousseau to Spencer. Why only originated and not also: and should be maintained only by....? - J.Z. 3.1.93.

VOLUNTARISM & EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY ARE PRECONDITIONS FOR PANARCHISM: Alas, this is still all too often overlooked and it is assumed unanimity or sufficient representation could be achieved within whole territories: "In every free state every man is his own legislator. All taxes are free gifts for public services. All laws are particular provisions or regulations established by common consent for gaining protection and safety. And all magistrates are trustees or deputies for carrying these regulations into execution. - Liberty, therefore, is too imperfectly defined, when it is said to be 'a Government by Laws, and not by Men'. If the laws are made by one man, or a junta of men in a state, and not by common consent, a government by them does not differ from Slavery." -  Rocker, in "Nationalism & Culture", 145, quoting Richard Price, "Observations on the Nature of Civil Liberty and the Justice and Policy of the War with America", 1776. -- Well, we all know where this has led under territorialism. The supposedly already sufficiently limited government has not led to full or more liberties but to almost unlimited government. Unanimity in associations and actions requires exterritorial autonomy for volunteers, i.e. a great variety of groupings in the same territory, all doing their own things to or for themselves, while tolerating the others doing their things to or for themselves. Even if one clearly expresses such an insight, that does not yet mean that one will habitually apply it in practice. Many, for instance, who would verbally stand for individual responsibility, when it comes to the crunch, do, unthinkingly, propose measures based on the principle of collective responsibility, instead. While such a state of mind and affairs continues, we would need ideal militia forces to keep or restore the peace, i.e. a conditions where claimed individual rights will prevail, because they are sufficiently protected.  - J.Z., 13.1.93. - Would ideal militia forces required the existence already of ideal and enlightened people or could their members be sufficiently and fast enough trained on the job? That remains to be seen. A starting point would be much better drafts of individual rights codes than have so far been offered. See e.g. my compilation of private drafts of such declarations in PEACE PLANS 589/590. So far this approach has not found enough supporters. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VOLUNTARISM & SECESSION: Not to associate, to associate otherwise and no longer to associate oneself or to disassociate oneself, are all as rightful as the right to associate and even part of it, if freedom of association is fully understood. Without disassociationism on an individual basis the right to associate is incomplete. Disassociationism is important for the numerous private associations. But it is even more important for our associations and relations with States, armed forces and trade unions. While the right to disassociate oneself should be applied towards all associations, especially those now having a compulsory membership, one should concede, except in emergencies, when major individual rights are threatened, the rightfulness of agreed-upon withdrawal or giving notice periods. Only when a basic right is threatened, by a supposedly protective association, would an immediate secession become part of the right to resist. With this kind of disassociationism territorial rule over dissenters would end and with it wars, civil wars and revolutions. - J.Z. 16.9.92, 4.1.93.

VOLUNTARISM, AUTONOMY & THE FREE MARKET: "In fact, the free market is based on a contextual theory of values. 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. And at last we can see a sense in which autonomy can not only be meaningful in society, but is the heart of the libertarian creed: autonomy can be meaningful if we accept and understand the necessity for a system of property titles defining the sphere of decision-making and actions proper for men. Once this is accepted, under libertarianism every man is the ultimate decision-maker, the owner, of his own life and property." - Roy Childs, Anarchism and Justice, Individualist, 10/71. See also under Property and Associationism.

VOLUNTARISM, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, PANARCHISM: Voluntary associations, from e.g. cricket clubs to all kinds of voluntary communities, that only charge and serve their voluntary members, are, obviously less dangerous than are political parties, movement and regimes that, under territorialism, aim not only to serve or exploit their own voluntary members but to subject to their rule all dissenters who happen to live in the same territory. This imposition leads to wars, civil wars, revolutions, resistance, riots, poverty, despotism, exploitation and terrorism. It maximizes rather than minimizes dissatisfaction and has killed in our times even more people than were killed in its wars. During the last 2 centuries it has probably killed more human beings than were ever murdered in human sacrifices or by cannibals or by slave masters. Perhaps only the abortion idea and practice has led to more innocent victims than the idea of territorial rule has. All those, who thoughtlessly subscribe to territorialism are, to that extent, not quite innocent but, rather, accessories to the facts of all the crimes that the believers in territorialism have committed, e.g., "in the name of the people" or "for the security of the State" or "in the public interest". - J.Z., 16.10.98, 26.6.01.

VOLUNTARISM, GOVERNMENTAL TOLERANCE, POLITICAL TOLERANCE & FREEDOM: Governmental and economic systems should be as voluntary and without territorial privileges as churches and other clubs are now, in many countries. - J.Z., 9 Feb. 89.

VOLUNTARISM, VOLUNTARYISM, ANARCHISM & LIBERTARIANISM: In their best forms and definitions they are also, essentially, panarchistic - even though most of their supporters are not yet fully aware of this.

VOLUNTARISM: Almost everything works better among volunteers. - J.Z. 7.12.91. - Contrary examples are rather rare but some do exist. Some panarchies would have their own forms of "conscription" or compulsion for their members - as long as they prefer to remain members. Compare the prohibitions of the Catholic Church for its members. - J.Z., 11.12.03.
VOLUNTARISM: "There is a sphere of action in which society, as distinguished from the individual, has, if any, only an indirect interest; comprehending all that portion of a person's life and conduct which affects only himself, or if it also affects others, only with their free, voluntary and undeceived consent and participation." - Mill, On Liberty, G.B. 272.

VOLUNTARISM: Volunteer groups should be quite free to live their own organizational lives, as sums of individual choices, and to organize, work and invest towards a common future of their own unanimous choice, always at their own expense and risk. This kind of liberty would be most instructive for their own members and for outside observers, through its successes as well as through its failures. - J.Z., 11.9.87, 1.4.89.

VOLUNTARISM: Volunteers can and would test a social system, even to its and possibly their own destruction, and they should be given the chance to do so. - J.Z. 24.7.87. - After reading Poul Anderson, in Past Times, p. 144 : "John Campbell once pointed out that one advantage of science fiction is that in a story you can test a social system to destruction without actually killing anybody."
VOLUNTARISM: We should not expect any economic, political and social system to operate as well as it could be if it were operated exclusively by volunteers, at their expense, risk and responsibility and under full exterritorial autonomy. - J.Z. 9.11.92.

VOLUNTARY & EXTERRITORIAL DECENTRALIZATION, COOPERATION & COMPETITION VS. GEOGRAPHICAL DECENTRALIZATION, COOPERATION ETC.: Multiple, competing and cooperative world federations vs. one territorial world federation by majority decision-making. - That seems utopian only to those who refuse to recognize precedents and wide-spread although unprincipled practices in other spheres, like religion,  science, sports, entertainments, lifestyle choices, arts, fashions etc. – J.Z., 7.1.99.

VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONISM ON THE BASIS OF EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY: Panarchism with its greatly varied panarchies, all only with voluntary members. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS WITH FULL EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY FOR THOSE WHO WANT IT: The numerous voluntary associations, now existing e.g. in the U.S., and in most other States, do only lack autonomy in the spheres now restricted to territorial governments (local governments, States and the Federation), in order to form peaceful, voluntaristic and exterritorial alternative to governments as suggested by panarchism. To the extent that they do at present still somewhat clash with each other, they do so as a rule only about interventionist legislation of one kind or the other, i.e. about the effects of territorial rule upon themselves. Each lobby likes a certain type of legislation for itself but, in ignorance of or under non-appreciation of the personal law option in the sphere of governmental services (or disservices), they all want these legal "solutions" imposed upon all instead of being satisfied with having them realized only among themselves. In other words, most US citizens in most respects are already, unconsciously, panarchists. They have merely to be turned into panarchists in every respect. - J.Z. 31.3.89, 10.9.04.

VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS, INDIVIDUAL SOVEREIGNTY, INDIVIDUAL CHOICE: "In early societies a man's position is determined by his place in the complex traditional groups into which he has been born, and history shows men gradually emancipating themselves from this closed society, and placing themselves in associations and relationships of their own choice." - David Nicholls, The Pluralist State, p. 54, on Sir Henry Maine.

VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS: Plan 139, by Don Werkheiser, page 21, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

VOLUNTARY DIVISIONISM & FEDERALISM: "Divide and rule" is in reality more a "rule of forceful subjugation and unification" that does not create divisions but exploits existing ones for its own and centralizing purposes. It does not permit FULL divisions and FULL minority autonomy but only small fractions of them, sufficient to keep the unenlightened slogging at each other and to prevent their combination against centralized domination over all of them. It encourages battles and party strife and even some civil unrest for one or the other kind of internal, territorial and temporary domination, at least for local favouritism on a limited scale,  in which the central power becomes the often arbitrary arbitrator and seeming peace maker, a real wolf in a sheep's pelt. A genuine division would be quite voluntary and un-resisted, even for individuals and radical minority groups, i.e. it would permit individual secessionism and full individual and minority sovereignty. It would amount to the abdication of rule over any but volunteers. Consequently: Allow free divisions to abolish all wrongful domination. - J.Z., 8.2.88, 1.4.89, 10.9.04.

VOLUNTARY GOVERNMENT & CONSTITUTIONS, INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM, FREE CHOICE: "It will not, surely, be said that this reading is to stand good for those who originally framed the Constitution; but that all voluntariness or choice is to be taken away from their descendants, from those whose misfortune, as it would appear, was to be born into the world a few years later. The fathers could not design that their children, their own flesh and blood, should be placed in a worse position than they claimed for themselves. It is true that in the next clause they say they form 'a new constitution of civil government for ourselves and posterity', but in the following they also say that 'all men are born free and equal'; and the declared right to amend the Constitution is too well known and too practical to be forgotten. I cannot see therefore the propriety of twisting the terms of the Constitution from their obvious, legitimate and true meaning, and under those terms I affirm the right of any man to be a member of the body politic or not, as to him, on conscientious dictate, shall seem best." - Charles Lane, letter V, May 4, 1843.

VOLUNTARY GOVERNMENT, COMPETING GOVERNMENT, GOVERNMENTS BASED UPON GENUINE SELF-DETERMINATION: "Spooner also further elaborated on his conception of voluntary government. It was his opinion that legitimate government could only be formed by the voluntary consent of all who particpate in it and contribute to its support. Like every other voluntary association, a voluntary government requires unanimity among its participants, so far as for the purpose for which they associated. - 'No voluntary association was ever formed, and in the nature of things there never can be one formed, for the accomplishment of any objects, except those which ALL the parties to the association are agreed ( J.Z.: to, or upon?). Government, therefore, must be kept within these limits, or it is no longer a voluntary association of all who contribute to its support, but a mere tyranny established by a part over the rest.'" - Carl Watner, in Holterman, Law in Anarchism, 126, quoting Spooner, Trial by Jury, p. 130.

VOLUNTARY GOVERNMENT: By this qualification obviously the opposite to territorial government is meant. 
VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP IN STATES & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: When governments are reduced to voluntary support only, most of them will sooner or later be deserted and the rest will continue their "demonstrations of the practical and moral disadvantages of authoritarianism" until almost all of them are converted to self-management principles and practices, as well. - It took hundreds of years before even church membership became quite voluntary in many States. Will it take further hundreds of years before State membership becomes likewise voluntary? - J.Z., 3.9.04.
VOLUNTARY OR COMPETING GOVERNMENTS: "The organizations in question would not be voluntary governments (since government is an organization which coerces the non-invasive into membership and allegiance), but simply voluntary associations for purposes of defence. Between these and liberty there is certainly no incongruity, always remembering that by liberty is meant equal liberty, liberty for all." - Victor Yarros, LIBERTY, 22 Feb. 1896, in criticizing Salter, Anarchy or Government. - Merely appending "voluntary" or "competing" as a classification to "government", which is, in the eyes of most libertarians and anarchists inherently coercive, does not sufficiently communicate the intention of the advocates of panarchism. A few extra adjectives might help, like exterritorial, autonomous or non-geographical governments for voluntary members only. The fact that thus the former coercive governments would retain no special privilege over competing voluntary and autonomous associations in the same territory, should not necessarily be stressed in the propaganda. Statists are often adhering more to mere forms than essences and the later they would wake up to the bare facts of the matter, the better. They could retain their favourite representatives and their institutions and bodies of law, their "great" leaders and all the old titles of them - for themselves. To declare that these institutions, favoured by them, would then be essentially anarchistic associations, in spite of their remaining hierarchies and voluntary obedience to them, would get their hackles up and would not do justice to their voluntary obedience to their chosen hierarchical institutions. That their compulsory membership levies would amount to voluntary taxation should also not be pointed out to them, while they continue to consider them as egalitarian and coercive taxes upon members. Why not leave them their favourite illusions? They would still have their sovereignty, their hierarchy, their constitutions, their laws, their police, their courts - so why not call them their "governments"? Should we insist more on a name than upon the essence of toleration and liberation? The appellation of "government" in these cases is certainly more fitting than in cases where numerous dissenting groups are also automatically presumed to be members of  a State. In the same way as Frank Chodorov distinguished between governments and States, we might distinguish between governments or self-governments which deserve these names and mere despotisms of some, not only over their voluntary followers but also over others, in the same territory, others, who would prefer other arrangements for themselves, given a choice in the matter. In short, there are conceivable and practicable past and present forms of governments that ought to be unobjectionable to anarchists - precisely because they do not retain any of the common coercive features of all present governments - like enforced unity or territorialism and compulsory membership, legislation and jurisdiction, policing and defence monopolies. - J.Z., 3.7.89.

VOLUNTARY POLITICAL GOVERNMENT: "There is no safety for a person or property, while a government by force exists. Let us supersede it by one of charity. Let us have a voluntary State, as well as a voluntary Church, and we may possibly then have some claim to the appellation of free men. Till then, at least, we are slaves." - Charles Lane, in The Letters of Charles Lane, 52.

VOLUNTARY SEGREGATION & INTEGRATION VS. COMPULSORY SEGREGATION & INTEGRATION: "Accept association - integrate his framework with your own, knowing that neither of you is right, for Totality lies outside of yourself, and can't be cross-referenced from any single viewpoint." - John W. Campbell, Jr., Letters, I/151. - I would rather say: Accept association with like-minded people and disassociation with people in a different frame of mind. Accept and realize a framework that tolerates and promotes diverse, autonomous, exterritorial and voluntary associations in the same area, without attempting to rule over them and all their peaceful activities which do not infringe your own rights and liberties. - J.Z., 31.3.89. - Isn't it odd that so many SF fans, who have large collections of SF books, all describing a great varieties of futures, and so many SF writers, still insist that on one whole planet only a single type of utopians should prevail? Luckily we haven't reached this stage on Earth as yet. Have they not enough imagination to envision the peaceful coexistence of many diverse societies and utopias on a single planet? If they did, they would be much more helpful with their literature in solving the problems still remaining on Earth. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VOLUNTARY SLAVERY: "From Lincoln come also these significant words: 'I have always thought that all men should be free, but if any should be slaves, it should be first those who desire it for themselves, and secondly those who desire it for others.'" - Rocker, N. & C., 149.

VOLUNTARY SLAVERY: 31, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

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.

VOLUNTARY STATE: "We prefer a voluntary church as the only true church. We shall shortly devise a voluntary political organization as the only true State. Human beings, we are now convinced, cannot be rendered more fit for heaven by human coercion; neither can they by such a contrivance, be better qualified for a true life on earth. In fact, the goodness and qualification for one are the same as for the other." - Charles Lane, Letter, Feb. 21, 1843, The Letters of Charles Lane, p. 56.

VOLUNTARY STATES & COMPETING GOVERNMENTS, BUT ALL WITHOUT TERRITORIAL PRIVILEGES &POWERS: "If the Church should be a voluntary organization, why not the State? If men's spiritual health could be left to the free reign of voluntary forces, why could not men's physical well-being be left to the free market? The early advocates of Church-State separation were in the vanguard of the libertarian tradition because they took one of the first steps necessary to separate the State from the rest of society. We may view them as the precursors of the latter-day abolitionists and anarchists." - Carl Watner, A Voluntary Political Government, Letters from Charles Lane, p. 33.

VOLUNTARY STATES: "This argument that 'the voluntary church is the only true church' (and by analogy, that the only true political organization is the voluntary state ) illustrates the role that voluntaryism has played in the struggle between Church and State in England during the 17th Century ..." - Carl Watner, A Voluntary Political Government, Letters from Charles Lane, 33.

VOLUNTARY TAXATION & PANARCHISM:  The variety of schemes so far practised or proposed. All panarchies would have only voluntary taxation or contribution schemes - because their membership is voluntary. All voluntary taxation schemes would be self-limiting. Abused taxpayers would opt out in droves and could easily do so. The taxers would be aware of this and would act accordingly. Better methods would be rapidly adopted, either by whole panarchies or as a result of many individual members opting out and choosing them for themselves in their own new panarchies. Under panarchism taxes or contributions would be subject to free pricing and its competitive free market pressure. Under it few contributors would continue to elect or tolerate "representatives" that vote-in great benefits for themselves. The package deals offered by competing panarchies would reduce costs and prices of public services. - Voluntary Taxation, See e.g.: Herbert Spencer on this in his "Social Statics", my first CD under Voluntary Taxation and the LMP literature list. - -  Voluntary Taxation in a Voluntarist Society or: Free Market Prices and Subscriptions for all Desired Services - as Steps towards Peace and Individual Liberty - by J. Zube, April 1971, plan 233, pages 38 - 64, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. Previously published in PEACE PLANS 14, which is now available digitized. 
VOLUNTARY TAXATION & PANARCHISM: Give people the choice to pay all of their imposed tax burdens in one annual, direct lump sum, or even in instalments, if you like, for their right to vote and all the benefits they are supposedly receiving or expecting from their territorial government. And let the financial voters alone have all the government services which governments can supply from these resources. At the same time, let all the non-voters receive no government services and no territorial government tax bills, either and exempt them from the laws and institutions approved by the remaining voters of the formerly exclusive territorial government. Let them be subject to only to their own and self-chosen institutions and laws and taxes, for all their peaceful and creative or self-concerned actions. Then we would soon find out how popular any government really is, how small or large its "mandate", how representative and democratic it is, how competitive its public services are and its pricing policy for them. I feel certain that more and more people would then soon opt out of the territorial monopolies and would individually choose cheaper and better alternatives. And they would tend to opt out from these alternatives, too, in accordance with their advancing enlightenment, until they are finally as free as they want to be and are able to be. - J.Z., 4.10.91, 13.1.93.
VOLUNTARY TAXATION & PUBLIC DEBT: I haven’t signed up for any public debt. Find voluntary tax slaves to pay it. – J.Z., 8.3.05.

VOLUNTARY TAXATION, OPTING OUT OF TAXPAYERS:  Allow taxpayers to opt out of all tax based benefits systems, in the same way as they may opt out of all insurance-, credit- and church systems and out of risky jobs and sports. - J.Z., 19.9.88.

VOLUNTARY TAXATION, VOLUNTARY COMMUNITIES: Handouts in the Welfare State : Most statists handouts and subsidies will only end, or be continued only on a voluntary subscription basis, when those who are now forced to pay for them can freely opt out of these income transfer schemes and establish among themselves only those alternative welfare, insurance, credit and charitable arrangements which they really want for themselves. - J.Z., 7 Sep. 89, 10.10.89, 23.9.04.

VOLUNTARY TAXATION: "... no government, so called, can reasonably be trusted for a moment, or reasonably supposed to have honest purposes in view, any longer than it depends wholly on voluntary support." - Lysander Spooner, No Treason. 

VOLUNTARY TAXATION: "12% is all the Baptists want. I think that's all the federal government should get." Walter Williams. - From those advocates of limited governments who are prepared to follow his reasoning. - J.Z., 1990.

VOLUNTARY TAXATION: "Failure to pay one's taxes was not to be treated as a crime." - Carl Watner, A voluntary Political Government, Letters from Charles Lane, p. 34. - Non-tax payers, like non-financial members of private organizations, should merely lose their membership and claims to membership services. - J.Z., 25.6.92.

VOLUNTARY VS. COMPULSORY MEMBERSHIP, EXTERRITORIAL VS. TERRITORIAL AUTONOMY: "But for the libertarian, the only worthwhile goal is breaking the hold of the state. ..." - Filthy Pierre, TC 107, 23.10.82. - Yes, if that means breaking merely its compulsory membership rule, its exclusive sovereignty, its territorial domination over dissenters, its exclusive jurisdiction etc., breaking this bond by individual secessionism and voluntary and exterritorial associationism under personal laws. But whatever voluntary associations of statists remain and to the extent that they do want to rule themselves in the old way, that form of voluntary statism and obedience or bond should NOT be broken, since it would not have a hold any longer upon dissenters. - J.Z., 29.6.83, 3.7.89.

VOLUNTARYISM & LIMITED GOVERNMENT: "There ought to be a constant endeavour to leave the more positive aspects of government in the hands of voluntary organizations, the purpose of the State being merely to exact efficiency and to secure an amiable settlement of disputes, whether within or without its own borders. And with this ought to be combined the greatest possible tolerance of exceptions and the least possible insistence upon uniform systems." - Bertrand Russell, Principles of Social Reconstruction, p.72. - Has any territorial State achieved efficiency and secured the amiable settlement of disputes? - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VOLUNTARYISM: "The name they usually give their philosophy is 'voluntaryism'. They have an obsession with doing everything voluntarily, and they claim, a 'compulsory' government, even if a freedom-loving one, forces itself, its police, its courts, and its military unto people - hence is wrong.  The fundamental philosphy is this: you are not truly 'free' unless you can be your own little government, with your own police force, your own military - and with laws, written by yourself. True freedom, they say, is being able to make your 'own decision' over all matters in your life, including being able to choose what would be your own privatized government."  - Amber Pawlik in Christian Butterbach letter of 26.7.04.

VOLUNTARYISM: The assumption of former state powers by voluntary associations. - David DeLeon, The American as Anarchist, 75. 

VOLUNTARYIST, THE, No. 49, April 1991: Special issue on renunciation of citizenship, the case of Clark Hanjian, 8 pp, including an article by Carl Watner: Man Without A Country, 163, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051.

VOTES, EXCLUSIVE ONES, FOR ONE'S OWN PREFERENCES. THESE INDIVIDUAL VOTES TO BE FREELY REALISED BY EACH INDIVIDUAL, TOGETHER WITH LIKE-MINDED PEOPLE: Each to be free to choose his own prime minister, tax system, constitution, laws, juridical-, police-, defence- and economic system and his ethnic or other associates. - J.Z., 19.9.88.

VOTING & EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: The mere vote against should become a free vote to vote yourself out of their oppression, exploitation, injust laws, measures, systems and institutions and to decide yourself on your own. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
VOTING & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM: Vote yourself out of their majority-voted decisions. - J.Z. 21.8.75, 10.9.04.  - A few of my panarchist slogan remarks on voting are accessible on www.butterbach.net/epinfo/voting.htm  - J.Z. (They have already been integrated here. - J.Z., 23.9.04.)
VOTING & INDIVIDUAL SECESSIONISM & EXTERRITORIAL MINORITY AUTONOMY:  Without the right of individuals and minorities to secede and to do their own things for and to themselves, conventional territorial voting is a despotic act, an attempt to rule not only oneself but also all dissenting others in a territory, even all non-aggressive neighbours, withhout their consent and to their disadvantage, depriving them of their rights and liberties. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
VOTING & NON-VOTING: Why I don't vote? None of the current crop of bastards and of their platforms deserves my vote. Moreover, I don't want to impose my vote on anyone but myself and no one offers me or others the option of voting oneself out of this territorialist and monopolistic and coercive system. - J.Z., 17.7.82.

VOTING & OPTING OUT: The most essential voting right is the right to opt out. - J.Z. 5/73.

VOTING & PANARCHISM:  One man, one vote and this over all people in a territory - that is the territorial vote. One man, one vote, but only over his own individual affairs or only within a voluntary community, that is the exterritorial vote. J.Z., 6.7.04.  - We have all been and still are disfranchised regarding our most important individual vote, the one which would permit us to secede from any majority and to establish or join an exterritorially autonomous minority, whether statist or anarchistic, of our own individual choice and for the realization of our own ideals, independent of majority opinions or the opinions of presumed experts - but, at our own expense and risk only. - Compare my several long files for SLOGANS ON LIBERTY, digitized but not yet integrated, dealing with Voting. 

VOTING & PANARCHISM: Privatize and individualize decision-making by voting. This requires that individuals are allowed to secede, making their own revolution, by establishing or associating with an exterritorially autonomous community of volunteers. Compulsory membership for any association must be discontinued. It benefits only criminal officials. – J.Z., 26.8.93, 9.1.99. (In the meantime many more panarchistic statements of voting have accumulated but have not yet been integrated in a single file for my SLOGANS FOR LIBERTY collection. - J.Z., 10.9.04.
VOTING & PANARCHISM: Your individual vote against the vote of millions of others will leave you a suppressed and exploited subject while your individual vote for the panarchy of your choice will get you anywhere that is humanly possible and rightful.

VOTING & PANARCHISM: Individual votes for all kinds of varieties and futures rather than collectivist votes for only one form of democracy or republicanism, could solve the problems of most of the present trouble spots in the world. Even some governments might, early on, see this approach, at least as a face-saving solution, aware that all their previous and present territorialist approaches ended in failures or great difficulties and uncertainties and that they have nothing better to offer than the re-enactment of old and popular prejudices. – J.Z., to Richard Johnsson, 14.1.05.
VOTING & SECESSION: All "cliffhanger" elections clearly point towards the right of individuals to secede but not to dominate others. A handful of voters should never be given the power to decide the fate of almost half the voters against their will, nor should any majority, no matter how large, have the fate of minorities in its hands. - J.Z.. 4.10.88, 1.4.89.

VOTING & TERRITORIALISM, POLITICIANS & BUREAUCRATS: With your territorial vote you give up most of your basic rights and liberties to gangs of politicians and bureaucrats. They are the first pigs at the troughs filled via compulsory taxation. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04. 

VOTING & TERRITORIALISM: Consent, free choice and free voting means much more than to have one vote among millions in territorial voting. - J.Z., 21.1.04.
VOTING & TERRITORIALISM: Don't hand over your rights and liberties, with a territorial and majoritarian "equal" and "free" vote to - politicians and bureaucrats, who will not let you fire them, as far as your own affairs are concerned and who will overcharge you for their numerous "services", even if these are really disservices done to you. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
VOTING & TERRITORIALISM: The territorial vote is not a free vote. - J.Z., 21.1.04.
VOTING & VOLUNTARY TAXATION: Let those who vote for a politician pay for his salary and for all the expenditures that he favours among them. - J.Z., 1974, 2.4.89.

VOTING RIGHTS: An unlimited vote over the own affairs. No vote at all regarding the affairs of others! - J.Z. 24.6.84.

VOTING SYSTEMS & PANARCHISM: Under panarchism all voting systems could be freely practised - but all of them only among their supporters. See e.g.: VOTING, 22, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505. Compare also the large compilations of SLOGANS FOR LIBERTY on Voting.

VOTING, DEMOCRACIES, POLITICIANS: Voters do not control governments. In most respects government do control their voters. The political vote represents only a tiny and almost insignificant fraction of all rightful and necessary individual choices in decision-making. Of most of these voting rights our "free voters" are now coercively, legally, constitutionally, juridically, penally deprived and ultimately by the armed forces of the State, all under the pretence of granting them the general franchise, or the equal right to vote in a "free" State. - J.Z., 29.7.92.

VOTING. CONSUMER SOVEREIGNTY, PUBLIC SERVICES & PANARCHISM: Full consumer sovereignty towards and fully free enterprise for the supply of all political and bureaucratic "public services". - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
VOTING, DEMOCRACY, SELF-GOVERNMENT, SELF-OWNERSHIP, SELF-DETERMINATION, SELF-HELP, SELF-RELIANCE, SELF-RESPONSIBILITY: Voting on the legal fate of others and genuine self-ownership, self-determination and self-government are irreconcilably opposite approaches. Voting on the fate of others, holding quite different views, characterizes territorial governments. Voting among like-minded people, voluntarily associated in exterritorially autonomous communities, characterizes panarchies and their almost unanimous decision-making. The most decisive vote against the continuance of territorial politics as usual, for oneself, is expressed by an individual secession. And the decisive vote for any particular panarchy is expressed by the act of individually joining it. - J.Z. 25.4.92, 13.1.93, 23.9.04.

VOTING, EMIGRATION & SECESSION: If nothing else helps, vote with your feet, or, if you feel strong enough, vote by secession. - J.Z., 5/73.

VOTING, EXTERRITORIAL AUTONOMY, PANARCHISM, POLITICIANS & BUREAUCRATS: Politicians and bureaucrats should all depend upon individual voters for their systems, not upon large voting blocks given them a majority despotism "mandate" for a whole territory and all its inhabitants. Regarding their own affairs, any peaceful individual and group should be free to fire them - and to hire others or no one - as their individual and group choice for themselves. All territorial constitutions, laws and jurisdictions and protective agencies to be replaced by exterritorially autonomous ones. Except, perhaps, an ideal militia for the protection of all individual rights and liberties - to the extent that they are rightfully claimed by anyone. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
VOTING, FRANCHISE, STILL ALL TOO LIMITED & TOO EXTENSIVE: The universal franchise, can be approximated in a non-despotic way only by universalizing laissez faire, laissez passer choices for individuals and volunteer groups. - J.Z., 4.9.87. What is now called universal franchise is only somewhat comparable to the very limited personal "freedom" one grants to infants. On the other hands, if individual infants and children could already opt for alternative parents, who are willing to accept them, then this kind of vote for this limited relationship would, to that extent, be already panarchistic. Behind the Iron Curtain, the remaining voting rights have been compared to giving these people "free choice of colours" while eliminating from their choice all but a certain kind of red from the whole spectrum and with penalizing them if they do not make that restricted "choice" in public or in a way that can be otherwise controlled by the regime. - J.Z., 4.9.87, 1.4.89.

VOTING, INDIVIDUAL SECESSION & DISFRANCHISEMENT: We have all been disfranchised regarding our most important vote, that of individual secession from the State and that to join or establish our own and only exterritorially autonomous communities of volunteers, whether statist, libertarian or anarchistic ones, under whatever programs we would prefer for them. – J.Z., 13.3.96, 11.1.99.

VOTING, MAJORITIES, DEMOCRACY, GOVERNMENT: The majority will hardly ever elect an enlightened minority as its rulers. On the contrary. - J.Z., 24.3.04.
VOTING, PANARCHISM & “FREE VOTING”: There is not a single good reason why anybody should vote in any of today’s so-called “free elections” for territorial and, correspondingly, despotic governments. – J.Z., 14.9.91.- One exception would be if fanatics and totalitarians are so numerous that  in the next election they might take over a territorial government quite peacefully. Afterwards they would be very difficult and costly to dislodge. Compare the case of the Paris Commune. If all entitled to vote had voted, then it would not have happened. Naturally, the preferable method is always to let dissenters opt out to do their own things for and to themselves. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
VOTING, TERRITORIAL: With your territorial vote you give up your rights and liberties and destroy or suppress those of others. - J.Z., 21.1.04.
VOTING, TERRITORIALISM, POLITICIANS, RIGHTS & LIBERTIES: The territorial voter has to dance to the tune of territorial politicians and bureaucrats - no matter whom he voted for or against. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04.
VOTING, TERRITORIAL: Territorial voting is a farce on individual consent, self-respect, self-government, self-determination, independence, free choice, individual rights and liberties. - J.Z., 21.1.04, 24.3.04. 

VOTING, TOLERANCE, SELF-RULE: Every man one vote - and an exclusive one - on his own affairs. No man to have any vote on anybody else's affairs, except within volunteer communities. This is my political ideal. - J.Z. 7.5.76, 2.4.89.

VOTING: "Cast your whole vote, not a strip of paper merely, but your whole influence." - M. Ferguson, The Aquarian Conspiracy, 216. - And better make sure that the constitutions, the law, x regulations and numerous controlling boards and commissions can no longer block your freedom of action, your full voting rights over your own affairs and all that belongs to you. - J.Z., 8.4.89.

VOTING: "Nicht falsch waehlen"? Jeder der politisch (territorial) waehlt, waehlt falsch. Waehlt auf dem Markt oder schafft einen freien Markt fuer Regierungsdienstleistungen - auf dem man wirklich als Konkurrent mit dem eigenen Geld und der eigenen Arbeit waehlen und handeln kann. - J.Z. 22.9.90. (Don't vote wrongly? Everyone who uses his political or territorial vote, votes wrongly.  Instead, vote upon the market or establish a free market for public services in the first place, a market upon which one can appear and vote and act as a competitor, with the own money and labour.) 
VOTING: Each should have only the liberty to vote in or out his OWN office bearers or laws or constitutions etc. without any pretence that he could, with his vote, rightly represent others, who disagree with him. - J.Z., 23.5.91.

VOTING: Even an honest election is dishonest in many of its representative pretensions until a "count me out!" vote can be validly cast for constitutions, laws, jurisdictions, policing and penal services, and their whole package deals, in favor of those institutions and laws which dissenting groups prefer for themselves. J. Z. 29.4.90, 6.1.93.

VOTING: Free choice of "keepers" or a real choice of adult status for all adults, i.e., free choice of exterritorial autonomy for volunteers.- J.Z., 25.7.91, 14.1.93.

VOTING: I am willing to let the majority got to hell in its own way, based on its own votes but I do insist that it allows me as an individual or minority group member to do the same to myself or to reap the full, untaxed, and unregulated benefits of my own efforts, in self-chosen and un-inflated, i.e., optional private exchange media and value standards. In other words, voting as practised now, does not realize but rather outlaws autonomy, independence and government by consent, not only for the most backward but also for the most progressive people. - J.Z., 30.7.82, 30.11.87, 3.4.89, 12.12.03.

VOTING: I do not want all votes inextricably mixed up with the voting preferences of others but, rather, properly sorted out according to the individual preferences involved. Then the individual votes should fully apply to the individuals involved - and to no one else. I.e., they largest number of votes should not bind the whole community but merely the largest community in a territory or in the world. All minorities would have to put up with their own individual choices or shut up. Each could get what he asked for - at his own expense and risk, to the extent that it is physically and organizationally possible. - J.Z., 30.7.82, 30.11.87, 2.4.89.  - Let each fill his shopping basked with the public services he wants and let him pay for them. - J.Z., 10.9.04.
VOTING: I'd vote only if 51% of the votes would bind only these 51% and the 49% the 49%. - J.Z., 30.7.82, 2.4.89.

VOTING: Individual secessionism & exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities amount to genuine self-government as a rightful alternative to territorial voting for one or the other kind of territorially imposed
misgovernment. - J.Z., 24.3.04. 
VOTING: Individual votes can rightly bind only the individual voter - and this only in the direction of his vote. - J.Z., 15.12.81.

VOTING: One of the most important vote would be one of majorities as well as of individuals on kind and level of taxation and of government expenditures, as well as upon the question whether there ought to be any taxation at all upon dissenters. - J.Z., 19.9.88, 3.4.89. - Still more important is the decisive vote of individuals on their own membership in one or the other voluntary and exterritorially autonomous community. An individual's vote in favour of membership in a territorial State, while he has the option to withdraw from it, should be considered as a criminal act. It would make him an accessory to the crimes of that territorial State. - J.Z., 12.12.03.
VOTING: Rather than asking for and being given a licence to vote upon the fate of others and imposing risks and costs upon them, we should altogether abandon this political vote and establish, instead of States with compulsory membership and territorial rule, protective communities that are only exterritorially autonomous and embrace only voluntary members. Then each could decide his own fate by choosing one or the other of such communities. Only he and his collaborators could then reap the direct benefits and would have to bear the risks and loses of such associations. It would not matter then which voting system would be internally applied in any such community and whether it would have any political voting or structure and system at all. That would all be up to its voluntary members. - J.Z., 7.9.92, 4.1.93.

VOTING: Rather than continuing to meddle in all human affairs, by direct and indirect voting, we ought to unleash human creativity again by de-voting actions, that would end all former decision-making based on political voting for all people in a territory. Exterritorially autonomous voting of whatever kind, among volunteers and for their own tolerant experiments among themselves , at their expense and risk, is quite another matter and is morally and economically unobjectionable. - J.Z., 22.9.91, 13.1.93.

VOTING: The general suffrage of the people becomes all too often and extensively their self-inflicted (as far as the majority is concerned) disfranchisement and suffering. If only volunteers were involved, in their exterritorially autonomous communities, then it would be quite a different matter. Dissenters would then remain free to act otherwise - within their own communities of this kind. - J.Z., 23.5.91, 14.1.93.

VOTING: The suffrage of the people ( universal suffrage, the equal right to vote ) becomes all to often and extensively the road to their self-inflicted suffering. If only volunteers and their contributions were involved, then it would be quire a different matter. They would have to shed their own blood and liberties and capital and incomes. Dissenters would then be free to act otherwise. Incentives to learning from one's own mistakes and those of others and to benefit from the own correct actions would be maximized. All such aspects are so self-evident to me and still so widely considered as being out of question, if considered at all. J. Z. 29.4.91, 6.1.93.

VOTING: Your vote for your life only. Their votes for their lives only. To each his own. - J.Z., 22.6.91. 

VOTING & PANARCHISM: Panarchism replaces the majority-dependent voter by the autonomous individual decision-maker who realizes his preferred government or non-governmental society, together with like-minded volunteers, for himself and them, or who simply makes do with all the private, cooperative and mutual services that are offered on a free market. Each a king, emperor or prince, prime minister or president, law-maker or judge regarding all his own affairs only or as a collaborator in voluntary communities.  – J.Z., 29.12.04.

WALKER, KARL:  Demokratie und Menschenrechte (Democracy & Human Rights), Rudolf Zitzmann, Lauf bei Nuernberg, 1947, 104 S., paper back, JZL. - Favours tolerance for tolerant actions or experimental freedom and autonomy for all minorities, e.g. on pp.74-76 & 80. One passage has been reproduced on sheet 21 in PP 1360.

WALLENBERG, RAOUL & DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY, SWEDISH PASSPORTS TO RESCUE HUNGARIAN JEWS FROM THE NAZIS:  William Zuckermann, “They Found Friends”, condensed from a chapter in “Deadline Delayed”, a symposium by members of the Overseas Press Club, copyrighted 1947, and pulished at $ 3.50 by /e.P. Dutton & Co., Inc., 300 Fourth Ave., New York 10, N.Y., here from READER’S DIGEST, April 1947, which summed up the article with the remark: 

“By the heroic efforts of the ‘little people’ of Europe, nearly 3.000 000 Jews were saved from destruction.” 

E.g.: In Amsterdam dockworkes battled with the Nazis, who wanted to deport Jews. A general strike happened. 3500 demonstrators were killed by the Nazis.  - But here the relevant passage, for exterritorial status is:

“In 1944 a special representative of the Swedish Government, Raoul Wallenberg, was responsible for the saving of 15,000 Hungarian Jews from certain death. He issued thousands of Swedish ‘protective passports’ to Jews. He bought up houses in Budapest, converted them into Swedish ‘consulates’ and filled them with Jews, thus giving the Jews the extraterritorial rights of citizens of a neutral country.” 

Alas, this hero of WW II disappeared into one of the Soviet concentration camps!  And how many of the thus saved people and of their sympathizers,  became consistent advocates for exterritorial status for communities of volunteers? – J.Z., 9.11.04.

WANTED & TOLERANT PARADISES ON EARTH VS. IMAGINED SCIENCE FICTION UTOPIAS IN SPACE: The exterritorial autonomy option offers all the diversity and liberation that most peaceful people really want, right on this planet. One does not have to wish for a multitude of different habitable planets in order to make a multitude of diverse free societies possible. - J.Z. 28.4.92, 13.1.93.

WAR & NATIONAL GOALS: "That's what this nasty little war is all about, isn't it? ... Many peoples, or just one. Many moralities, or just one. Many values and goals and a thousand roads to reach them. Or just one." - Marie Jakober, The Mind Gods, 134.

WAR & PANARCHISM: Panarchism in defence efforts against aggressors and in liberation wars against oppressors: With the panarchist programme all wars could become reduced to limited and rightful "police" actions, exclusively against the real war criminals and their fanatical followers. - 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 16-17.(Now online: www.panarchism.net ) - J.Z. to Joe Toscana, March 96. - See also: Decision on War and Peace by the People, Defence, Desertion, Liberation Wars, Military Insurrections, Militia, Revolutions, Separate Peace, War Aims. 
WAR & TOLERANCE Tolerance is the shortest connection between war and peace, poverty and wealth, oppression and liberty. Take your pick. There is also a unique kind of tolerant warfare and revolutionary action, yet to be consistently and comprehensively practised. It outmodes all current military theories and preparations. (See Peace Plans 16-17 & 61-65.) - J.Z., On Tolerance.

WAR & TOLERANCE: Be tolerant or perish! - The alternative to the maximisation of tolerance is the maximisation of murder and destruction through  mutual mass extermination. What helps it if man wins the whole world - but cannot stand  himself, cannot be tolerant? Then he will lose it again and perish. He has prepared the means for his destruction. - J.Z., On Tolerance.

WAR AIMS & PEACE AIMS, RIGHTFUL & PEACE-PROMOTING ONES, BECAUSE THEY ARE ALSO PANARCHISTC: See especially Ulrich von Beckerath.'s essay on this. Under panarchism each individual can pick his own war and peace aims, allies and enemies or declare himself neutral. Since we are no longer nations of warriors, this choice will turn out to be rather peace-promoting. - J.Z., 3.9.04.
WAR PROFITS: 24, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

WAR, TERRITORIALISM & PANARCHISM: So far war was aggressive and imperialistic on both sides - i.e., for the extension or preservation of TERRITORIAL empires. Only panarchism could change this situation via its unique just, defensive and liberating methods. - J.Z., 7.5.86, 24.6.01.

WARD, COLIN: Anarchy in Action, Freedom Press, 1973, 1982, JZL. Page 52: "The anarchist alternative is that of fragmentation, fission rather than fusion, diversity rather than unity, a mass of societies rather than a mass society." - Here he overlooks the option of voluntary unity, e.g. a) among Kurds, across all present state borders, and b) that of world federalists, of one type or the other, each forming their own competitive but tolerant world federation and c) the unity among Free Traders, forming a world wide Free Trade Community. - Fusion by voluntary membership and limited by individual secessionism should not be objectionable to a rational anarchist. Neither diversity nor unity, neither decentralization nor centralization are purposes in themselves but just options for individuals. - J.Z., 29.1.1999.

WARS, CIVIL WARS, REVOLUTIONS & TERRITORIALISM: Non-recognition of exterritorial autonomy for volunteer communities is at least a significant factor, if not the basic cause, of most wars, revolutions and civil wars. Imagine trying to still allocate different territories to the adherents of different religious faiths. – J.Z., 24.9.93, 12.1.99.

WATERFOUNTAIN ECONOMY: 34, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

WATNER, CARL, to TAYLOR, DAVID: 31 August 1989,  2pp: 149, in PP 1539.

_________________________________________________________________________________

WATNER, CARL, VOLUNTARYISM, VS. PANARCHISM, LETTER BY JOHN ZUBE, March 24, 1986, from PEACE PLANS No. 671: John Zube, 35Oxley St., Berrima, NSW, Australia 2577                                                          March 24, 86. 
Carl Watner, Box 1275, Gramling, South Carolina 29348

Dear Carl,



thanks for your letter of March 11th., with $ 1 for the enclosed photocopy.

Since Alan Koontz wanted to produce the interview from a repeated exchange of questions and answers, and since I wanted to reproduce the lot anyhow in microfiche, I did not put any size limit on my replies, assuming that he would see to that for any reproduction in The Voluntaryist.
On my view of voluntaryism and how it relates to panarchism:

As I understand voluntaryism and panarchism, I see no discrepancy between the two at all. 
Nor do I see a distinction between either and a comprehensive and consistent libertarianism. 
Nor do I draw a distinction between voluntarism and voluntaryism. 
(It was perhaps my mistake to assume a consensus between us on this.)

Panarchism, as I see it, is based on voluntarism and has drawn the conclusions from it in the sphere of actions which are at the same time tolerant and non-territorial. 
Panarchism, because it puts voluntarism or individual free choice and freedom of action first, rejects all conventional political structures which are based on territorial exclusiveness of and involuntary membership in States and which subject individuals, minorities and even majorities to more or less centralized and uniform governmental decision-making, including legislation, administration and jurisdiction, protection and defence. 
It regards as irrelevant whether a government represents a minority or the vast majority. 
The essential point for panarchists is that a territorial government represents no one else but its voluntary members. The others are unrepresented and not given freedom of choice and action - and cannot obtain full liberty within its framework.

The panarchist vision of a free society, and of the means to achieve it, is voluntaristic: 
Even State membership is to be quite voluntary, on a personal law basis. 
This does not imply any "acceptance" of the State as an organizational form for all people but it opens the way for all kinds of organizational alternatives, provided and maintained e.g. by all kinds of anarchists and libertarians - each group operating only through and upon its own voluntary members, like churches and sects tend to do nowadays.

What is left of governments of the old type, when each individual can, panarchistically, have "the government of his dreams" (Solneman) or the non-government of his dreams, for himself? 
Simply a voluntary organization of statists doing their own thing to themselves only and no longer to any involuntary victims.

Such a "State" I can live with, although I would not want to live "within" or "under" it. 
I would find it even serviceable, as a living demonstration of what harm a State does to its members, i.e. as a deterrent example. 
As such a demonstration it might be so valuable, educationally, that if it should one day happen that no one will any longer volunteer for such political and economic sadism and masochism combined, then freedom-minded people will, temporarily and for show-purposes only, reestablish such statist relationships in theatrical performances and exhibitions, as they now do at least occasionally reenact scenes of slavery etc. to keep alive an awareness of historical developments. 
(In Australia even the whipping of deported convicts is regularly play-acted out - in historical village exhibits. (The only things I have not heard of as being re-enacted, except on screens, are scenes of torture and hanging.) 
In other words, not by being overthrown but merely by being largely deserted and otherwise left alone, would the old types of States be, likewise, turned into non-territorial and autonomous associations of volunteers, would thus represent voluntarism and associationism pure and simple, although they might retain the old names and practices among their voluntary victims.

The moral legitimacy of any panarchy would rest on the unanimous consent of all its members, all being volunteers, and the confinement of each panarchy to the own affairs, i.e. those of the own members.

As for the various political and economic systems and methods applied by various panarchies coexisting peacefully in the same territory - and world-wide - that would be no one else's affair. Whether they apply some despotic or authoritarian system, a representative democratic or direct democratic one or any other one that they preferred, would be irrelevant for any outsiders. Outsiders would only ask: Did they volunteer for this? Are they still volunteers? Then it serves them right if they suffer the consequences of their own choices.

Even if they instituted, in an extreme case, slavery and mutual assassination and theft, as practised “principles”, this would be quite up to them.
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As long as individuals remain free to secede from such bodies, there will be a limit to the number of people joining them and remaining members. And these people may need these lessons because they would not sufficiently respond to any theoretical teachings.

All panarchies, in the interest of their own security and to achieve the potential of unlimited growth for their own system, would see to it that individual secessionism from all panarchies and old type states remains a reality and, where it is not yet realized, that it is utilized as the main means to overthrow the old coercive systems, largely with the aid of refugees, deserters insurrectionists and their recognized non-territorial governments in exile. Here lies the main potential military and purely defensive and liberating strength of panarchism.

Panarchism intends to "defeat" and replace the old territorial statist system

a) by propaganda,

b) by individual secessionism and

c) by demonstrating the working of panarchism in examples of panarchy.
In these 3 aspects panarchism is purely voluntaristic.

Panarchism considers conscientious objection and tax strikes, however extensively they are realized, as only part-realizations of the withdrawal of consent and cooperation by individuals, that is expressed by individual secessionism.

Voluntary taxation would be automatically realized, in whatever form it might take, through the voluntary membership of panarchies. Even if, internally, all agreed upon high and progressive income taxes, this would be voluntary and fair taxation, as far as their members were concerned. The mandate given for such measures would be 100%. Dissenters would opt out.

There appears to be, however, an important difference between my and your voluntaristic position. You seem to have applied the voluntaryist principle also to offenders and aggressors. Their choices should not be interfered with. They should not be coerced, not even defensively. Thus, in application, non-violence seems to have become your primary principle. I consider this to be an absurd and contradictory over-extension of the voluntaryist principle, one that ignores voluntarism for victims of attacks committed by "free" offenders who want to be "free" to follow their whims in arbitrary actions against others.

I, for one, do not expect a criminal, political or military aggressor or invader to volunteer to do right and abstain from doing wrong. I rather favor volunteers to resist them, even forcefully, with as much and as little physical force as is necessary and justified, when other appeals have failed or are useless at least for the moment of an acute threat against basic rights. In all such instances, I am mainly concerned about the lack of choice on the side of the victims rather than about the voluntary but wrong choice of the aggressors. I want to preserve and extend voluntarism on the side of the victims, however much that is disliked by the aggressors, invaders, monopolists etc. and however much that would restrict the choice of the latter, even forcefully. 
Defensive force is for me an expression of voluntarism, not its denial. 
Aggressive force is for me not an expression of voluntarism but its denial. 
I find it deplorable that aggressors do remain and that one is thus often forced to resort to defensive force against them. 
I do not deplore that in such instances defensive force is used but rather applaud its use. 
I remember a newspaper article on a 3-year old, who successfully repelled a rapist attacking her older sister by bashing him on the head with a heavy glass ashtray. (Whether such a defense was risky for both victims and whether other means were available, comes secondary to my main consideration: Was her defence within her rights and that of her sister?)
 Thus, if you will, you might class yourself as a non-violent voluntaryist while I might class myself as a rightful voluntaryist.

At the same time, as a panarchist, I do favor voluntary victims and aggressors doing their chosen thing among themselves, even it this amounts to mutual slaughter, like dueling, playing chicken with their cars, cutting each other's throat in one way or the other, if they prefer that. 
Voluntarism comes first for me, not non-violence - although people committed to violent acts against each other would also be very low in my value scale. 
(I recommend highly the criticism of absolute pacifism in: Jan Narveson: Pacifism: A Philosophical Analysis, in: Moral Problems, edited by James Rachels, 2nd. ed., Harper & Row, 1975, pp 346-360. The preceding article by Douglas Lackay on Ethics and Nuclear Deterrence is good, also. 
(By the way, a well organized and known printing house like Harper,& Row produces only ca. 1200 titles p.a. with 1800 employees, i.e. 0.66 per head and keeps only the output of ca. 10 years in print, i.e. up to 190 years of its 200 year output is out of print! Production-wise, not with regard to distribution, I am much more efficient!)
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Your statement of purpose of “THE VOLUNTARYIST”:                                                                                 












“The Voluntaryists are libertarians who have organized to promote non-political strategies (1) to achieve a free society. (2) We reject electoral politics, in theory and in practice, as incompatible with libertarian principles. (3) Governments must cloak their actions in an aura of moral legitimacy in order to sustain their power, and political methods invariably strengthen that legitimacy.(4) Voluntarists seek instead to delegitimize the State through education, and we advocate withdrawal of the co-operation and tacit consent on which State power ultimately depends."(5)

(1) For panarchists political strategies are characterized by involuntary membership and subordination and territorial exclusiveness and powers. To that extent, they would not utilize "political means". But on a voluntary and non-territorial basis, they would
use any political means internally, among their own members. Moreover, they would use precisely their characteristics to defend themselves against remaining despotic and
territorial States and to transform them into similar frameworks for voluntary actions.
If that must be called "politics", then so be it.

(2) Panarchism would even realize the freedom not to be free.

(3) All the voting occurring in panarchies would tend to be unanimous. Unelected leaders would have 100% voluntary consent. Dissenters would always be free and encouraged to opt out. If it could and should happen that within a panarchy several parties would develop, expressing some dissent on some internal constitutional, legal or juridical questions, unanimity would tend to be rapidly restored, for even the losing party would be free to opt out with all its members and voters, i.e. the defeated could be victorious, too, regarding their own affairs, if only they wanted to.

Each vote could then be 100% valid for each individual voter. He would not be dependent upon thousands or millions of other voters agreeing with him. To that extent panarchistic voting would agree, not disagree, with libertarian principles.

(4) Each aspiration regarding the own affairs would be legitimate and would cease to delegitimize different actions of others in their affairs.

By means of all remaining and new associations enjoying unanimous consent, true legitimacy would be achieved for the first time. Illegitimate regimes would be largely deserted or only precariously upheld by a few crackpots and at their expense only and for these they would be legitimate.

(5) Panarchists assert that the ultimate "withdrawal of co-operation and consent" consists in individual secessions.

But they go beyond that and assert that man is also an associative animal and can be relied upon to establish numerous diverse alternative institutions, pursuing one or the other political, economic or social aim for the own members.

In the light of panarchism, most of the old names for systems, methods and aims lose their meaning or gain a new one.

Panarchism would radically realize voluntarism, help greatly in its realization, help maintain it and would help to spread libertarians voluntarism by the successes of the examples it would set.

Panarchists, from my point of view, are therefore consistent voluntaryists - who apply voluntarism in all spheres and envision how this would operate among people as they are now and as they will, one day, be. Most voluntaryists, that I have so far encountered, still persist with some of the old notions that apply only coercive and territorial governments and States. They are thus, in my eyes, inconsistent panarchists.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The first article in The Voluntaryist No. 17 discusses whether the "button for total freedom for all, now" should be pushed. Under panarchism, each would push the button only for himself and not on behalf of others. 
Others would thus have no right or reason to complain. Even that decision should not be made in a process of collective decision-making. Any attempt to do so does lead to clashes between people, even when all of them consider themselves to be libertarians.

Summing up LeFevre's approach you say:
"Forcing men to be free is an improper way to achieve freedom..." 
That is also the panarchist attitude.

Ibid: "LeFevre went on record as advocating no substitute for government except the market place." 
Panarchism wants to introduce a market for governmental and non-governmental services, one in which not even his private property concept would be an absolute concept for any but LeFevre-type autarchists, since various forms of cooperative and collective property would be practised, voluntarily and among their believes only. 
The establishment of socialistic approaches to property would also be based on voluntary means.

Panarchists do not expect, with LeFevre, a “long and painful re-education of the American people” but their rapid persuasion via experiments and demonstrations, once they have been persuaded of only one thing, namely, tolerance for tolerant actions or freedom of action for all dissenters.
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"We cannot use the weapons of tyranny: for freedom and reason are our only tools." 
That general clause would be differently interpreted by panarchists:

Panarchists would tend to achieve the defection of the military power of tyrants. Their soldiers and officers, if not sufficiently motivated or able to rise against them, would tend to defect from the tyrants to panarchies of their own choice, bringing their weapons with them, as potential allies or at least as neutrals. And their involuntary and exploited workers would tend to flee and would be welcomed, with open arms and well paid jobs, at least by the members of the economically free panarchies, if these communities are their choice. 
Panarchies would not only use reasoning but free experimentation or attractive job offers and personal freedom choices to persuade, like natural scientists, technicians and inventors use freedom of action and freedom to experiment for their purposes. 
And the freedom they offered to opponents would include even the option to adopt a condition of voluntary slavery for themselves, as long as this is their preference. 
In other words, they could "dissolve" tyrannical regimes almost or altogether without a war or fighting. 
But this would also require that they are not committed to non-violence. 
Panarchism allows each to push the button only for himself.

The pro-freedom button is not a pro-freedom button unless it would introduce this disarming alternative, also. 
It would not bring love but justice to its enemies, including the freedom to choose to remain unfree. 
With the inclusion of this option most scruples about pushing the button would disappear.

In your article, in the same issue of The Voluntaryist, "The Decision Is Always Yours -Freedom As Self-Control", you speak of "the voluntaryist insight that all human organizations and institutions require the consent and cooperation of their participants to function."

In the social, economic and political spheres only panarchism turns this insight into a formal and obvious basis of organization. Territorial States try to deviate from this ideal as far as they can, substituting centralized decision-making by usurpers, experts, majorities and minorities.

As for "self-control", panarchism institutionalizes it as much as individuals want it institutionalized for their own affairs.

In this article you fail to distinguish between rightful and defensive force and wrongful and aggressive violence and thus come to wrong conclusions like: "Force always inhibits creative energy." 
The policing force (it could be privately & competitively practised) that expels those, who by willful noise or assaults would break up a peaceful meeting, does not inhibit creative energy, that of the peaceful speakers, and listeners, but only the destructive and preventative energy of the "disturbers of the peace". 
Any true right is associated with the authority to enforce it. 
Wrongdoers have no such rightful authority. No wrong is done to them if they are stopped in their wrongful acts, even when they are stopped forcefully - or permanently.

To class a force used for the preservation of freedom of speech, press, assembly, association and action, quite indiscriminately with violence, used for their suppression, is wrong and absurd.

Solneman claims that J.H. Mackay made the distinction between aggressive and defensive force clearest among all anarchist writers. Perhaps re-reading his 2 main anarchist works would help you, too, in becoming aware of the difference. I believe that I didn't need that aid to see the difference - but then so many years have passed since I have fully read these books that I may have forgotten that I owe them something in this respect.
(Mackay’s three anarchist books are now available from me as email attachment – until they appear on a website or CD.)
To deny that coercion and even torture could "control" others, does really cast all people into an extremely heroic mould. While it is quite true that some people have resisted, to their death, even the most extreme degrees of coercion and torture, most people have not been as firm and have, under such pressures or even threats of using them, involuntarily chosen to compromise as much as seemed advisable under the circumstances. To equate a thus enforced consent with consent tends to deprive "consent" of any real meaning.

Consent and dissent become full and free consent only if their expression becomes fully free and instutionalized. Panarchism offers that. Territorial States cannot offer that choice. The coercion at least of enforced or "chosen" emigration remains and of forcefully prevented immigration for many of those who find e.g. the S.A. or U.S.A. degree of coercion still attractive enough for them to want to immigrate there. 
(There are now ca. 1 million enquiries a year from potential immigrants to Australia, while only ca. 80,000 are accepted at present. But Australia is still very far from being a quite free country. Presently, it even runs concentration camps for illegal immigrants that were caught.) 
"This insight into the nature of human action has many implications. For one thing, it leads directly to the voluntaryist insight, that all States rest on the consent and cooperation of their victims." 
I wish it were so. But count me out.

As a panarchist I consider this to be a dangerous fallacy of some voluntaryists, one that does ignore how effective taxation, migration, compulsory membership and uniform territorial laws are, even though they are not 100% effective.

The fallacy involved is to me comparable to those involved when people declare legal tender laws to be harmless – because, ultimately, in a galloping inflation, they are ignored – and price controls to be harmless – because a black market exists. It is also expressed by various self-liberationists of today, who imagine that they could not only increase their personal liberty today by rational and rightful efforts but achieve total individual liberty, including tax exemption, freedom from the threat of war,
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immunity towards all effects of mass unemployment and rapid inflations etc. right now, by clever individual actions, legally or underground or even merely by declaring themselves to be “sovereign individuals”.
"Freedom is self-control", panarchistically interpreted, means, also, non-intervention with the voluntary and non-territorial and autonomous experiments and free actions of others, no matter how repugnant their beliefs are to oneself - not only "doing one's own thing" oneself, in one's on sphere. Only in this way do others remain free to control themselves as much or as little as they want to.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I could go on in this vein for a long time - but if I have not yet got my meaning across, more pages will not help me, either.
How did I get involved with libertarian ideas?

On the one hand through reading some anarchist writings (probably long before I was 16 and had some discussions with my father on this ), from books he had left with my grandmother in Berlin. There may have been other influences. Before I was 10, I watched Hitler driving past, slowly, on a parade and looked around, surprised, that none of the dissenters made an attempt on his life. 
But I distinctly remember only one case, that of taking the Free Trade side, during the last years of high school and together with some school mates, against the to us absurd protectionist arguments of one of my main teachers. And once one has seen the light in this respect, one can work oneself through to seeing most other aspects of liberty. 
Between 1952 and 1959 Ulrich von Beckerath introduced hundreds of reformist and revolutionary libertarian ideas to me. I tried to practise some of them publicly, without success and then tried to combine them in my first book-length manuscript, finished ca. 1961, for which I could not find a publisher. Instead, I began to include particular libertarian proposals in my Peace Plans series, since 1964.

How did I get into prison work? By an advertisement, offering comparatively good pay and a chance to practice my school-English. I assumed then and still do that the restraint of wrong-doers does them no wrong and does society and freedom in general a favor, that crimes with victims are offences against basic human rights, that these rights deserve to be defended and that imprisonment for such offenders is preferable to shortening them by one head. That belief is unshaken. 
But I have long seen that competing private and cooperative jails, operating productively with many of the normal incentives and more, quite profitably, would be much better than governmental ones and that competitive penal laws, court systems and prison and other penal systems - in accordance with individual choices, made in advance, are preferable to a single and imposed system for all, even to any supposedly ideal libertarian one. 
From this it follows that I do not consider prison work as necessarily inconsistent with the aim of wanting to abolish the State and realize individual rights.

Really rightful, economic and reformist prisons could do much to reduce crime, together with numerous constitutional, legislative, juridical, police reforms. I have elaborated my view on this in Peace Plans No. 13. ...  – Slightly revised: 10.12.04.
WAY: Have it your way. If you think this is the way then this is the way - but only for you.

WAY OUT: A State which citizens may not freely leave may be said to have no way out. - Stanislaw Jerzy Lec. (Ein Staat, aus dem die Buerger nicht herauskoennen, hat wohl keinen Ausweg.) - One can exit or withdraw from or leave a State either through geographical emigration or through internal emigration, via individual secession and exterritorial autonomy. Most would prefer the latter, once they fully understood it and learned to practice it, given the chance to do so. - J.Z. 4.7.92, 15.1.93. - Individual secessionism is a way-out not only for victimised subjects but also for unpopular governments to perpetuate themselves as long as possible - among their voluntary followers. - J.Z., 10.12.03.
WAYS OF LIVING, FORCE & COERCION: "Every act of coercion directed against an opinion or a way of living is in so far calculated to lessen the quantity of conscience in the society where such acts are practised. Of course, where ways of living interfere with the lawful rights of others, where they are not strictly self-regarding in all their details, it is necessary to force the dissenters, however strong may be their conscientious sentiment." - John Morley, On Compromise, 239. - Ways of living should be extended to embrace autonomous exterritorial experiments of a political, economic and social kind or "States within States" and yet exterritorially separated. And for all rational and adult people the test of self-regard would largely be determined by their voluntary membership. If they sacrificed, tortured, incarcerated or sexually assaulted e.g. children, or denied them medical aid, then other societies could and should rightfully and forcefully interfere with such actions in such societies. Children are not mere property, which parents or societies can use and abuse as they please. They need guardians and if their natural or present guardians fail them, then other and better guardians ought to step in. Under the old Athenian constitution anyone could make himself the guardian of a child - but only to the extent of upholding that child's rights. In doubtful cases international courts would have to decide. - J.Z., 7.1.93.

WEALTH THROUGH PANARCHISM:  There are several roads to wealth for most working people under full freedom. I have described them elsewhere. One approach is described in PEACE PLANS 19 c: Privatization of all public assets, with taxpayers or citizens receiving their shares in certified and transferable certificates. - International associations of Free Traders would be another way. So would private and cooperative old age insurance companies be that would productively invest, credit-insured and with value preserving clauses their premiums on long terms and at very high interest rates - which, nevertheless, would be only a fair share in the productivity of their investments. An Ideas Archive and Talent Registry would be another road to riches. Full employment, an end to inflations, deflations & stagflations or economic crises, a permanent book economy, based especially on full monetary & financial freedom would be another. - Peaceful and businesslike purchases of enterprises on terms, by their employees, would be another and could raise productivity and thereby living standards enormously. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
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. 

WEBER, MAX: Rechtssoziologie (Sociology of Rights), Winckelmann, J. ed., Luchterhand, 1967, on personal law & private law enforcement with many historical instances.

WEBER, MAX: Law in Economy and Society, translated by Edward Shils & Max Rheinstein, Cambridge, Mass, Hary.U.Press,54, on privileged legal order: p. I & VII.

WEBSITES WITH SOME PANARCHISTIC INFORMATION:  www.acenet.com.au/~jzube   www.panarchism.info/   www.panarchy.org  

WECKER, KONSTANTIN: A panarchist comment by John Zube, Dec. 1987, to writings by K.W., 119, in ON PANARCHY X, in PP 755.

WEIMAR REPUBLIC: CONSTITUTION, OF THE  WEIMAR REPUBLIC: 11.8.1919,  Article 109: It repealed the private autonomy of the lower nobility in matters of inheritance and family law.  Thus this republic destroyed these republican self-government features still persisting under monarchy. - J.Z. - This republic also continued the monetary despotism of the German Empire, which had previously been clearly proposed in the Communist Manifesto of 1847. Thereby it continued the inflation of the Empire and led to the German Great Depression and thus to the Nazi Regime. Needless to say, it did not settle the problem posed by dissenting minorities in Germany. It remained essentially territorial. - J.Z., 1.9.04.
WEISBORT, STEVEN M.: Extraterritorial Regulation of Life Insurance, Huebner Foundation for Insurance Education Studies, Univ. of Pennsylvania, R.D. Irvin, 1975. (Seen at Macquarie Univ. Library, Sydney.) (Weisbart, Steven N.? Irwin?) - Practical men at work. Their experience might be invaluable for future autonomous minority groups. I'd like a copy but can't afford to buy most new or scarce second hand titles, nor do I find the time and energy to study them. - There is an army of political scientists, mostly on the wrong track, who should take over this chore and turn their subject into a real science. - J.Z.

WELLING, WOODROW J., (WOODY): On panarchy:  16, 52, 53, 72, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. - -102, 103, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - In ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870. - - 100-101, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879. - - 39, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.
WEN, KING, IN CHINA: 2,000 YEARS AGO & DESERTION: 58, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

WERKHEISER, DON: Voluntary Associations, plan 39, page 21, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

WESTLAKE, J.: International Laws, 2 vols., 2nd. ed., Cambridge, 1910-13, on 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.
WHAT IS SUPREMELY POLITICAL? Somewhere I saw or heard the term: "supremely political". What was meant by it? What does really turn something "political" and more so? I hold that it is the underlying ideology of exclusive territories under collectivist sovereignty and uniform rule, constitutions, laws and jurisdictions. If that is the case then, I hold, we should rather become supremely apolitical - as a matter of liberation, peace and justice and sheer survival, at least with regard to all territorial politics. Exterritorial and autonomous politics is apolitical in the conventional sense, since it is practised only among volunteers and establishes natural law and individual rights relations between them as their international law. -J.Z., 22.11.90, 14.1.93.

WHEATEN, H.: Elements of International Law, 8th ed., by R. H. Dana, Boston, 1866.

WHITAKER, BEN: Editor, Minorities a Question of Human Rights? Pergamon Press, 1984, 131pp, JZL. - The present evils are listed but, apparently, none but territorial statist non-solutions are offered. - J.Z.

WHITE RUSSIANS: Those defecting after the revolution to Serbia, were considered and acted as an exterritorial community. - Hint by Ulrich von Beckerath. Consider this as a search notice for literature or a tip for a dissertation. - J.Z.

WHITE, WILLIAM CHARLES: Chinese Jews, A Compilation of Matters Relating to the Jews of K'ai-feng Fu., 2nd. ed., with an introduction by Cecil Roth, Univ. of Toronto Press, 1966, published & distrib. by Paragon Book Reprint Corp., N.Y.. - Wanted by J.Z.

WHITEHEAD, ALFRED NORTH: Adventures of Ideas, A Brilliant History of Mankind's Great Thoughts, A Mentor Book, published by The New American Library, 1933, 1955, JZL. - I did not find it full of adventurous, great and brilliant ideas or descriptions, on the contrary, rather a swamp of generalizations that do not interest me. However, on page 65 there is an interesting observation: "The organization of professions by means of self-governing institutions places the problem (? J.Z.) of liberty at a new angle. For now it is the institution which claims liberty and also exercises control. In ancient Egypt the Pharaoh decided, acting through his agents. In the modern world a variety of institutions have the power of action without immediate reference to the State. This new form of liberty which is the autonomous institution limited to special purposes, was especially exemplified in the guilds of the middle ages; and that period was characterized by a remarkable growth of civilize genius. The meaning that - in England at least - was then assigned to the word 'liberty' illustrates the projection of the new social structure upon the older form of customary determination. For a 'liberty' did not then mean a general freedom, but a special license to a particular group to organize itself within a special field of action. For this reason 'liberties' were sometimes a general nuisance. - Of course the Catholic Church was the great 'liberty' which first confronted the Roman Empire, and then dominated mediaeval life..." - - These liberties amounted to vast privileges and monopolies, not to competitive enterprises and confederations or communities of volunteers. They preempted, like the State does, whole spheres of action and extorted monopoly returns for their services. Their liberty was licence. There was no voluntary membership in them and no competition among them in the same sphere. Monopolism prevailed. - On the bottom of page 122 he brings a remark that can well be applied e.g. to publishing exclusively on paper or electronic media only, to territorialism and monetary despotism, to the employer-employee relationships, to the decision-making power on war and peace and many other mistakes or evils: "But modern scholarship and modern science reproduce the same limitations as dominated the bygone Hellenistic epoch, and the bygone Scholastic epoch. They canalize thought and observations within predetermined limits, based upon inadequate metaphysical assumptions, dogmatically assumed. The modern assumptions differ from older assumptions, not wholly for the better...." Whitehead also rarely thinks outside of popular channels. Compare Kuhn on scientific revolutions and their dependency upon the gradual acceptance of new models of thought. - J.Z., 29.1.1999. 

WHY PANARCHISM? There are dozens of reasons for it, many of which I have stated in my two peace books. The main is that it corresponds to individual rights and liberties and to the nature of men and of the differences between them. - J.Z., 3.9.04.
WHY: Why did some writers like e.g. Johann Gottlieb Fichte, Herbert Spencer & Roy Childs retreat from the panarchistic stands they had once taken? - None of them seems to have left a record on why they changed their clear and principled previous stand. That seems to indicate that their motives for this change of mind are suspect. - J.Z., 3.9.04.
WICQUEFORT, A. VAN: The Ambassador and his Functions, trans. by John Digby, London, 1716. - To some extent panarchism would turn everyone into an ambassador, propagandist, experimenter and demonstrator for his own ideals. - J.Z., 3.9.04.
WIDENGREN, G.: The Status of the Jews in the Sassanian Empire, IRANICA ANTIQUA, I, 1961, 117-62. (A Persian empire, 226-637.)
WILDE, OSCAR, TERRITORIALISM & SELFISHNESS, RIGHT OF PRIVATE JUDGEMENT, SELF-GOVERNMENT, SELF-DETERMINATION, SELF-RESPONSIBILITY: Selfishness is not living as one wishes to live. It is asking others to live as one wishes to live. - Oscar Wilde: The Soul of Man under Socialism, 1891.

WILL, FOREIGN WILL & OBLIGATION: "...ein fremder Wille verbindet nie." ( A foreign will does no oblige. ) Fichte, in Beitrag ..., 1793.  "Kein fremder Wille ist Gesetz fuer uns." ( No foreign will is law for us.) Fichte, ibid, p. 80.

WILLARD, AMMIEL JENKINS: 1822-1900, An examination of the law of personal rights, to discover the principles of the law, as ascertained from the practical rules of the law, and harmonized with the nature of social relations, N.Y., Appleton & Co., 1882, 429pp. Cover: The principles of the law.

WILLIAMS, B.H.: The Protection of American Citizens in China: Extraterritoriality, American J. of Intern. Law, Oct. 1922, vol. XVI, p. 43.

WILLIAMS, S. W.: The Middle Kingdom, 2 vols., New York, 1883.

WILLOUGHBY, WESTEL W.: Foreign Rights and Interests in China, 2 vols., 2nd. ed., Baltimore, The Johns Hopkins University Press, 1927, 1141pp, indexed, reproduced in PEACE PLANS  673/4.

WILSON, WOODROW: The New Freedom, London, Paris & Toronto, J.M. Dent & Sons, 1916. JZL. - The only somewhat panarchistic passage that I noticed so far in this book is on pages 126/27: "My very distinguished friend, Senator Gore of Oklahoma, made this interesting proposal; that we should pass a law that every piece of goods sold in the U.S. should have on it a label bearing the price at which it sells under the tariff and the price at which it would sell if there were no tariff, and then the Senator suggests that we have a very easy solution for the tariff question. He does not want to oblige that great body of our fellow-citizens who have a conscientious belief in 'protection' to turn away from it. He proposes that everybody who believes in the 'protective' tariff should pay it and the rest of us should not; if they want to subscribe it is open to them to subscribe. As for the rest of us, the time is coming when we shall not have to subscribe. The people of this land have made up their minds to cut all privilege and patronage out of our fiscal legislation. We have come to recognise in the tariff as it is now constructed, not a system of protection, but a system of favouritism, of privilege, too often granted secretly and by subterfuge, instead of openly and frankly and legitimately..." - I would find it simpler to allow Free Traders to buy freely from the world and sell to it, via Free Ports & Duty Free Shops, for members only. And these institutions are to be exterritorially autonomous, parts of a world wide Free Trade Panarchy, i.e., no longer subjected to any territorial government taxation and regulation. - J.Z., 29.1.99. 

WIN - WIN SITUATIONS: "Sometimes it's impossible for everybody to win." - James Gunn, Touch of the Match, Feb. 85, Analog, p. 137. - Less often than is commonly believed, especially if the panarchist option is taken into consideration. - J.Z. 5.4.91.

WITHAM, STEVE: On Panarchy,  5, 13, 42, 47, 73, 76, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. - - 125. , in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - 5, in ON PANARCHY V, in PP 554. - - 44, 50, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585. - - 107, in ON PANARCHY XV, in PP 879. - - 6, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.
WITHDRAW YOUR SANCTION FROM THE STATE: "Lane implicitly recognizes that governmental control rests on the acquiescence of the citizenry. What is needed is for reform to begin with the individual, so that eventually enough people will be aroused to withdraw their sanction from the State..." - Carl Watner, in: Charles Lane, A Voluntary Political Government, p. 40. 

WITHDRAWAL FROM TERRITORIAL POWERS: Suicide, slumming, beachcombing, alcoholism, drug tripping, retreatism, dropping out, immersion in music, dancing, escapist literature, travels and adventure trips, sports, hobbies, crafts, entertainment, tourism, gardening, interior decoration, fashion, arts,  cultism, sectarianism, charity work, emigration, conspiracies, or counter-conspiracy attempts, promiscuity, perversions, underground activities, black marketeering, tax avoidance, terrorism, should not be the only legal or illegal ways to withdraw individually from the power addicts or the territorial system. How many of these escape routes would be taken and how extensively, if only people were free to individually secede and associate autonomously, exterritorially, under personal laws? If their creative energies were thus & otherwise quite released? We know the barbarism, primitivism and degeneration that has resulted from territorial systems of subjugation of the majority and of many minorities by a few men in power. We do not as yet know how high many if not most people could rise under full freedom for all to follow and act out their knowledge, ideas, preferences  and abilities, in all spheres, at their own risk and expense. Life might become much more of of an interesting and attractive adventure then - than it can be now. - J.Z., 11.2.92, 13.1.93, 11.12.03.

WITHDRAWAL FROM THE STATE BY INDIVIDUALS & GROUPS, NON-GEOGRAPHICAL, I.E., WITHOUT EMIGRATION OR TERRITORIAL SECESSION: (Unter NAMES many other terms for panarchism and individual secessionism are listed.)
WITTVOGEL, KARL: Oriental Despotism, Yale Univ. Press, 1957-1967, p. 121 has a note on the Millet system, mainly the restrictions upon it.

WOLLSTEIN, JARRET B.: Society without Coercion, A New Concept of Social Organization, SIL 1969, Arno Press & The New York Times, N.Y., 1972, 45 pp. On competing governments out of existence through private alternative institutions.

WOODHEAD, HENRY GEORGE WANDESFORDE (H.G.W.), et al: Exterritoriality in China, The Case Against Abolition, 1929, 72 pages, in PP 715. - Here is one of the few defenders of the exterritorial status of foreigners in China. Did he also clearly defend the same right of Chinese in foreign countries? I do not remember finding this interesting detail in this book. - J.Z., 28.8.04.  - This titles was reprinted in Feb.1980 by Garland Publ., 189 pages, $ 24.  
WOODWARD, WAYNE WALLACE: 19, in ON PANARCHY I, in PEACE PLANS No. 505. - - 100, in ON PANARCHY III, in PP 507. - - 53, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585.

WORDS, IMPORTANCE: 23, in ON PANARCHY I, in PEACE PLANS No. 505.
WORLD FEDERALISM & PANARCHISM: As many panarchistic world federations as would please the various world federalists. All valid only for themselves. - J.Z., 23.9.04.
WORLD STATE & PANARCHISM: As many world states as some people like for themselves - but all only at their own expense and risk. From my point of view most of the empires of the past were already much too large and bad enough. But, to each his own! - J.Z., 3.9.04.
XANADU: 47, 76, ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

XENOPHOBIA: 41 ON PANARCHY I, in PP 505.

YEAGER, WAYNE B.Yeager: Letter of 12/26/90 & leaflet on the book: ABOVE THE LAW, The Complete Guide to Obtaining Diplomatic Immunity, 2pp, 182, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. - I will not fiche this book since it is copyrighted and because I doubt that anyone can today quite legally and effectively aquire diplomatic immunity. - J.Z., 3.9.04.
YOORS, JAN: The Gypsies, Simon Schuster, N.Y., 1967. JZL. - The author lived from the age of 12 for many years among the gypsies and reports on this experience. From the introduction rear cover: "... this race of strangers who have lived among us for centuries and remained apart."

ZELKO, BILL: Letter to Constitutional Revival, I June 79, 1p, on Jury Trial, 114, in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870.

ZIMMERLING, D.: Die Hanse, Handelsmacht im Zeichen der Kogge, Econ Verlag, Duesseldorf - Wien, 1976, indexed, with bibliography, 400 S., JZL. - The Hanseatic League was a mercantile and largely exterritorially autonomous community, with its own armed forces. Alas, it strove not only to uphold and extend its autonomy but also to achieve and keep monopolies. Maybe it would still exist if it had not and would then have found many imitators, rather than provoking and producing many enemies. - But Ulrich von Beckerath pointed it out as a private association that was powerful enough to declare & win wars against some pirate-like kings. - J.Z., 3.9.04. 

ZORN, KONRAD, DR.:  Die Konsulargesetzgebung des Deutschen Reiches (The Legislation on Consular Jurisdiction of the German Empire), 3rd. ed., Berlin, 1911, Guttentag Verlagsbuchhandlung, text edition with notes & index, 594pp, indexed. - JZL.

ZUBE, JOHN to CONSTITUTIONAL COMMISSION, THE: 11 Jan. 87 & 15 Feb. 87, 6pp, 91, in ON PANARCHY XIV, in PP 870.

ZUBE, JOHN to WILSON, ROBERT ANTON: 13 Oct. 1967, mainly on Robert Ardrey's "Territorial Imperative, 85, in ON PANARCHY XII, in PP 833.

ZUBE, JOHN,  to CATHY L.Z. & L. NEIL SMITH: Sept. 8,1986, 56, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

ZUBE, JOHN,  to ERWIN STRAUSS: 8, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585.

ZUBE, JOHN,  to HOPMAN, CONRAD: June 11, 1986, 113, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

ZUBE, JOHN, & FOLDVARY, FRED: Sketches extracted from letters June 25 & July 18, 1986(?), 35, in ON PANARCHY VIII, in PP 672.

ZUBE, JOHN, & K.R.: Extracts from correspondence: 22 Aug. 85, 15 Dec. 85, 27 Jan. 86, 15 March 86, 7 Apr. 86, 24 May 86, 15 June 86, 23 June 86, 15 July 86, 24 July 86, 28 Dec. 88, 1 Feb. 89, 5pp, 121-125, in ON PANARCHY XVI, in PP 901.

ZUBE, JOHN, BECKERATH, ULRICH VON, E.M.L./Z./S.: Draft of a New Declaration of those Human Rights and Natural Rights of Rational Beings which were so far discovered, by E. M. L./ Z.; S.; U. v. Beckerath & J.Z., in PP 4 & page 43, in ON PANARCHY II, in PP 506.

ZUBE, JOHN, to "P": 15/9/1985, 114, 31.10.85, 119, in ON PANARCHY VI, in PP 585.

ZUBE, JOHN, to ARENDT, HANNA: 17.8.65, 4pp, on her book "On Revolution" & on panarchism, 154, in ON PANARCHY XVII, in PP 1,051. - HANNAH? 
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Kvartira 3

USSR

Dear Andrei,



I consider anyone who opposes any kind of totalitarianism as something like a friend. 
Your address was mentioned by Nadia Weiner in a little libertarian Australian newsletter: “On Liberty”, July 80, with an appeal to write you a letter to show international support. 
I have read most of your communications which have reached the Western Press and am largely in agreement with them. 
Naturally, you should have full freedom of expression and I wish you all other freedoms also, probably more than you have so far dreamed of.
My objection to most dissidents and non-conformists is, that they are often still saddled with old religious or nationalistic or world statist sentiments and, what is much worse, that their own ideal society of the future embodies still too many symptoms of a totalitarian society, i.e. does not leave sufficient freedom of action for dissenters against their kind of society.
Thus I would like you to change your dissent and to become, at least in principle, more tolerant even towards the bureaucrats, communists and socialists, who are at present plaguing you. 
This sounds absurd to a victim - until you seriously consider how their freedom could coexist at the same time and in the same country with your own, with no one attacking any freedom or restriction a member of the other group has imposed upon himself by joining it and remaining voluntarily in it. 
In principle, I insist, you should not merely oppose the present regime and aim at replacing it with something better, not only with something more closely representing at least the majority of Russians and other nationalities etc. in the USSR, but, rather, work towards the preservation of the existing regime - to the extent that it is still voluntarily supported by some or many!

You should, I believe, also work for genuine freedom for those who restrict you now!  
Think of the precedent of religious liberty. The atheists, agnostics, rationalists and humanists, who were rational enough to be tolerant, did not want to destroy the existing churches, legislate or use other force against them, but obtain merely the freedom to opt out and enjoy their own way of life - while leaving those, whom they might have considered as mere religious nuts, to their religion, churches and priests.

Thus, one of your stated aim should be: Freedom for all communists etc. to do their own thing - but at their own risk and expense, not at the risk and expense of dissenters and nonconformists. They should, in all future, be free to practice their kind of Marxist, Leninist, Stalinist, Maoist, Trotzkylst etc. religions - among their voluntary followers, on an exterritorial and autonomous basis, under their own personal laws, wherever they happen to live, nationally or all over the world. 
Only condition is to be that they are to let individuals secede from them while your groups would let individuals secede to them and that neither would obstruct the establishment of new groups. 
Arbitration to settle disagreements between the different groups. 
There are numerous historical precedents of which consular immunity and jurisdiction are remnants.

Once this option is understood and realized, then it would take the wind out of the sails of any totalitarian propaganda, right, left or centre. 
It would unite all resistance and revolutionary forces of whatever kind upon this common platform and reduce any further violent clashes to a minimum. 
For this kind of autonomy for all, who desire it, on a voluntary and self-responsible basis, would allow either freedom or non-freedom ( and any degree of either ) or any government or non-govern​ment of one's dreams to anyone, according to individual preferences and beliefs. 
Would it be against the present ruler's self-interest, in East or West? Not, if this is rationally perceived. It would offer them security and perpetuity of office, remove all threats of coming up elections, public opinion changes and opposition, resistance, revolution and assassination, even of war against them. For there will always be some, and presently they form the vast majority, who like their lives to be managed by others.

The moment you, others like you, and myself, are autonomous, we are then neither a threat nor even a nuisance to the voluntary establishment of others. On the contrary, we would be their additional guarantors. It being in our own interest that their autonomy is also not interfered with. 
This reorganization would assure them that they could remain in office, nation-wide, and come into office, world-wide, over all those who approve of their program and their actions.
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Upon this platform all minorities in the world could unite, confederate in their defence. 
Even majorities consist of fluctuating minorities. Together they would vastly outnumber all others, and could truly liberate themselves and their present opposition or rulers.

Perhaps most important now is the fact that this personal law reorganization of society would eliminate the motives, means and targets for nuclear, chemical and bacteriological weapons as well as the motives for any civil or liberation war of a conventional type, thus satisfying the justified peace aspirations of people everywhere. 
Think about it, in detail, what universal voluntarism or panarchism, or true self-government or individual sovereignty would imply for everyone. 
Presently, even the better of the representative democratic governments still share all too many of the totalitarian traits of dictatorships. 
Compare, for instance how they outlawed even geographical secession and have centralized decision-making on war and peace and confiscate much if not most of the earnings of their subjects. 
They do not allow autonomy to communists, socialists, anarchists, libertarians, individualists or any other grouping within "their" countries. 
"Territorial integrity", which destroys individual integrity, is their dream also. They do not allow everyone the government of his choice, of his dreams.

Although many of the top people might really fancy ruling others, even dissenters, they cannot afford to state this quite openly but must make all kinds of democratic pretences. Here is their Achilles Heel, propaganda-wise. 
This new tolerant society, here envisioned, with experimental freedom or freedom of action for all, can offer them an era of undisturbed rule, free from all dissenters, military conspiracies, terrorists, assassins, revolutionaries, competitors for power, even from foreign enemies, a future where they can forever attempt to realize whatever ideals they might still hold, under most favorable conditions i.e. among volunteers ( and at their expense and risk and for sufficient and just "feedback" ).

For the first time they would have no cause at all to complain about obstructionism, passive resistance, sabotage etc. All their helpers would unanimously agree with them and give their best for the success of their experiments. Thus, if their ideas can be successfully realized at all, then these would be the conditions required for their success.

I know that, ideally, the West should make such proposals and practise them within its sphere of influence. But it is also too totalitarian for that and hindered in thinking consistently about freedom - as a result of the illusions provided by the remaining freedoms in the West. Moreover, even in the West, where there is formal freedom of expression, there are not many opportunities to discuss and spread such ideas, either. Thus there is not much discussion of them and far less are they practised. And yet, as already Josiah Warren realized in his work “True Civilization”, in 1863, individual sovereignty is "an immediate necessity and the last ground of hope for mankind."

But even among the libertarians, individualists, anarchists, limited government and free market advocates in the West - only few so far have fully understood all the implications of individual secessionism. 
Perhaps the lack of most conventional freedoms (whatever the names of the remaining superstructure) will let people over there appreciate this radical freedom more than the people do over here?
Lenin is supposed to have punished the advocacy of individual secession (or renun​ciation of membership in the republic) with death and the current Soviet citizenship law is, according to what I have read, rather strict and very restrictive in this respect. (At least it shows that the legislators have not altogether forgotten this idea.)

The rulers know the true sources of their excess powers often better than their victims but, like their victims, they do not as yet appreciate the advantages which individual secessionism and personal law associations would offer them – this in spice of the fact that each of them is in danger of his life from assassins or due to new schisms and splits every day of his life, under the present system. 

As said before, whether you agree with the above or not, you have the right to freedom of expression of your opinion and to have access to the information provided by others. 
It is just that I hold that freedom of expression and information is not enough. They must be supplemented by freedom for tolerant actions for all people, even your opponents in the establishment over there. 
Only when this aim is clearly stated and pursued can one win easily, with a minimum of sacrifices, and only then does defeat no longer taste bitter but is actually preferable to remaining on one of the present saddles for the time being.

Let those, who prefer a condition of voluntary slavery for themselves, have it, under the rulers, prophets, leaders, despots, teachers etc. of their dreams and choice.

Ponder the old saying that the best way to defeat an enemy is to make a friend out of him. 
This system (or rather non-system, a “meta-utopia” as Nozick calls it) would allow this.

Let each live in his own self-chosen Zoo - and let the others learn from their examples.

For Freedom In our Time, for you, me, for everyone, even the censors,                                                                 
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Signed: John Zube.                                                                                                                                                
Slightly edited, while proof-reading this scan: J.Z., 9.12.04.
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One 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 TERRITORIAL 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 almost all of our earnings and "our" expenditures, provided the latter agreed with his choices. The State, that's me („I am the State!“), 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 (or provide sufficient public excuses for governmental failures), 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 principles, preferring, instead, their kinds of "civil rights" that are very narrowly defined by them and which very often restrict or oppose rather than uphold genuine rights. Naturally, they are unable to provide 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 liberties 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 decentralized. 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 invasive people and associations.

Paucity of literature, meeting places, other contacts between them and the general conditioning they 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 possible that if they did not, they would have won the contest long ago, for they do represent, 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 sufficient 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 become operative, 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 exempted from the benefits to be expected from private contracts, compacts, experiments and minority autonomy based on individual choice, and radical tolerance for all tolerant actions, while very serious arguments can be raised in their favor, including the very survival of the human race, the preservation and expansion 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", ghettos or apartheid) that all are autonomously organized in a non-territorial way, under personal laws, with their own and for themselves individually preferred and quite genuine „self-government“ system applying only to their own and voluntary members.

Each adult and rational person must be then be set free to make his own choice between the various systems and subsystems, i.e., to have the all-important vote of seceding, withdrawing or disassociating himself from any territorial State and any non-territorial autonomous community and joining another and trying to get along by himself, just trading on whatever will exist of free market services for him. 
In this most important respect, among many others significant individual choices, preempted by territorial States and their governments, constitutions, laws, jurisdiction and policing, 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 only one voice among all too 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-external opposition or active dissent, far less revoluionaries and terrorists. Words would still be slung between them, as between some churches and sects, but hardly any missiles, from stones and Molotov cocktails to IBMs. 
Even the targets for mass extermination devices would become 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 above 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 production facilities 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 governments by indivi​dual consent, or thorough self-governments 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 deserved, as a result of your own free choice. 
If their opponents are wrong then they would, sooner or later, individually or in small groups, join their successful freedom experiments, 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 then and furthermore be wasted in propaganda efforts against the Freedomites and in efforts to quarantine their members against becoming „infected“ by freedom ideas and actions – but always 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 either 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 or even any kind of missiles – 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 subdivide 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 of the Nazis had, against them, whatever their convictions and ideals otherwise. (Their solidarity against Nazis was an astonishing phenomenon. Alas, it was not expressed in the principles of radical tolerance for all tolerant people and in corresponding personal law institutions. They were deluded into believing that conventional territorial democracies could fully solve their problems. – J.Z., 28.12.04.
This common interest could and soon would then, under this aterritorial autonomy, be expressed in corresponding defensive organizations - even though the all-over threat of further aggression already would be greatly reduced. Looking at history, they would realizeze: New fanatic prophets and "great leaders" may arise at 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 examples of this degree of tolerance would often be effective in persuading victims in other countries to follow suit. Revolutions have often been infectious. Even if they do not have as much indiviudal choice to offer as the panarchistic „one-man-revolutions“ do have. 

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 as most of those were, whom  they have overthrown and most libertarians have far not had any better programs to teach them for e.g. revolutions, liberation wars and military insurrections. They have not even shown a serious interest in these possibilities, still holding that isolationism, neutrality and non-intervention, even against totalitarian regimes, would be the best way to go. In this respect even some government officials are more enlightened. But these, too, can usually only think in terms of territorialist policies, which perpetuate and multiply problems.
All such consideration go beyond the interest of most people with some practical interest 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 do others then still to afraid of him? 
Do, for instance, tennis players and basketball players fight each other in the streets – or do they merely do their own things for themselves?
Do housewives fight it out in the streets, what ought to be placed on the menu – for all families?

The dilemmas in which the terrorists 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 more could and should be said but this would go far beyond the short case for freedom for self-responsible and voluntary actions, in all spheres, than it was my intention 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 practised 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: 28.12.04 jzube@acenet.com.au
ZUBE, JOHN, Draft for an article on minority autonomy for all and a corresponding compact between members of all minority groups. See under Federation & International Federation of Panarchies.

ALL VOLUNTARY  MEMBERS OF ALL MINORITY GROUPS 

DO HEREBY AGREE UPON & DECLARE THE FOLLOWING PRINCIPLES:
1.) For a time it had been assumed that freedom for a majority to make decisions for all, combined with the opportunity for a minority to try to peacefully persuade the majority, would be enough to safeguard the rights and realize the interests and aims of minority groups. By now numerous disappointments not only with totalitarian regimes and dictatorships but also with majoritarian, direct, representative and constitutional democracies and with governmental declarations of human rights and governmental juridical avenues, have taught minorities that nothing less than full independence can, sufficiently, realize their rights and safeguard their interests.
2.) Members of minority groups are becoming aware how many different minorities there are, how numerous their membership is and that, in total, they do often amount to the majority. But they will not take this as a justification for any attempt to dominate over any local and temporary majority that exists or may arise. Their aim is independence for themselves and for all others, not an alternative system of domination.

3.) Members of minority groups are realizing that even majoritarian democracies are usually dominated by minorities , "in the name of the people" but without a proper mandate. They are not based on full and free consent. What they call consensus is largely based upon myths, errors and pretences, when they claim to be representative.

For instance, if 2/3 of all people are registered voters and 2/3 of them do actually vote and the elected combine 2/3 of all votes upon themselves and make their decisions with a 2/3 majority then not 2/3 of all people are represented in these decisions but only

2/3 x 2/3 x 2/3 x 2/3 = 16/81 or ca. 1/5.  Then 4/5 of the population are not represented in these 2/3 majority decisions! (Obviously, here a very favorable case is assumed. Mostly far less than 2/3 are involved.)
4.) Members of minorities have become aware that their basic rights must not be left at the discretion of any "representatives" or "majorities", far less dependent upon the good will, knowledge and ability and moral sense of any rulers.

5.) Therefore, all their internal affairs, i.e. the affairs of their voluntary members, are no longer to be regulated by any central legislature, government, administration and jurisdiction that is external to them, i.e. constituted largely by others, not even by one that is supported by the vast majority of people - who are not voluntary members of the minority groups.

6.) On the contrary, all minority groups that are made up only of voluntary members, have the right to organize themselves independently, fully autonomously, non-territorially and under their own personal laws, governmental or societal institutions and jurisdiction.

They may also establish their own protection and defensive services and alter and improve these as they like.

7.) Among the own voluntary members, each autonomous and non-territorial minority group association may apply any cultural, religious, educational, ideological, technical, political, economic, social, ethnic and even racial segregation or integration that its members can agree upon.

It may also engage with them in new and old social experiments, at the own risk and expense, in accordance with the wishes and aims of its voluntary members.
8.) For the realization of their non-territorial autonomy, the voluntary members of all minority groups insist upon the recognition of the right of all their adult and rational members to secede (withdraw, disassociate or disconnect themselves), as individuals and by one-sided declarations, not only from any national army or trade union or school system but from a whole territorial and national state system, or any already existing voluntary an exterritorially autonomomous community, altogether, regardless of its welfarist or national pretences, whether the State or community concerned is a totalitarian or a democratic one, without thereby renouncing or losing any basic natural right. 

They are also insisting upon the right of all individuals, who have so seceded, to associate voluntarily, autonomously and non-territorially, so that they  (12) would neither have to change their residences nor their jobs, subjecting themselves for all their own affairs only to personal laws of their making or choosing.
9.) The members of all minority groups recognize that the right of individuals to secede applies not only to territorial states but also to their own communities which are to be and to remain volunteer-communities. Thus any minority group member who has any reason or motive for a change of mind, may withdraw from his minority group and either return to his old State or join any other minority group or may attempt to establish one of his own. 
Their withdrawal may be made dependent, though, upon an agreed upon withdrawal period - unless they have been criminally offended against by members of that minority group.

10.) The voluntary members of all minority groups agree to promote, by word and deed, the kind of individual secessionism and voluntary and non-territorial associationism and minority autonomy that is here stated for all, even for those who are ideologically, religiously, socially, racially or otherwise their opposites or are otherwise of little interest to them or are considered as "aliens".

11.) For their mutual support of the rights, aims and free and independent practices of all minority groups, for their self-constitution, self-legislation, self-government, self-administration and self-adjudication and to establish and strengthen their defences against any usurpations and aggressions by majorities and minorities, they do agree to support a defensive federation of all minority groups.

12.) This federation of minority groups is to appeal, in all cases of clashes with clashes with the present and future remaining territorial state systems, to the involuntary solders, taxpayers and other victims and subjects of these aggressive regimes, to make common cause with the federation of autonomous minority groups and to declare their own independence, either by secession or by fleeing and calling upon the hospitality, support, friendship and alliance or neutrality status which the federation of minority groups can and will offer them. 
13.) By permitting all kinds of economic experiments among their voluntary members, these autonomous and non-territorially organized minority group members will tend to become comparatively wealthy - especially and in accordance with the extent to which they do realize the principles of monetary and financial freedom among themselves. 
Other minority groups would tend to follow the successful examples of these pioneer groups and would be similarly successful. 
Nevertheless, in their successes as well as in their failures, these minority groups are to be and remain "open" to new members, provided only that they do subscribe to and abide by the rulings of the minority group concerned. They are thus to realize not only the right of individuals to withdraw from them but also the right to join them - when individuals do agree with them. 
This does, naturally, apply only to peaceful and non-aggressive individuals. Others might be refused membership or might be excommunicated. 
Solutions could especially and fast be expected to the problems of inflation, unemployment, sales difficulties, housing shortage and excessive taxation. 
Autonomous Minority Groups (AMGs) with such solutions would grow and multiply at the expense of those which do not offer them.

14.) The defence of AMGs against remaining aggressive territorial governments would largely rely upon offering good and well-paid jobs and partnership opportunities and competitively supplied housing to all deserters and refugees from the remaining intolerant territorial States and upon alliances with governments in exile that would represent volunteers among these deserters and refugees and would act as representatives for those still held captive by these aggressive governments.

15.) The International Federation of Autonomous Minority Groups (IFAMG) is aware that the recognition of the autonomy of all voluntary minority groups, on a non-territorial basis, will remove not only one of the objective preconditions for nuclear war, namely nuclear targets, but also numerous other factors making for nuclear war.

(Many of these are listed in PEACE PLANS No. 16-17, now online under www.panarchism/info - specifically: www.butterbach.net/epinfo/abc.htm )

It will, therefore, have a strong appeal for all lovers of peace, freedom and security, all over the world.

It will also give them the opportunity to try to practise their particular peace projects within the AGM framework.
TO EACH THE GOVERNMENT OR NO-GOVERNMENT OF HIS DREAMS, UPON HIS OWN CHOICE, ON A NON-TERRITORIAL BASIS, COMPARABLE TO THE ACHIEVEMENT OF FREEDOM AND TOLERANCE IN THE RELIGIOUS SPHERE. 
FULL TOLERANCE FOR ALL TOLERANT PEOPLE AND A DEFENSIVE FEDERATION OF ALL TOLERANT PEOPLE AGAINST ALL INTOLERANT ONES.

(This is only the somewhat revised transcript of the first scribbled notes and will have to be revised several times. Still to be compared and integrated with previous drafts in the file:
International Federation of Minority Groups. J.Z. 11.3.86. – Slightly revised: 28.12.04.)
ZUBE, JOHN, Short drafts on Panarchy: John Zube, 35 Oxley St., Berrima, NSW 2577       (02) 48 771 436                                      

To Joe Hart,  11/3/86  (Regarding the planned anarchist conference in Melbourne.)
Dear Joe, 

    you rung me up on the morning of the 7th. , asking for ca. 500 words each as an introduction to panarchy and micrographics, to be supplied within a week.


Enclosed are a number of drafts. The shorter ones were worked over to shorten them to the present length. I did not try this for the longer ones. I do send them anyhow, for your own information and for possible use in future Bulletins. They also may serve to indicate the contents of my talks.


I have marked them, by type and shortness: PAN 1-8 and MF 1-4. (Here eliminated. J.Z., 28.12.04.) Your space will be limited so this time you will have to use the shortest versions, most likely. The marking should make it easy for you to choose. 

But I do wish that at least the article by Max Nettlau, forgotten for all too long and to my knowledge never translated before, would be included in some pre-conference publication.


I am so firmly a believer in this idea and its value and urgency that I hold that the very survival of man may depend upon it being spread. And yet, if anarchists and libertarians will not give it a sufficient hearing, who will?


Robert LeFevre, an advocate of non-violence, like Gandhi, but also of pro​perty as an absolute concept (unfortunately also over-extended to land and copyrights), did reproduce de Puydt's article once, in his Rampart College Journal - but the response was very scarce, too.

If a real discussion of this alternative could be started in the much lar​ger (than the individualist-anarchist) left-anarchist movement, already much more inclined towards small scale experiments and communities but often much more dogmatic in its insistence upon the general acceptance of its own dogmas as the solution for all problems (that means especially YOU), much could be achieved. 
There were several instance of ideas whose time had finally come and that spread like wildfire.

That may happen, soon, for instance for the idea of monetary freedom. But I will not attempt to introduce that one, too, officially, upon this occasion. It may happen for panarchy and microfiching.


Hopefully these submissions are still in time. But, since they depend upon a governmental mail service, this is doubtful.     

                             FIOT, John     This was slightly revised today: 29.12.04. – J.Z.                                                    15
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 programs, 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 people, particularly when new ideas, institutions and opinions are involved. 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, e.g., the power to persuade all people to subscribe to one particular form of anarchism or at least to some 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 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.
(Compare above other short drafts on or explanations of panarchism under: SHORT.)
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 FAVOR even statism for statists, according to their own free and individual choices. At least they would help us thus by continuing to set deterrent examples. Even the stars shine only in the night.
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 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: 29.12.04.

_________________________________________________________________________________
How could anarchist communities peacefully coexist even with statist ones,

with each individual being free to choose between them?

For the transformation one would obviously have to do without centralistic, national, compulsory, uniform, territorial and majoritarian "solutions".

The remaining options are: a) Voluntary membership for all, based on individual secessionism and b) individual associationism and non-territorial organization under personal laws or private and cooperative agreements and compacts.

Voluntarism and non-territorial organization will have to be combined to make this alternative practical.

When alternatives are permitted only on a territorial basis, then only exclusive nation-states are involved, on a  smaller scale or various ghettos and deportation systems to achieve the desired "territorial integrity" and uniformity, which has nothing in common with individual liberty.
Since there is nothing quite new under the sun, as a rule, one should expect that sometime, some place, between some people, such an alternative has already been practised to some extent and for a while. 
If one does not only rely on nationalistic and centralists and statist historians alone, then one can find, indeed, quite a number of historical precedents and even contemporary practices for the "panarchistic" alternative, for as many different "governments" or free societies as their clients, consumers or subjects desire, or, if you will, for consumer-sovereignty even with regard to governmental services or disservices.

Panarchism attempts to look at all historical precedents and future possibilities of this kind and at all the theories so far advanced on these subjects and tries to develop them further, in order to provide a political, economic and social philosophy of freedom that would release everybody's creative energies in his own self-chosen circles, while freeing or creating new options to resist all privileges, monopolies, coercion, impositions and aggressions.

For panarchists do not just dream that quite non-violent people ought to be at liberty to do their diverse things but that all people are also at liberty to resist aggressors and protect their way of life in diverse forceful and rightful ways and to collaborate in such resistance and protection efforts in many different ways. 
Freedom has many more and better answers to offer than statism has. And, for the foreseeable future, we cannot expect all people to agree on some, supposedly ideal protection, resistance and penal method.

Thus, in a panarchistically reorganized society, there will be a great variety of protective systems, policing and jurisdiction options, including, naturally, self-defence efforts and neighbourhood watches and all kinds of voluntary jurisdiction and arbitration or popular and liberated jury systems, all agreed upon in advance. 
The different autonomous and non-territorial groups would have their "international" compacts with each other on all offences across the non-territorial "borders" between them.









J.Z., 1986, slightly revised 29.12.04.

_________________________________________________________________________________
On anarchy for anarchists and states for statists or:

To each the non-government or government of his dreams!

(Some thoughts on panarchism.)
The various forms of socialism and capitalism are only various forms of secular religions and their followers and organizations do not deserve any more privileges than any church or sect does.  But they are also entitled to no less rights and liberties than any church or sect has in a relatively free society, or any atheistic, humanistic and rationalistic association.

One can consider "denationalization" and "reprivatization" in a narrow sense, as referring only to the transfer of particular State enterprises into private or cooperative hands or one can understand them in a general sense, which would amount to privatizing and cooperatizing and voluntarizing ALL of the governmental political,

economic and social system.

As an individualist anarchist, free-market libertarian, voluntaryist, mutualist and panarchist, I favor not only denationalization and privatization of some but of all government enterprises and departments. 

(By the way, the sales proceeds belong into the pockets of all citizens, not of any politicians and bureaucrats!)

Such a comprehensive denationalization would offer all kinds of voluntaristic avenues for all kinds of anarchistic, socialistic and liberal schemes and experiments, all coexisting peacefully in the same territories, supported and used only by their supporters, with their failures to be born only by them and their benefits to be shared only among them.

Such a system would, so to speak, universalize the principle of conscientious objection against military servitude, against tax slavery compulsory education, medication or prohibition. 
It would realize freedom for dissenters and non-conformists, not only in the religious but also in the political, social and economic spheres.
It is not true that our “nation” is endangered but it is true that the very existence of our “nation”, in exclusive, territorial and coercive form, endangers US and OTHERS. 

To that extent the basis societal or State contract with members and citizens has been broken. Our protectors are no longer protectors but endanger our survival by their continued existence in form of territorial organizations, targets of ABC mass murder devices.

„Nothing but what is voluntary deserves the term ‚national’, was ascribed to an Australian pioneer woman, remarked: Carolyne or Mary Chisholm. (My memory! I still have to find her writings on this. – J.Z., 29.12.04.)
What is voluntary does rarely make enemies and it can be defended much easier and with much 

more justification and less costs and risk.

Panarchism pleads for freedom for statists - as well as for all others - to do their own thing.

Only narrow-minded anarchists would insist that all other people make the same choice which these anarchists prefer.

By rights, anarchists can demand no more than anarchism for anarchists - within a general voluntaryist system that would leave statists to their own choices on their own affairs.

Then each could have the government or no-government of his choice and, to that extent they would no longer have to fear and fight each other.

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, always at his own cost and risk.

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.

Panarchy means freedom for communists as well as anti-communists to live the way they want to live. Both would be free to follow their beliefs - but only at their own expense and risk, as if they were religious sectarians living under religious tolerance. 
Perhaps they are such sectarians and ought therefore to be given that autonomy - if there were not already a thousand moral, political, economic and social other reasons in favor of it.

Almost all of our public institutions in the political, economic and social sphere amount to ritualized and legalized intolerance and domination, because they are TERRITORIAL ones.

In an age of mass-murder-devices, kept ready as a matter of policy by the most powerful governments, with considerable popular support, it is high time to ritualize and institutionalize their direct opposite, namely quite tolerant, voluntary, i.e., quite non-coercive institutions, each doing its own things only for its own members, as best as it can, while leaving all others to their own and individually chosen actions and relationships among themselves.

"... as Lysander Spoonder points out in NO TREASON, a contract surrendering the rights and basic liberties of one of the parties is absurd and invalid in terms of common law." - Kerry Wendell Thornley, “Factsheet 5”, 1985.

We have to replace this kind of “social contract” relationship between rulers and citizen-subjects by something much more moral and useful, to the extent that the alternatives are preferred by individuals, in accordance with their individual stage of enlightenment.

"The political philosophy that is called libertarianism is the doctrine that every person is the owner of his own life, and that no one is the owner of anyone else's life; and that, consequently, ever human being has the right to act in accordance with his own choices, unless those actions infringe on the equal liberty of other human beings to act in accordance with their choices.” - Prof. John Hospers, quoted in THE FREEMAN, August 1974.

Alas, he is one of the many who failed to draw the panarchistic conclusion from this principle, since he still advocates merely limited government.

Why did territorial and compulsory statism rather than exterritorial and voluntary panarchism prevail so far?

Was the remaining overlordship in instances of part-realizations of panarchic freedom a hindrance or a help to those involved?

Historical records on these experiences are, perhaps, not yet complete enough to allow us to make a sufficiently informed judgment upon them. But on first principles one could conclude that any compromise with evil or wrong will benefit the evil or wrong while doing no good to the good or right side.

People who see and appreciate only a small segment, like panarchic freedom in entertainment and religion, and “conscientious objection to military service”, 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.)
Only a full vision of a consistent panarchy will be persuasive and effective, will become self-realizing. 
The written record of panarchic options has so far been much too small and out of sight to have been able to change public opinion in favor of panarchism. For instance: My PEACE PLANS series, with its limited means, and medium, attempts to change that situation, but remains largely ignored, even when its extensive, but still very incomplete libertarian literature list is placed on the Internet. (www.butterbach.net.lmp/  & www.acenet.com.au/~jzube (On the latter only the main list, not the supplementary list can be found.)

Reprints are free and invited and more contributions to its sub-series “ON PANARCHY” are wanted, of which the first 24 issues are now out. (By 2004! –J.Z.)

"Abolition of all forms of government is the libertarian political proposal that binds together left and right wing anarchists as does the common social vision of totally free individuals integrated with small, autonomous, intentional communities." - ELF, 1972. 
But there is still the vast difference between "abolition" by destruction and abolition, step by step, through competing better alternatives that are freely chosen by individuals - whenever they are ready for them.

Moreover, there are all kinds of ideas on "smallness", degree of autonomy and type of community, with most people being able to envision only exclusive and territorial ones and unable to envision non-territorial ones. 
This happens in spite of the fact that much of their private lives is spent and enjoyed in non-territorial association with other likeminded people.
"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".

"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 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 remain at liberty 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.

"By uniting the ideas of freedom in social affairs and freedom in economic affairs, the libertarian philosophy also does something else. It almost completely (some people would say completely) eliminates the power of the third area - politics. It frees both our social and economic affairs from political manipulation, domination and control. It allows individual people to control their own social and economic affairs. 
"This libertarian philosophy, based as it is on voluntarism or individual freedom, can equally encompass people who wish to live as communists in voluntary communes, and people who wish to be free traders and run their own business enterprises for a profit." - Bob Howard and John Singleton: “Rip Van Australia”, 12.

I would add, for the sake of clarification and consistent application of the principles involved, that the people in any group need not be territorially united. A non-territorial association will serve them as well as it did serve churches and sects.

"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 voluntaryism, self-ownership, natural rights and liberties, individual sovereignty, free choice. Nothing but consumer sovereignty towards so-called "government services" is involved.


Why only "let MY people go"? Why not let ALL people GO - THEIR OWN WAY?"


If the Libertarian Party came out quite clearly and consistently in favor of individual secessionism, rather than merely its form of „limited“ territorial government, then I, as an individualist anarchist, would have no other and quite as fundamental objection against it.

But as an individualist I have to oppose not only these „limited libertarians“ but even those anarchists, whose political ideal I do share, whenever they do try to impose or aim to impose their ideal upon all who doubt anarchy or who are its enemies. 
All such attempts are, inevitably, self-defeating, since they do provoke negative feed-back, often of a severely repressive type. (Compare the assassination attempts against popular monarchs or presidents.)

Once one compares one's own political, economic and social beliefs with beliefs in religious doctrines, one becomes aware why this is the case. From then on one will tend to try to advocate them but now with respect for human nature and all its present foibles, than against it. 
People are different. Let them make their different choices, away from libertarianism and from anarchy, as long as they want to.

A full franchise includes the right to vote oneself out of any coercive political, economic and social system and into any system that corresponds to one's own individual choice or invention, and to have, moreover, all the other voting powers that one wants to have – but only among likeminded volunteers.

To oppose party politics and party powers does not require that one opposes the political, economic, social and military policies of individual secessionism but, on the contrary, it requires such a consistent opposition to territorial statism and consistent expression of voluntarism and of exterritorial autonomy.

But if one is completely committed to nonviolence, and to all its postures and attitudes and "actions", then one will not sufficiently explore this voluntaryist option and obligation. 
(Yes, one OUGHT to secede from a Hitler regime and from a government armed with anti-people "weapons" or mass murder devices! )

Instead of: "No nation can long endure half free and half enslaved", one could state: 
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.
Most governments are "good" only for the waging of more or less open and aggressive international or civil wars and for their prolongation against the wishes of external and internal dissenters. Therefore, and rightly, they have been called „warfare states“. 
Only full exterritorial autonomy for all dissenters can establish peace, justice and freedom for all. 
It would, moreover, soon maximize prosperity, at least via the examples set by some dissenters. 
And this autonomy for all volunteers and their associates would be possible and maximized only on a non-territorial, i.e. a personal law basis.
Secessionists of the world unite, into a world federation that works for non-territorial autonomy for all volunteers who desire it, for all minorities that wish it for themselves and for other minorities and even for the majority.





FIOT, John Zube, 9.3.1986, slightly revised 29.12.04.
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_________________________________________________________________________________

ON PANARCHISM FOR ANARCHISTS
Although it follows from a consistent application of often repeated anarchist principles and proposals, panarchism still remains, to a large extent, an unknown ideal, even among most anarchists, in the same way as anarchism, as a consistent democracy, is still largely unknown or misunderstood among most democrats.

Panarchism proposes to offer a conscientious objection opportunity not only against conscription, compulsory taxation, unions and school attendance and other particular coercive practices - but a comprehensive one against all coercive, exclusive, territorial, political, economic and social systems, institutions and practices, on the basis of complete autonomy for conscientious objectors, who are prepared, in order to be able to follow their conscience, to cut all their ties to the old system, losing all their citizen rights, while upholding all their individual rights. 

(I hold, though, that they would still have the right to have their share in public assets, either paid out to them or certified to them in form of convertible and transferable certificates. This in itself, particularly in the case of Australia, might be an additional motive to secede, since it comes here, according to some estimates, to ca. 1 million dollars per head. For further details see Peace Plans No. 19 c.)

This conscientious objection opportunity might also be described as freedom of action or experimental freedom or minority autonomy or voluntaryism or associationism - for all who want to be creatively active among themselves - while remaining quite tolerant towards the rightful actions of other groups and communities doing their own thing, within their own individual rights.

The practice of panarchy implies individual secessionism and personal or non-territorial law organization, on a voluntary basis, regardless of whether the secessionists and voluntary associates are anti-statists or statists. 
Whatever ideology the seceded and non-territorially reorganized persons share among themselves and want to support and practise among themselves is to be entirely up to them as their own internal affair. 
Within the territory of any former large State, the diverse panarchies finally established, would be likely to represent the whole ideological spectrum. 
Market forces, including full free enterprise and consumer sovereignty in this sphere,  would operate to prevent some quite unrealistic schemes, to reduce the number and the followers of flawed schemes and to cut short the lifespan of false utopias. The latter would tend to run out of followers. 
However, the same mistakes are likely to be repeated again and again by different people wanting to experiment with the same ideas, as the statists, and especially the communists, have done, again and again, by now for thousands of years. 
Panarchists will make mistakes and repeat mistakes, too. But they will do so with a decisive difference: 
Their mistakes will only be undertaken at their own expense, not like those of politicians, bureaucrats and ruling parties, at the expense, largely, of other people, even of dissenters.

Individual secessionism, the foundation of panarchism, is itself based upon the assumption that individuals do own themselves rather than being owned by others or that they are sovereign in their own affairs (individual sovereignty) and thus may not be bound to any purposes, methods and institutions of others, as long as they do not invade the equal rights and liberties of others - which are expressly or tacitly claimed by these others. 
(If, for instance, enemies of private property put out a book titled : "Steal this book!", then they must not be surprised if potential customers do follow their advice. Then they cannot claim that they would have been wronged by such actions. On second thoughts, using the term "steal" does actually amount, however unintentionally, to a recognition of property rights. Even Proudhon seems to have overlooked that in his most famous work, titled: Property Is Theft.)

Panarchism thus rests firmly on a proverbial view of man as the maker of his own fate, not as a mere tool or experimental subject of any God, ruler, minority or majority of his countrymen, not even of any particular anarchistic group or movement. 
It would thus truly realize self-government or self-determination - for all who desire it and without making this an imposition. 
It would realize even the freedom not to be free and to choose, instead, a condition of voluntary servitude or other dependence - as long as one can stand it. 
After sufficient disappointments one will not only be at liberty to secede but will want to secede from disappointing authoritarian autonomous and non-territorial communities.

Panarchy also rests upon the full recognition of all individual rights - to the extent that these are known, publicized and understood. 
Since individual rights do offer only options or free action spheres, however natural these may be to fully grown up and enlightened men, they do not oblige people to use them to the fullest. They may even temporarily renounce them and introduce, like Catholics have done, e.g. censorship among themselves. 
Consequently, WITHIN their own community and among the own voluntary members, panarchists would only have to abide by their own and particular bill of rights. 
In their relations with others, they would have to pay attention to their fundamental laws.

All individual rights do thus merely describe the maximum sphere or accumulation of rights and freedom of action spheres within which panarchic experiments may be freely undertaken. 
To use a simple analogy: Freedom of press does not mean that everybody ought to publish a newspaper, ought to buy one, read it fully or ought to write a letter or article for one every day of the year. He ought only to be at liberty to do so to the extent that he likes doing it - and can afford the costs. (On the latter aspect you ought to study the microfiche alternative.) 
Basic rights can, naturally, either be used or not used by different people in many different ways. 
In short, the diverse panarchies, that would arise under this degree of liberty, would have to recognize each other and respect their differences. The same would apply to their individual members. 
The assumption will always have to be in favor of individual rights unless certain rights have been expressly or to a particular degree renounced by members of one or the other autonomous and non-territorial community of volunteers.

One could sum up the aims and means of panarchists with statements like: statism for statists, anarchy for anarchists, free trade for free traders, protectionism for protectionists, non-violence for pacifists, defensive force for those who see its justification against initiated aggression, capitalism among consenting adults and any kind of socialism for those who desire it. 
Then a libertarian party would have the option to rule over the libertarians who voted for it, the Labour Party over its voters and members and the Liberal Party over its followers while the Anarchists would free to "rule" themselves or enjoy their liberty undisturbed by any officials, as long as they did not interfere with any rightly claimed liberties of others: 
Administrative nihilism for some and administrative welfarism or even totalitarianism for others, according to their individual choice. 
There would no longer be a case for secret voting but one for publicly registering the vote of everyone - which would only bind the individual voter to the candidates and institutions of his choice. That would be the fundamental vote. 

In these elections every party would win a full victory for itself - and over all its followers, with their unanimous consent.

Only the requirement of voluntary membership and of non-territorial constitutions, laws, jurisdictions and organizations are to apply to all.

Any remaining exclusive "territorial" rule, jurisdiction and administration is to be reduced to the relatively small areas of private or cooperative households, enterprises and real estates. 
Even there most owners will find it economical not to impose arbitrary territorial rules but merely some common sense house and hospitality rules, for the protection of basic rights, while leaving "alien" visitors and contractors whatever benefits they may derive from still being subject, in most respects, to their own and freely chosen personal laws. 
Guests and contractors would, naturally, not enjoy non-territorial diplomatic immunity for aggressive, violent, criminal offences while within or without these small private or cooperative "areas", which do not really deserve the name of "territories", since they are not extensive enough for this, in most instances.

If they did something that would not be objectively a crime of aggression but would, at least in such an environment and among these people be considered a severe breach of manners, they would be shown or escorted to the exit and, most likely, never be invited again. 
Nobody is to be "at liberty" to step on anybody's toes, even if these toes are not especially marked: "Don't step on me!" 
Thus in some respects, in ordinary and civilized social relationships between different human beings with different private preferences, little would change, at least for a considerable time to come and perhaps nothing in a quite fundamental way.

However, to mention just one tiny social innovation from South America, that I do like: It is quite accepted there to respect and leave a person alone, who simply and quietly states a phrase like: "I am not here." The privacy that this person claims with that phrase is there generally expected. Here one all too often feels compelled to engage in conversation, out of what is perceived to be a requirement of politeness and good manners. It tends to produce more or less covered-up boredom on both sides. This tiny declaration of independence is actually also a kind of minor and temporary panarchistic and non-territorial secession by an individual and it is there respected as such and it would help to improve our own social occasions.

In the Christian Science Monitor, which is often quite interesting in its large non-religious section, I read once about the efforts one lady to institutionalize quite the opposite, namely a specially marked conversation table for those, who do not want to be left alone for the time being but, on the contrary, would welcome a good talking partner. 
We have here two mini-instances of individual non-territorial secessionism and associationism, at least with regard to widely established customs.

While the members of each autonomous and non-territorial minority group will mainly be concerned with their own affairs, there will also be some international relationships between them and members of other minority groups. For these a new kind of international law and new international arbitration system will develop, one based on respect for claimed human rights in members of other communities, even while one has renounced particular individual rights within one’s own community.

Jerome Internoscia’s ”New Code of International Law” would be a useful reference work for the development of such an international law. It would, anyhow, in most cases be preferable to the kind of international law or, rather, international warfare rules, that have been developed by national and territorial "sovereign" governments. (I microfilmed this work on 11 microfiche in PEACE PLANS 85-95.)

To some extent, the various minority groups would also be united by local militias for the protection of human rights and their international federation and by a federation (or even several ones, run on different principles, by their volunteers) of autonomous volunteer and minority groups, established to protect their common interests through international cooperation between them.

Panarchy, once realized, would offer anarchists the chance to enjoy anarchic relationships between themselves, right here and now, undisturbed by statists.

Moreover, once anarchists do adopt the panarchistic tolerance, they will have a common platform with statists and all other minority groups who want to panarchistically maintain or realize different ideals among themselves. 
They would then only have one kind of common enemies, namely territorial totalitarians. These enemies would soon be only a relatively powerful minority that could be defeated and forced to become if not a tolerant then a tolerating minority. FIOT would become a real option for anarchists.

In other words, panarchy would offer anarchists the opportunity to sow their seeds, cultivate their plants and harvest their products for themselves, here and now, undisturbed by others who cultivate other crops. 
They would not have to wait for decades or generations to get a chance to realize their ideal. 
The only concession that they would have to make and that those formulating their principles have made already, in general terms, would be to let non-anarchists do their own thing among themselves.

Draft only, to be revised. - J. Zube, 10.3.1986. – Slightly edited: 28.12.04.

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, i.e., 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.
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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 that is 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., 28.12.04.
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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 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 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 (Carolyine?) 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: 28.12.04.
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How could anarchist communities peacefully coexist with statist ones,
with each individual being free to choose between them?

In order to achieve harmony and concord, based on shared beliefs and close to unanimity in common decision-making within any group, to the extent that this is possible between human beings, they must agree to let all their dissenters leave them freely. 
The popular call "Let MY people go!" must be transformed into a generalized appeal: 

"LET ALL PEOPLE GO -THEIR OWN WAY!" 
(This applies, naturally, only to creative and peaceful people, not to convicted violent criminals. They are criminals because they did not let other people go their own way undisturbed.)

To achieve this transformation, one would obviously have to discard all centralistic, national, coercive, uniform, territorial and majoritarian "solutions".

The remaining options are:

VOLUNTARY MEMBERSHIP for all, based on individual secessionism  and  individual associationism and NON-TERRITORIAL ORGANIZATION under personal laws or private and cooperative agreements and compacts.

Voluntarism and non-territorial organization will have to be COMBINED to make this alternative practical. 
For when alternatives are permitted only on a territorial basis (including rule over dissenters, just because they live or work in the area)  then still only exclusive nation states are involved, (although on a smaller scale) and do lead, in extreme cases, to despotisms, deportation or extermination systems to achieve the desired "territorial integrity" and uniformity, which has nothing in common with individual liberty. 
Self-rule within small private areas, individually, cooperatively or in voluntary partnership owned and managed, is quite another matter. There it is based on individual consent and contracts: Businesses, industrial or housing complexes, utopian colonies, intentional communities or “proprietary communities”.
Since there is, as a rule, nothing quite new under the sun, one should expect that at some time, some place, between some people, such an alternative has already been practised to some extent and for a while. 
If one does not only rely on nationalistic and centralists and statist historians, then one can, indeed, find quite a number of historical precedents and even contemporary practices for the "panarchistic" alternative, for as many different "governments" or free societies as their clients, consumers or subjects desire, or, if you will, for consumer sovereignty even with regard to some governmental and communal services or disservices.
(We have e.g., numerous private charity organizations operating in parallel with the Welfare State and numerous security services somewhat competing with the official police forces. There are some private libraries and schools still, even some private zoos, parks and nature reserves.)
Panarchism attempts to look at all historical precedents and future possibilities of this kind and at all the theories so far advanced on these subjects. It tries to develop them further, in order to provide a political, economic and social philosophy of freedom that would release everybody's creative energies in his own self-chosen circles, while freeing or creating new options to resist all privileges, monopolies, impositions and aggressions.

On the one side, panarchists try to so organize diverse human beings, with their different values and aspirations, in a way that friction between them is reduced to a minimum. 
On the other side, panarchists do not just dream that quite non-violent people ought to be at liberty to do their diverse things but are aware, that all people, who do not swear by non-violence, are to be at liberty to resist all aggressors (who initiated coercion) and to protect their way of life in diverse forceful and rightful ways, whenever these are required and to collaborate in such resistance and protection efforts in many different ways. 
Freedom has many more and better answers to offer than statism has, in this sphere, too. And, for the foreseeable future, we cannot expect all people to agree on some, supposedly ideal protection, resistance and penal method. (For the wrongfulness of nuclear war preparations see not only Murray Rothbard's excellent essay "War, Peace and the State" but also e.g. Douglas Lackey: "Ethics and Nuclear Deterrent", in "Moral Problems, edited by James Rachels, 2nd. ed., Harper & Row, 1975. - - For the inherent moral contradiction of most non-violent pacifist positions see another outstanding essay in the same anthology: Jan Narveson: "Pacifism: a Philosophical Analysis." I wish I would be at liberty to reproduce these articles and this anthology may still contain other pearls, as yet unread by me.)

Thus, in a panarchistically reorganized society, there will be a great variety of protective systems, policing and jurisdiction options, including, naturally, self-defence efforts, libertarian revolutions and insurrections against dictatorships and totalitarian regimes and mere neighbourhood watches against private local criminals. 
There will be all kinds of voluntary jurisdiction, arbitration and popular and liberated jury systems, all agreed upon in advance and developed and provided competitively, based on individual choice and diverse contracts. 
The different autonomous and non-territorial groups would not only have their own internal jurisdiction services but would have their "international" compacts with each other on all offences committed across the non-territorial "borders" between them, i.e. between members of different personal law communities. They will in advance agree upon using either the laws of the accused or those of the accuser, or those which provide the larger penalties for the same offence or they will let paritetically manned courts (mixed courts) make the decisions, as has often happened historically.

Disagreements within groups of people will become minimized, within voluntary communities of people, who largely agree with each other. And because of that kind of freedom for all - the clashes with adherents to other system will also become rare. Most of the relationships will be within friendship and ideological circles, among self-chosen associates.
With outsiders the members will mostly have only some free market trading relationships - which they may restrict as much as they like.

By mobilizing all resistance and liberation efforts and appealing to the followers of all ideologies & faiths, panarchy, once understood and sufficiently publicized, will tend to be self-realizing, and self-maintaining. 
It would tend to transform current party-struggles, resistance efforts, revolutions, insurrections and wars - anywhere on Earth, into their peaceful, competitive and cooperative equivalents or avoid them altogether. 
With this program rightful defensive wars could become reduced to rightful and limited police actions against genuine criminals with victims. (I developed this theme in my two peace books.)
In some countries it will be possible to introduce it quite constitutionally or merely by civil disobedience based on individual secessionism and alternative institutions and communities. 
In others, it will help to reduce violence to a minimum (that of rightful and discriminating force) and will speedily bring about liberation FOR ALL but aggressors.

As a watchdog organization and to help this already partly self-realizing scheme, that offers to each the government or no-government of his dreams (K.H.Z. Solneman), local volunteer militias should be set up for the protection of individual rights ( to the extent that these are claimed by members of the diverse communities ). 
These could and should also be internationally federated for larger police actions. 
For new and "great" leaders and prophets that are inclined towards initiated violence are always being born and self-made and, for a while, believed in by some. 
Panarchy would greatly help to prevent their followership from growing too large, since already the first followers would want to see their ideals panarchistically realized, rather than being given mere promises and, to the extent that the proposed and practised systems do contain flaws in their theories, these experiments would fail, soon and would thus prevent an excessive growth of new and flawed movements.

No claim is made here that panarchy would establish absolute peace forever. But it would promote lasting peace as far as is possible among as contentious beings as human beings are and would tend to reduce the remaining clashes to mere rightful police actions. 
There would be almost universal consensus upon unilateral destruction of nuclear and similar "weapons", seeing that the territorial targets would have disappeared and most of the antagonism and the means to build, keep and protect them. 
Even terrorists would become rare once they become aware of and utilize the option of non-territorial autonomy for whatever ideals they hold. Why fight for something that one is free to realize for oneself?

To offer a simple analogy of the peace-promoting effect panarchy: 
When is consumer-satisfaction maximized? When all are offered only one indifferently cooked meal, in all of the nationalized restaurants, with home-cooking prohibited, or when all are free to choose between a variety of dishes offered in each of a large diversity of private and cooperative restaurants and, also, their home-cooking? In short, let each be free to select or cook his own stew, then he will "stew" least.
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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 societies 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-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 are 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.
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SLOGANS FOR LIBERTY                                                                                                       PANARCHISM
On anarchy for anarchists and states for statists or:

To each the government or no-government of his dreams!

(One of many such files. To the extent that I had them on hand, already digitized, I did include them in the above Panarchist A-Z. This may already have happened for the following entries, too. 
If that is the case than I can only say that a relatively short assortment of such remarks is preferred, by most people, to a very long one.  – J.Z., 28.12.04.)

1.) The various forms of socialism and capitalism are only various forms of religion and their followers and organizations do not deserve any more privileges than any church does. But they are also entitled to no less rights and liberties than any church or sect has in a relatively free society, or any atheistic, humanistic and rationalistic association.

2.) One can consider "denationalization" and "reprivatization" in a narrow sense, as referring only to the transfer of particular State enterprises into private or cooperative hands or one can understand them in a general sense, which would amount to privatizing and cooperatizing and voluntarizing ALL of the governmental political, economic and social system.

As an individualist anarchist, free-market libertarian, voluntaryist, mutualist and panarchist, I favor not only denationalization and privatization of some but of all government enterprises and departments. 
(By the way, the sales proceeds belong into the pockets of all citizens, not of any politicians and bureaucrats!)

Such a comprehensive denationalization would offer all kinds of voluntaristic avenues for all kinds of anarchistic, socialistic and liberal schemes and experiments, all coexisting peacefully in the same territories, supported and used only by their supporters, with failures to be born only by them and benefits to be shared only among them.

3.) Panarchy would, so to speak, universalize the principle of conscientious objection against military servitude, against tax slavery, compulsory education, medication or prohibition. It would realize freedom for dissenters and non-conformists, not only in the religious but also in the political, social and economic sphere.

4.) 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 (Carolyine?) Chisholm. What is voluntary does rarely make enemies and it can be defended much easier and with much more justification.

5.) Panarchism pleads for freedom for statists - as well as for all others - to do their own thing.

Only narrow-minded anarchists would insist that all other people make the same choice which these anarchists prefer.

By rights, anarchists can demand no more than anarchism for anarchists - within a general voluntaryist system that would leave statists to their own choices on their own affairs.

Then each could have the government or no-government of his choice and, to that extent, they would no longer have to fear and fight each other.

6.) 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.

7.) Panarchy means freedom for communists as well as anti-communists to live the way they want to live. Both would be free to follow their beliefs - but only at their own expense and risk, as if they were religious sectarians living under religious tolerance. Perhaps they are such sectarians and ought therefore to be given that autonomy, for this reason alone, if there were not already a thousand moral, political, economic and social other reasons in favor of it.
8.) Almost all of our public institutions in the political, economic and social sphere amount to ritualized intolerance and domination.

In an age of mass-murder-devices, kept ready as a matter of policy by the most powerful governments, with considerable popular support, it is high time
to ritualize and institutionalize their direct opposite, namely quite tolerant, voluntaristic and non-coercive institutions, each of them doing its own things for its own members, and

subscribers, as best as they can, while leaving all others to their own and freely chosen actions and relationships among themselves.
9.) "... as Lysander Spoonder points out in NO TREASON, a contract surrendering the rights and basic liberties of one of the parties is absurd and invalid in terms of common law." - Kerry Wendell Thornley, “Factsheet 5”, 1985.

We have to replace this kind of social contract relationship, between rulers
and citizen-subjects, by something much more moral and useful, to the extent that the alternatives are preferred by individuals, in accordance with their individual stage of enlightenment.

10.) "The political philosophy that is called libertarianism is the doctrine that every person is the owner of his own life, and that no one is the owner of anyone else's life; and that, consequently, ever human being has the right to act in accordance with his own choices, unless those actions infringe on the equal liberty of other human beings to act in accordance with their choices. - Prof. John Hospers, quoted in THE FREEMAN, August 1974.

He is one of the many who failed to draw the panarchistic conclusion from this principle, since he still advocates merely limited government.

11.) Why did statism rather than panarchism prevail so far?

Was the remaining over-lordship in instances of part-realizations of panarchic freedom a hindrance or a help to those involved?

Historical records on these experience are, perhaps, not complete enough to allow us to make a sufficiently informed judgment upon them. But on first principles one could conclude that any compromise with evil or wrong will benefit the evil or wrong while doing no good to the good or right side.

12.) 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 and Arabs 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.)
13.) "Abolition of all forms of government is the libertarian political proposal that binds together left and right wing anarchists as does the common social vision of totally free individuals integrated with small, autonomous, intentional communities." - ELF, 1972.

But there is still the vast difference between "abolition" by destruction and abolition, step by step, through competing better alternatives that are freely chosen by individuals - whenever they are ready for them.

Moreover, there are all kinds of ideas on "smallness", degree of autonomy and type of community, with most people being able to envision only exclusive and territorial ones and unable to envision non-territorial ones. This happens in spite of the fact that much of their private lives is spent and enjoyed in non-territorial association with other likeminded people.

14.) "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.

15.) "By uniting the ideas of freedom in social affairs and freedom in economic affairs, the libertarian philosophy also does something else. It almost completely (some people would say completely) eliminates the power of the third area - politics. It frees both our social and economic affairs from political manipulation, domination and control. It allows individual people to control their own social and economic affairs. 

"This libertarian philosophy, based as it is on voluntarism or individual freedom, can equally encompass 
people who wish to live as communists in voluntary communes, and people who wish to be free traders 
and run their own business enterprises for a profit." 




Bob Howard and John Singleton: “Rip Van 
Australia”, 12.

I would add, for the sake of clarification and consistent application of the principles involved, that the people in any group need not be territorially united. A non-territorial association will serve them as well as it did serve churches and sects.

16.) "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.

17.) If the Libertarian Party came out quite clearly in favor of individual secessionism, then I, as an individualist anarchist, would have no other quite as fundamental objection against it.

18.) As an individualist I have to oppose even those anarchists, whose political ideal I do share, whenever they do try to impose or aim to impose their ideal upon all who doubt anarchy or who are its enemies. All such attempts are, inevitably, self-defeating, since they do provoke negative feed-back, often of a severely repressive type. Once one equates one's own political, economic and social beliefs with beliefs in religious doctrines, one becomes aware why this is the case. From then on one will tend to try to advocate anarchy rather with respect for human nature and all its present foibles, than against it. 
People are different. Let them make their different choices, away from anarchy, as long as they want to.

19.) A full franchise includes the right to vote oneself out of any coercive political, economic and social system and into any system that corresponds to one's own individual choice or invention, and to have, moreover, all the other voting powers that one wants to have - among likeminded volunteers.

20.) To oppose party politics and party powers does not require that one opposes the political, economic, social and military policies of individual secessionism but, on the contrary, it requires such a consistent opposition to statism and consistent expression of voluntarism.

But if one is completely committed to nonviolence and to all its postures and attitudes and "actions" then one will not sufficiently explore this voluntaryist option and obligation. 
(Yes, one OUGHT to secede from a Hitler regime and from a government armed with anti-people "weapons" or mass murder devices.)

21.) Most governments are "good" only for the waging of more or less open and aggressive international or civil wars and for their prolongation against the wishes of external and internal dissenters. Only full autonomy for all dissenters can establish peace, justice and freedom for all. It would soon maximize prosperity, at least via the examples set by some dissenters. And this autonomy for all volunteers and their associates would be possible and maximized only on a non-territorial, i.e. a personal law basis.
22.) Secessionists of the world unite, into a world federation that works for non-territorial autonomy for all volunteers who desire it, for all minorities that wish it for themselves and for other minorities and even for the majority.






FIOT, John Zube, 9.3.1986.  – Slightly revised: 28.12.04.
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(I have probably included this text already from my old disk files on my first panarchist and free banking CD. But there the files are still not sufficiently indexed and thus not easy to find, while I now have a good paper copy on hand, which, for a few pages only, I can rapidly scan-in, largely correctly, and fast eliminate the few mistakes which thus occur. Thus, some duplication of labour can actually save labour. – J.Z., 10.12.04.)

SOME NOTES FOR A TALK ON PANARCHISM TO ANARCHISTS
A translation of this text into German can be found in PP 671 on pages 44 ff.)
These notes were prepared for the anarchist festival, May 1986 in Melbourne but not used there, for lack of interest in such a talk. Only a discussion in a very small circle resulted. 
In November 1986 I used a German translation of it as the basis for a talk to the Open Mind Festival of the Freenetwork in Kerpen/Buir. There about 30 people were present but not much of a discussion occurred, either, for lack of time - and probably also of interest, since only one person showed serious interest in panarchist literature afterwards. - John Zube, 6.1.87.
PANARCHIST ARE RECEPTIVE TO ANARCHIST NOTIONS BUT: ARE ANARCHISTS RECEPTIVE TO PANARCHIST NOTIONS? 
THEY OUGHT TO BE! FOR PANARCHISM EMBODIES THE BEST OF THE ANARCHIST NOTIONS WITHOUT BEING AUTHORITARIAN ABOUT IT! IT REMAINS TOLERANT TOWARDS DISSENTERS AND LETS THEM DO THEIR OWN THING.

EVEN THOSE PANARCHISTS WHO PREFER ANARCHISM FOR THEMSELVES, DO NOT WANT TO IMPOSE IT UPON OTHERS. THEIR VOLUNTARISTIC, INDIVIDUALISTIC, COOPERATIVE, AUTONOMOUS, MORAL, UTILITARIAN SCIENTIFIC AND REALISTIC OUTLOOK IS RATHER: 
ANARCHISM FOR ANARCHISTS AND ALL KINDS OF ARCHISM FOR ARCHISTS. 
TO EACH THE GOVERNMENT OR NO GOVERNMENT OF THIS DREAMS. 
FREEDOM OF ACTION AND FREEDOM TO EXPERIMENT BELONGS TO ALL WHO ARE PREPARED TO CONFINE IT TO THEIR OWN SPHERE, THEIR OWN LABOURS, FUNDS AND LIVES.

EVERY OTHER AND "EXCLUSIVE" PROPOSAL OF ANY SUPPOSED IDEAL, AS BEING BEST SUITED TO ALL PEOPLE AS THEY ARE NOW, IN SPITE OF THEIR DIFFERENCES OF OPINIONS, PREFERENCES AND AIMS, ONLY SERVES TO SET THEM AT ODDS WITH OTHERS AND IS, BASICALLY, AUTHORITARIAN, EVEN TOTALITARIAN BY BEING INTOLERANT TOWARDS ALL OTHER SOLUTIONS WANTED BY DISSENTERS FOR THEMSELVES.

ANARCHISTS WHO ARE NOT ALSO PANARCHISTS ARE THUS MERELY A SUBSPECIES OF TOTALITARIANS. 
PANARCHIST TRY TO POINT OUT TO THEM THIS UNJUSTIFIED & REMAINING TOTALITARIAN ATTITUDE, ONE WHICH MOST OF THEM ARE NOT AWARE OF AND WOULD, AT PRESENT, IN MOST CASES, DENY. 
I do not deny their good intentions but these are not enough.

Each faith, each ideology, tends to deviate from its original ideas, sometimes in a quite fundamental way and usually without most members being aware of what has happened. They still imagine to be loyal upholders of the traditional doctrines. 
I mention only the "love thy neighbour" Christians who organized large-scale mutual slaughter, sanctioned by priests on both sides. You can think of many other examples. I only challenge you to consider your own.

Anarchism has not been spared this fate. Not only has it suffered numerous schisms over details, nay, some of these "anarchistic" groupings have rejected, in practice and in theory, some of their original doctrines or insights. 
They have become heretics towards their own original heresies. They have interpreted, revised, "reformed" and qualified their original creeds so much that with some of them all too little of their original ideas are left. 
Possibly this happened because their original prophets and apostles were also human, i.e. not always consistent and swayed by prejudices. 
Moreover, their „holy“

 books are not yet fully accessible to all and still not fully indexed and abstracted now, so that it is not easy to find out what the originators had to say on any particular point - or what they considered to be the most fundamental aspects of their new radical faith.

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

(They also shared some of their premises with the statists and only very few of them have queried these premises up to now.

For instance, all too many of them, all supposedly the most radical individualists, have uncritically adopted the doctrine of equality, which in many ways is also the guiding error of the statists. (Equal citizenship, equality under the law, uniformity in a single community.) 
Many anarchists have merely, in a totalitarian way, over-extended that error by insisting e.g. on equal property or equal abolition of property or equal poverty, equal earnings, equal votes on all aspects of living etc.

Another common and unchecked, but believed-in, doctrine is that of "territorial integrity" or the "territorial imperative". The difference merely being that those calling themselves anarchists, want it on a smaller scale, in local communities and intentional communities.

Most anarchists also went along with most of the worst economic errors of the statists. They merely wanted these errors practised less bureaucratically, in a decentralist and collectivist small scale.

It is simply not easy and perhaps even impossible to shake off environmental influences, the spirit of the times, the generally accepted prejudices, completely, however radical one imagines one's opposition to be.

Some uncritically adopted the statist faith in force as the ultimate remedy and expressed it in variations of “revolutionary libertarian socialism”, coming close to struggle and revolution for their own sake. Others embraced, in a similarly doctrinaire way, the Christian belief in love, by advocating exclusively non-violent and educational approaches.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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In other words, generalizations, polarizations, oversimplifications, various secondary ideas and doctrines led them astray, away from their original and basic ones. They often see this process operating among their enemies - but hardly ever among themselves.

I will not attempt to prove to you in detail what the original and basic doctrines of anarchism were. Read and abstract original writings yourself to check my assertions on this out.

But I do assert that the main and basic aim of anarchism was to do away with COMPULSORY association with and subjection to others. To do away e.g. with tyrants and absolutist kings, authoritarian, aristocratic or democratic governments - institutions obviously not based on unanimous consent. Most were rather vague on what was to follow. 
(Societies of egoists, according to Stirner, a cooperative society, according to Engels and Marx, a society based on contract, according to Proudhon etc.)

But when you analyze their various proposals and notions of a society without coercion, privileges and monopolies, or coercive "rule" of man over man, the only common basic feature was VOLUNTARISM, VOLUNTARY ASSOCIATIONS, VOLUNTARY COOPERATION AND VOLUNTARY RESISTANCE AND DEFENCE AGAINST THOSE WHO WOULD NOT PERMIT THESE.

All too many did then jump to the conclusion that sooner or later all would or should share this preference and that nothing that somehow reeked of statism and hierarchy and rule or government or orthodox or modern economics ought to be permitted to continue, NOT EVEN AMONG VOLUNTEERS, because they wrongly assumed that all would volunteer or should volunteer not only for a voluntaristic society but would, within it, realize the same secondary ideals or preferences

But people as they are, different and prejudiced and misled, are likely, given individual choice, to make now, in the foreseeable future and many of them probably in the far future, different voluntary choices for themselves than anarchists would. 
Panarchists assert that according to the basic anarchist doctrines of individualism, voluntarism, choice, consent, rights and liberties, they ought to be given that right even to the extent of choosing slavery and despotism - FOR THEMSELVES - as long as they can stand them, or any mixed bag of statist or religious welfarism, etc. 
Instead of opposing all such different choices, anarchists should fundamentally (for moral and utilitarian reasons) welcome and even advocate them - because once these choices become generally recognized, then their own would likewise be recognized. To each his own. 
Then they would no longer have to convert their opponents to anarchism but would merely have to make their own choices while letting others do their own. 
That is a much easier task - because it respects other people with their different choices. 
(The "Doctrine of Otherness" formulated by David Brin in the editorial to "Analog", April 1986, would be fully practised.)  
Each to his own tastes and inclinations. And that applies, naturally, to the potential victims of those cannibalistically inclined.

Instead, anarchists have set themselves up - in opposition to their basic doctrines - as enemies of all states, of all governments, even those that only rule over volunteers and do not invade the rights of non-members, even of capitalism, i.e. of the free market or free exchanges and its opposite, that of mutual "cannibalism" among consenting adults, where are are to be sacrificial victims, supposedly for the common good.

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 sportsmen are not conscripted and do not try to physically harm their opponents, playing the same games or to force Rugby or soccer players them to play tennis or gold etc. They have sorted themselves out, peacefully according to their individual preferences and in this respect they are already panarchists, although unconscious ones.

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 exclusive playing fields and do not make escape easy but dependent upon their discretion. 
But, mind you, they only abuse US in this way. They are such monsters only for the dissenters and nonconformists. For their voluntary members they are jolly good shows and they should be recognized by us as such FOR 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 for others, each according to the own preferences.

Perhaps I should and, with a special effort, I could, quote to you hundreds of references from classical anarchism, proving my case that their basic notion was voluntarism and that they objected mainly to the coercive nature of States and churches and other vested interests and pressure groups and to imposed privileges. So far, apart from my collections of related remarks in my “Slogans for Liberty” file and in my “On Panarchy” series, I have not made such an effort.

I do hope though, that, for my purposes here, just some such quotes, still in the classical anarchist tradition, will  serve:


1.)  "Protection and taxation without consent is itself invasion; anarchism favors a system of voluntary taxation and protection." - said Victor Yarros, as quoted by J. Martin, in “Men Against the State”,  p. 237.

2.)  "Anarchism, as I see it, admits of any kind of organization, so long as membership is not compulsory." - Joseph A. Labadie, quoted ibid, p. 245.
3.)  "If we, in any way, dominate the lives of others and prevent them from doing what they wish to do, then for   all practical purposes, we cease to be anarchists. - E. Malatesta, La Question Sociale,  Nov. 25, 1889.

4.)  "I am in favor of free competition in all human enterprises, and to the utmost limit." - H. L. Mencken, Prejudices, 3rd. series, article: The Dismal Science, p. 280. (Admittedly, he probably did not mean it in a panarchistic way.)

5.)  "...each and every individual has the unquestionable and unabrigeable right of free and voluntary    association with other equally sovereign individuals for economic, political, social  and all other purposes, ..." - Emma Goldman, Mother Earth, Vol. IV, 1909-1910.   (Alas, she concluded that this would require the    abolition of property rights rather than their establishment and maintenance.  In "Anarchism and other Essays",

p. 62, she speaks of the "sovereignty of the individual".  But would she have favored it being expressed in panarchies, even by proprietary anarchists?  )

(See also Kropotkin, Gegenseitige Hilfe, S. 134, which I have recently filmed.)

While anarchists WISHED that everyone would sooner or later subscribe to their own ideals, what they really opposed was only the coercive imposition of the ideals of others upon themselves and upon other victims of the State, i. e. RULE against one's will, over oneself or over others against their will, when those ruled over have not acted invasively but merely want to be left alone to do their own thing. The original anarchists did not demand that any rule that is FULLY BASED ON CONSENT ought not to be tolerated.

Otherwise, to be consistent, they should not have tolerated either, that their followers followed their examples and teachings. Then those confused anarchists would be right who never even appoint a minute-taker, chair person or other official for their meetings and organizations, "on principle", no matter how disorganized and fruitless their meetings may become.

(Indeed, the anti-organizational approach is ONE anarchist method, if ALL agree upon it. But OTHER anarchistic methods are also possible and right, provided the basic anarchist requirement is fulfilled, namely unanimous consent to the method, even if that method grants 51 voluntary members a degree of temporary rule over the remaining 49 voluntary members. The rule of 51 consenters over 49 dissenters would only be ended when the latter would prefer to be rather outside than within that association. As long as they prefer to remain in it, they are still giving their primary consent and differ only on details that are secondary to them.)

This basic issue of voluntarism became rather confused because the anti-property anarchists saw in the State a protector of property rights (rather than a protector of privileges and exploiter of property rights) and, their animosity to property being their first priority and interpreting the State in this way, they, quite naturally, wanted to do away with it altogether, in all forms, as seemingly ONLY upholding imposed PRIVILEGES. All who were consenting to it or demanding it, were merely classed either as privileged people, oppressors and exploiters or as fools, with the wishes of neither of these to be respected.

The possibility that people might voluntarily uphold contractual property relationships between themselves was not considered by them - although it should have been. Only the individualist anarchists saw and preferred that option.

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 further. If any state did represent 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 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, has so far failed to apply this possibility to the land problem. His favorite 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 dozens of Georgist experiments having been undertaken by volunteers and having demonstrated, in however limited form, the possibility of competing land tenure systems.
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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, that of "territories" - that now constitute nuclear targets.


For others the State was not embodied in "private property" in general or in "rent" in particular, as the first enemy of mankind but in "interest". To drive out this, to them primary evil, this “Satan”, as “seen” by them, they believed that they had to aim at doing away with the State completely, even for volunteers. Thus, again, they came away from voluntarism and often became even statists, although not as comprehensive ones as the totalitarian communists are, in order to liberate mankind from what they considered to be a primary evil. There was no room for voluntarism in their scheme, either and yet they still considered themselves as "anarchists." 
(I must admit, though, that the Gesellians in West Germany, for political reasons, have become rather quiet about Gesell's anarchism and did not want to reprint his 2 books on this.)

But neither "equality", nor "no property", nor "abolition of private land or rent or interest" are primary anarchist ideals - even though some anarchists put them first. They are all deviations from the primary voluntaristic, associationist, autonomous, individualist, ideal, one of personal independence even sovereignty and autonomy, one of contractual and voluntary association only - with individual secession or withdrawal always to be free after all  rightful contractual  obligations have been fulfilled.

Luckily, for the chances to realize this kind of voluntaristic anarchism, which includes anarchism for volunteers and also archism for volunteers, peacefully coexisting, exterritorially, at the same time and in the same territory, we do already, in many, mostly minor ways, but that are high in the value-scale of the average person, live in an age of freedom of action, of independence from customs, rituals and traditions of others.

This expresses itself e.g. in different choices of professions, of crafts and hobby activities, in various schools and practices of music, painting, fashion, architecture, plays, sports, dancing, diets, games, religions practices, memberships in various associations and clubs etc. etc. 
In all these spheres we have already largely become panarchistic anarchists. To that extent the desired revolution or fundamental reform is already 90% ACHIEVED and this with the consent of most conservatives and radicals. (This did possibly result from our extensive migrations on this globe, and mixing in the past, which to some extent continues, although still over-regulated, e.g. regarding drugs, gambling, pornography and prostitution, worst of all by taxation, „protectionism“, compulsory licensing, passports and custom duties. 
These numerous and diverse individual practices,  on their own, do largely invalidate the claims of a "territorial imperative" as opposed to a "nesting" and "proximity" instinct among humans.)

Moreover, we mostly favor rightful and sensible experimentation, i.e. at the own cost and risk, in science and technology, in the arts, in private life styles, in business and at work (at least to some extent) and in intentional alternative communities. 
Nevertheless, most of us have so far failed to GENERALIZE AND INSTITUTIONALIZE that kind of tolerance, experimentation and practised diversity. We have failed to extend it into the most important and large spheres, especially those of politics, social arrangements and economics. 
However, panarchists, as opposed to anarchists, did just that. Starting from the basic premises of the classical anarchists, they want to apply voluntarism, contracts, tolerance, diversity, in these spheres, too, quite independent of the territorial location of individuals and groups and of the dissenting views of other and larger minority groups and even of majority groups living around and between them, independent of the current territorial constitutions, institutions, laws and jurisdictions, customs and practices.

Their aim is minority autonomy for all minorities, for archists and anarchists alike, autonomy for the largest majorities as well as for the smallest minorities and the absolutely smallest minority, the individual. For this they advance moral as well as utilitarian reasons, political, economic and even military and pacifist arguments as well as revolutionary and reformist ones.

They hold themselves to be consistent anarchists and those presently calling themselves anarchists to be still,  partly, authoritarians.

Moreover, they hold that this panarchist approach is also the only moral and practicable way to achieve anarchism for all - IF THESE forms of social arrangements should ever become the preference of every single individual that is of age (however unlikely that may be). (Those not yet of age might be allowed to make this choice once they have reached a sufficient degree of maturity. For babies and infants it would be made, during these stages of their development, by their guardians.)

Who is right, the modern anarchists, who are relatively numerous compared with panarchists, or the panarchists? That question has not yet been settled. Matter of fact, it has rarely even been raised. I raise it whenever I do get the chance.                                                                                                                                                              37
For panarchism to win - i.e. EVERYBODY TO WIN HIS IDEAL FOR HIMSELF AND AT HIS OWN
EXPENSE AND RISK ONLY - anarchists have to be won over first. Once they have been won over, they will then CEASE TO ANTAGONIZE and can BEGIN TO BEFRIEND their present opponents and begin a COMMON STRUGGLE with them against INSTITUTIONALIZED INTOLERANCE, against the SUPPRESSION OF FREEDOM OF ACTION AND TOLERANCE in the most important social
spheres, and in politics and in economics.

Their close bond with their former enemies would then be an agreement on DOING THE OWN THING, BUT AMONG LIKE-MINDED PEOPLE ONLY and an awareness of the potential of voluntary and non-territorial autonomy for realizing this ideal. 
Their common enemies would be totalitarians, dictators etc. and their fanatic followers. Often that would mean merely a narrow upper crust and their secret police members. Even towards these the aim ought to be not to exterminate them as PERSONS but merely to end their POWERS. 
Towards that aim panarchists ought to combine e.g. outlawry and tyrannicide threats (while dictators persistently threaten "proletarians" with "proletarian nuclear weapons" or threaten other dictators not with tyrannicide but by wiping out their victims, in the “modern” and scientific way) with amnesty, asylum, anonymity and protection offers - once they do abdicate, flee and surrender to us, preferably after destroying at least one of the "modern" anti-people "weapons". 
In such and many related defensive efforts, panarchistic anarchists could even cooperate with the best intentions of the better types of democratic governments, thus 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, but only those that represent merely 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 ruling over volunteers and dissenters are free to leave them, without having to leave their homes, native land, jobs, friends and  relatives. 
Only then do “consent”, “representation” and “mandate” become meaningful rather than deceptive and misleading notions.
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 enemies. 
(And this with requiring office, salaries and large pensions!) 
They can propose practicable, because panarchistic, methods to settle the present wars and civil wars within and between the present “countries”.

They can increase the defensive strength of the country they live in. They could rally friends and allies for attacked democratic governments even from the military ranks of the first victims of enemy regimes, its soldiers and officers, who prefer being liberated to being forced to act as executioners and oppressors for others.

They can help democratic governments to reduce terrorism.

They can offer the only comprehensive program to overcome the threat of nuclear war and of wars 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 themselves 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 for 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 no longer be afraid of losing power altogether but would know that they could retain it over their remaining voluntary supporters and voters,  provided that 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. (Ideally, that would not be required, either.)
All that is needed would be an understanding, acceptance and application of panarchistic principles, which by their very nature tend to minimize opposition and friction (once understood and consistently applied).
Panarchist declarations and appeals have only to be well enough designed and published to lead to numerous self-liberation attempts, without the possible aid provided by armies of foreign democratic governments. 

Designing and publishing such appeals would be so much cheaper and easier and also more popular than sending armed forces.

But they must include a comprehensive monetary and financial freedom program to prevent situations like now in Afghanistan, where unemployment is presently up to 80% and in Iraq it is probably also in double figures.  
Alas, so far they are so misunderstood that there is much opposition to them, based on popular prejudices, whenever they are heard or read and numerous misunderstandings exist on panarchism even in anarchist and libertarian circles. 
I am speaking to you in the hope of dissolving some of these, aware that it would require many more such efforts    to fully convince you.

So far, I see in anarchists and libertarians the primary obstacle for the realization of panarchy. Only you could convince me that my impression is wrong.

I think I have by now talked enough on this and would rather engage with you in a discussion, now or at later opportunities, of your questions, doubts and objections.    
If I have offended you in any way, it was not intentional. Remember, however you disagree with me, I want full liberty for you to practise your beliefs among yourselves – at your own risk and expense. That ought to be a suitable basis for rational discussions between us.
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John Zube, Draft of 1986, slightly revised: 28.12.04.




Appendix:

TRANSCRIPT OF SOME  NOTES  RECENTLY MADE  WITH THIS TALK  IN MIND:
1.) Panarchy means a free market for politics and economics, for systems and ideologies, even including those amounting to anti-politics and anti-economics. 
Each to his own choice. Each to be the master of his own fate and none to be master over the fate of other more or less rational adults. 
That also implies that all their own free actions take place only at their own expense and risk. 
Each would purchase, on the free market, whatever political or economic or “insurance” package deal he likes for himself, at a competitive price. 
Alternatively, he would provide such services cooperatively, mutually, charitably or would receive them in this way. 
Consumer sovereignty in all spheres. This would mean even a free market for central planning efforts among central planners and for regulators - among those who like to be regulated, for despots among those who like to subordinate themselves to them. 
Naturally, it also means anarchism for anarchists, not only archism for archists.

2.) Wanted: More panarchistic literature references for my series "On Panarchy" and letters and articles discussing aspects of panarchism and supposed difficulties.

3.) Who knows of still more instances of everyday activities that are already panarchistically practised in great diversity, without causing but rather reducing friction, running rather smoothly, satisfactorily and harmoniously with other such free activities - than I have listed so far in my writings on this subject, especially those compiled in "On Panarchy", Nos. I-XXIV  (a series that is being continued)?

4.) Who knows of other historical and contemporary precedents for panarchy than those I have listed?

5.) Panarchism is the almost unknown ideal for anarchists. It offers in most cases a nonviolent and voluntaristic solution for all rightful aims and preferences in their clashes with the aims and preferences of others. But it is not confined to nonviolent and persuasive means only. It has the potential to become self-realizing and powerfully defensive in defensive and revolutionary wars and to achieve a lasting peace, based upon freedom and justice and to achieve it faster and this with a minimum of bloodshed and costs.

6.) Panarchism can realize what is rightful among the aspirations of terrorists and can thus turn them from their indiscriminately destructive and murderous activities into constructive and peaceful ones.

7.) Panarchists could and should re-write the Ten Commandments in an attractive way.

8.) Panarchism means you can eat your heart out - but not that of your enemies or neighbours. You can cannibalize what is your own but not what belongs to dissenters or neutrals.

9.) On Panarchistic International  Relations:

Conscription does not make sense among volunteers, nor do taxes for armaments and military conflicts. There will be volunteers and voluntary contributions for certain defensive efforts, against the few temporarily remaining and relatively small aggressive powers, but no more. The internal victims of these powers will be liberated rather than killed or starved en masse. 
Panarchists have friends, neutrals and allies everywhere - and very few fanatic enemies - because panarchism favors exterritorial autonomy even for fanatic dissenters and all their followers, as long as they do apply their fanaticism only among themselves.

Panarchism opposes collective responsibility and all "weapons" which apply this "principle", quite wrongly, as e.g. nuclear devices and all other indiscriminate mass extermination devices inevitably do.

Panarchists feel and act as allies of all minorities, everywhere, that strive only for exterritorial autonomy for their volunteer - no more, no less. Thus their potential for “solidarity” with others exceeds that of all other ideological movements.

The various minorities between them do constitute the largest majority. Panarchism can come to mobilize their combined strength. Thus its influence could come to exceed that of the present great powers.

Panarchists can act as spokesmen for all rightful aspirations and can thus make friends and allies everywhere.

Only panarchists can realize fully liberating liberation efforts, i.e., efforts that do not go beyond the degree of liberation that various people do want for themselves. They let each advance at his own speed towards his own ideal, alone or in associations with others.
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They appeal to all to dissociate themselves from dictatorial regimes and those armed with anti-people or mass murder weapons. They rather attack mass murderers individually than the cities and countries they live in. In accordance with their principles they say:  rather a Hitler, Stalin or Mao dead than millions of their victims.


To panarchists even bombing the palaces of a terrorist ruler is not yet discriminating enough, because too many innocents might be hurt and a valuable building might be destroyed. If a person is a genuine enemy of mankind, then technology and good will among activists should suffice to eliminate him with bull’s-eye hits, if all other efforts have failed or cannot be applied to get him to confront a world arbitration court, to abdicate or confine his efforts to voluntary victims only. And their guilt could and should be established in advance, in public hearings,  in other countries. (The accused could defend themselves, if they can and want to, via broadcasts or electronic mail, which might include sound and pictures and could be online, like a chat-session. – J.Z., 29.12.04.)
However, their right to rule over VOLUNTARY supporters should never be denied. 
At the same time, the right of ANYONE to rule over whole large territories and to keep mass extermination devices in readiness, should be denied. 
Panarchists would only fight tyrants and despots, and violent fanatic movements, in a truly defensive way. 
They would spare and even liberate their victims, as soon as possible, with rightful and with as nonviolent means as are possible and practicable but would not confine themselves exclusively towards the latter. They realize that it is the tyrants, despots and fanatics who ought to be nonviolent.
They would not imprison those, who deserted or surrendered or were taken prisoners and who declared that they were forced to fight for a despotic regime.

Even in their tyrannicide policies - after public sanctioning of them and putting a price on the heads of convicted tyrants and seeing to it that their own popular rulers are still better protected against assassination attempts, than they are now, they would, like Thomas Moore proposed, double the price for those who captured one of the tyrants alive and brought him before an international court.

They would even grant convicted despots asylum and amnesty - if they surrendered at least one mass extermination device to be disarmed.or if they had destroyed it themselves. 

(We should rather spare the live of one such villain than risk the lives of millions of innocents by driving him to a desperate act or one of revenge. Even a cornered rat will fight.) 
Among panarchists there are at least some who know how to cope with a sudden influx of millions of refugees and deserters, how turn them into prosperous producers and exchangers and this within days. Neither unemployment nor inflation are riddles to them but immediately solvable problems. From these the solutions could spread rapidly.

Panarchists are at any time prepared to trade freely with others, allow their free migration and settlement, recognize their autonomy aspirations (determined by their individual voluntary members) and to fraternize with the conscripts and tax victims and victims of other oppressions and with those who live in nuclear weapons targets on the other side. 
Such policies can, potentially, give them the strongest defensive position and an enormous strength for liberation purposes.

10.) To anti-property anarchists: That people ought to be free to "exploit" each other, if they want to, in a proprietary, contractual and free-trading way, in their own voluntary associations and through free contracts with outsiders, does apparently go beyond the imagination of fanatical enemies of property. They want to destroy it for all, even those who highly favor it among themselves. In this they are as totalitarian as those who advocate and insist upon either abstinence, or monogamy or polygamy for all. They are blind to the understanding that a propertarian society permits all to pool and share, socialize and combine their property and use it between them as they please. They are also blind to the various free market options for the acquisition of very large private productive assets for all willing to work for them or to use their current assets for this purpose. Thus "robber-anarchists" might be a more suitable term for these "anarchists". They want to establish their free and non-violent society at the expense of others, ignoring e.g. the lease and purchase options, even their savings and the future value of their own labour (which could be capitalized and used for purchasing enterprises). Thereby they rather prefer violence and bloodshed (associated with expropriations and occupations) to peaceful trade. I see no way for panarchistically tolerating these intolerant parts of their program.

11.) 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.

12.) Panarchy is the only rightful and workable alternative for all. It is the proper framework for all attempts to do the own thing differently, according to the own ideals.

13.) 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 for individuals is not permitted under such regimes, however „democratic“ they are and however much they merely talke about „self-government“. It is not the free government of free individuals over their own affairs.)

Numerous already somewhat discovered and expressed, known or unknown alternatives and options are constitutionally, legally, juridically or adminstratively 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!

14.) “No question is ever settled until it is settled right.” And when people act within their rights then between them even their wrong solutions are, for the time being, right for them – since they are voluntarily accepted by them and they are free to learn from their own mistakes as well as from the mistakes of others. 

Any old or new ism, like any religious faith, is right for all  its believers and thus its believers should be free to practice it - among themselves.

15.) It is simply absurd to make the realization of innovations, in one's own sphere, dependent upon governmental, bureaucratic or majority approval.

16.) Panarchists could be a-political 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.
17.) Even in family, friendship and scholarly circles, people don't fully agree. How can we expect them to agree in whole territories? Let them sort themselves out, individually, according to individual preferences, for tolerant experiments among themselves, self-realizing the degrees of liberty which they do want for themselves. Everything else, even when running under anarchistic slogans and banners, amounts to despotism.
18.) 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 areas, based on voluntary participation in a-territorial experiments.

19.) The all too popular attitude among anarchists towards dissenters to the anarchist faith or conviction can be summed up with: No freedom for non-anarchists who disagree with our own notions of freedom. Organizational variations are only permitted to anarchists.

Anarchism, when proclaimed or implied in this form, amounts almost to a declaration of war against all others and it does also disagree with its own original and primary notions of rights, individualism, voluntarism, choice, tolerance, independence, consent and equal   liberty.

20.) 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 realized only within the own sphere, i.e., among their own volunteers.

21.) Anarchists want the State abolished, either by revolutions or by reforms or nonviolent actions. Panarchists want to abolish only 2 of its most important and coercive features: Territorialism and compulsory membership. They would leave the rest up to the free choice of individuals.

22.) Panarchy means tolerance in the sphere of actions, also experimental freedom and unrestricted liberties and rights - where they do matter most, nowadays, in politics and economics. Individual people, in their own choices in these important spheres, are to be quite independent from the preferences and actions, from the systems and organizations, constitutions, laws and jurisdictions of others, even if these others form large majorities.

23.) Freedom of choice and choice of freedoms. - Slogans from an advertisement of the St. George Building Society, seen on April 4th.,1986. It is one with which panarchists would agree.

24.) "Inviolability of territory" and "territorial integrity" do violate individual rights and the integrity of individuals, at least as far as dissenters and nonconformists are concerned. They also do harm to others - but that is their choice.

25.) The right to resist and revolt are largely realizable and also 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 otherwise. 
If they aim at individual secessionism and associationism, then their resistance against totalitarian regimes will be more successful.

26.) When governments are reduced to voluntary support only, most of them will sooner or later be deserted and the rest will continue their "demonstrations of the practical and moral disadvantages of authoritarianism" until almost all of them are also converted to self-management principles and practices.

27.) 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”.

Most people cannot be persuaded, they can only learn from practical examples that are not set merely far away, in some foreign countries, but right before their own eyes. Then curiosity, envy and the urge to imitate the successes of others, given freedom to do so, will assure the rest.


28.) Is man a territorial animal? He is rather an animal that forever seems to move
to new territories and even when he is settled somewhere, he still seems to roam a lot around his country or the world, at least in his district,   time and funds permitting and he pursues his profession, hobbies and interests regardless of and independent of those of others – in an aterritorial and relatively tolerant or tolerable way.

29.) Since even anarchists cannot fully agree among themselves, even after discussions spanning at least 150 years, and can agree far less with others, their framework for the future ought to make possible the highest possible degree of autonomy for dissenters, even for non-anarchists. Such a framework is inevitably panarchistic and would offer all kinds of anarchists as well the greatest and immediate chance to realize their particular ideals for themselves, but among themselves only.

30.) In the ten points listed by Chas Bufe, in a 16 pp pamphlet: "Listen, Anarchist!", reviewed in “Freedom”, 3/86, he states in point 9 a fundamental panarchistic, i.e. secessionist idea:

"We should accept the fact that freedom of association implies freedom to disassociate." For the sake of clarity he should have added:  "even from anarchists."

31.) Freedom of expression and information are, for many. almost self-evident liberties. But they alone do not suffice for our purposes, as was demonstrated by decades of rather fruitless anarchist agitation. They must be supplemented by freedom to act upon one's information, however limited and misleading it may be, at one's own expense and risk. Freedom of action and experimentation are moral and useful not just in some limited and minor spheres - but in all. But they must be subjected to the primary requirement of voluntarism, of individual choice. This implies freedom to join any and to secede from any group or system or organization, even an anarchistic one.

32.) Not just some licensed and limited autonomy is to be achieved (that was granted even in the Soviet Union and by the Nazis), as a moral and essential state of affairs, but full autonomy, which is limited only by individual choice, and which means non-territorial and personal law organization and voluntary membership.

33.) Anarchist enemies of Panarchism argue in practice, often unaware of this, against
a ) an extension of freedom, cooperation and competition,

b ) maximizing tolerance,

c ) experimental  freedom for all,  in all  spheres,

d ) minority autonomy,

e ) individual   sovereignty,

f ) individual   secessionism or withdrawal  options,

f ) voluntary associationism,

g) the consent requirement,

h) freedom for individual  choices. 
OR AS IF THESE APPLIED ONLY TO ANARCHISTS!

In the political and economic sphere they want us to fill our shopping basket only with the same assortment of goodies that are "officially sanctioned" by the anarchist movement - or their particular section of it.

They are, often quite unaware, advocates of 
a) territorial   rule,

b) imposed laws  (however few and anarchistic and informal  these may be), 
c) imposed uniformity (even if only the uniformity of an anarchist utopia), 
d)  government (even if it is a highly limited and decentralized one).

In short, without being panarchists, they are not really anarchists.

34.) Panarchy means :

No taxation without individual consent. (Replacement of taxes by prices, fees and subscriptions.)

No dictatorship - unless it is wanted by the individuals involved.

No majority votes - except among volunteers and applying only to them.

No conscription.

No nuclear targets any longer.

No national borders and national enemies any longer. (Individuals to be free to pick their own friends – and enemies.)


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. It would mean, especially, for our times:


No funds, soldiers, targets, motives and enemies for nuclear war but, rather, friends and allies everywhere - against a few remaining criminals, enemies of man.
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I do agree with Bob James’ recent definition, in his Review, No. 2, p. 4: "...VOLUNTARY CO-OPERATION is a more accurate  rendition of anarchism." I would merely add:  "Voluntary strife is covered by it, too."

 FIOT, largely through panarchism and microfiche, J. Zube, 23.4.1986. Somewhat edited 6.1.87 & 29.12,04.

John Zube, 35Oxley St., Berrima, NSW, Australia 2577                                             March 24, 86. 

Carl Watner, Box 1275, Gramling, South Carolina 29348

Dear Carl,



thanks for your letter of March 11th., with $ 1 for the enclosed photocopy.

Since Alan Koontz wanted to produce the interview from a repeated exchange of questions and answers, and since I wanted to reproduce the lot anyhow in microfiche, I did not put any size limit on my replies, assuming that he would see to that for any reproduction in The Voluntaryist.
On my view of voluntaryism and how it relates to panarchism:

As I understand voluntaryism and panarchism, I see no discrepancy between the two at all. 
Nor do I see a distinction between either and a comprehensive and consistent libertarianism. 
Nor do I draw a distinction between voluntarism and voluntaryism. 
(It was perhaps my mistake to assume a consensus between us on this.)

Panarchism, as I see it, is based on voluntarism and has drawn the conclusions from it in the sphere of actions which are at the same time tolerant and non-territorial. 
Panarchism, because it puts voluntarism or individual free choice and freedom of action first, rejects all conventional political structures which are based on territorial exclusiveness of and involuntary membership in States and which subject individuals, minorities and even majorities to more or less centralized and uniform governmental decision-making, including legislation, administration and jurisdiction, protection and defence. 
It regards as irrelevant whether a government represents a minority or the vast majority. 
The essential point for panarchists is that a territorial government represents no one else but its voluntary members. The others are unrepresented and not given freedom of choice and action - and cannot obtain full liberty within its framework.

The panarchist vision of a free society, and of the means to achieve it, is voluntaristic: 
Even State membership is to be quite voluntary, on a personal law basis. 
This does not imply any "acceptance" of the State as an organizational form for all people but it opens the way for all kinds of organizational alternatives, provided and maintained e.g. by all kinds of anarchists and libertarians - each group operating only through and upon its own voluntary members, like churches and sects tend to do nowadays.

What is left of governments of the old type, when each individual can, panarchistically, have "the government of his dreams" (Solneman) or the non-government of his dreams, for himself? 
Simply a voluntary organization of statists doing their own thing to themselves only and no longer to any involuntary victims.

Such a "State" I can live with, although I would not want to live "within" or "under" it. 
I would find it even serviceable, as a living demonstration of what harm a State does to its members, i.e. as a deterrent example. 
As such a demonstration it might be so valuable, educationally, that if it should one day happen that no one will any longer volunteer for such political and economic sadism and masochism combined, then freedom-minded people will, temporarily and for show-purposes only, reestablish such statist relationships in theatrical performances and exhibitions, as they now do at least occasionally reenact scenes of slavery etc. to keep alive an awareness of historical developments. 
(In Australia even the whipping of deported convicts is regularly play-acted out - in historical village exhibits. (The only things I have not heard of as being re-enacted, except on screens, are scenes of torture and hanging.) 
In other words, not by being overthrown but merely by being largely deserted and otherwise left alone, would the old types of States be, likewise, turned into non-territorial and autonomous associations of volunteers, would thus represent voluntarism and associationism pure and simple, although they might retain the old names and practices among their voluntary victims.

The moral legitimacy of any panarchy would rest on the unanimous consent of all its members, all being volunteers, and the confinement of each panarchy to the own affairs, i.e. those of the own members.

As for the various political and economic systems and methods applied by various panarchies coexisting peacefully in the same territory - and world-wide - that would be no one else's affair. Whether they apply some despotic or authoritarian system, a representative democratic or direct democratic one or any other one that they preferred, would be irrelevant for any outsiders. Outsiders would only ask: Did they volunteer for this? Are they still volunteers? Then it serves them right if they suffer the consequences of their own choices.

Even if they instituted, in an extreme case, slavery and mutual assassination and theft, as practised “principles”, this would be quite up to them.
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As long as individuals remain free to secede from such bodies, there will be a limit to the number of people joining them and remaining members. And these people may need these lessons because they would not sufficiently respond to any theoretical teachings.

All panarchies, in the interest of their own security and to achieve the potential of unlimited growth for their own system, would see to it that individual secessionism from all panarchies and old type states remains a reality and, where it is not yet realized, that it is utilized as the main means to overthrow the old coercive systems, largely with the aid of refugees, deserters insurrectionists and their recognized non-territorial governments in exile. Here lies the main potential military and purely defensive and liberating strength of panarchism.

Panarchism intends to "defeat" and replace the old territorial statist system

a) by propaganda,

b) by individual secessionism and

c) by demonstrating the working of panarchism in examples of panarchy.
In these 3 aspects panarchism is purely voluntaristic.

Panarchism considers conscientious objection and tax strikes, however extensively they are realized, as only part-realizations of the withdrawal of consent and cooperation by individuals, that is expressed by individual secessionism.

Voluntary taxation would be automatically realized, in whatever form it might take, through the voluntary membership of panarchies. Even if, internally, all agreed upon high and progressive income taxes, this would be voluntary and fair taxation, as far as their members were concerned. The mandate given for such measures would be 100%. Dissenters would opt out.

There appears to be, however, an important difference between my and your voluntaristic position. You seem to have applied the voluntaryist principle also to offenders and aggressors. Their choices should not be interfered with. They should not be coerced, not even defensively. Thus, in application, non-violence seems to have become your primary principle. I consider this to be an absurd and contradictory over-extension of the voluntaryist principle, one that ignores voluntarism for victims of attacks committed by "free" offenders who want to be "free" to follow their whims in arbitrary actions against others.

I, for one, do not expect a criminal, political or military aggressor or invader to volunteer to do right and abstain from doing wrong. 
I rather favor volunteers to resist them, even forcefully, with as much and as little physical force as is necessary and justified, when other appeals have failed or are useless at least for the moment of an acute threat against basic rights. 
In all such instances, I am mainly concerned about the lack of choice on the side of the victims rather than about the voluntary but wrong choice of the aggressors. 
I want to preserve and extend voluntarism on the side of the victims, however much that is disliked by the aggressors, invaders, monopolists etc. and however much that would restrict the choice of the latter, even forcefully. 
Defensive force is for me an expression of voluntarism, not its denial. 
Aggressive force is for me not an expression of voluntarism but its denial. 
I find it deplorable that aggressors do remain and that one is thus often forced to resort to defensive force against them. 
I do not deplore that in such instances defensive force is used but rather applaud its use. 
I remember a newspaper article on a 3-year old, who successfully repelled a rapist attacking her older sister by bashing him on the head with a heavy glass ashtray. 
(Whether such a defense was risky for both victims and whether other means were available, comes secondary to my main consideration: Was her defence within her rights and that of her sister?)
 Thus, if you will, you might class yourself as a non-violent voluntaryist while I might class myself as a rightful voluntaryist.

At the same time, as a panarchist, I do favor voluntary victims and aggressors doing their chosen thing among themselves, even it this amounts to mutual slaughter, like dueling, playing chicken with their cars, cutting each other's throat in one way or the other, if they prefer that. 
Voluntarism comes first for me, not non-violence - although people committed to violent acts against each other would also be very low in my value scale. 
(I recommend highly the criticism of absolute pacifism in: Jan Narveson: Pacifism: A Philosophical Analysis, in: Moral Problems, edited by James Rachels, 2nd. ed., Harper & Row, 1975, pp 346-360. The preceding article by Douglas Lackay on Ethics and Nuclear Deterrence is good, also. 
(By the way, a well organized and known printing house like Harper,& Row produces only ca. 1200 titles p.a. with 1800 employees, i.e. 0.66 per head and keeps only the output of ca. 10 years in print, i.e. up to 190 years of its 200 year output is out of print! Production-wise, not with regard to distribution, I am much more efficient!)

Your statement of purpose of “THE VOLUNTARYIST”:                                                                                 “The Voluntaryists are libertarians who have organized to promote non-political strategies (1) to achieve a free  society. (2) We reject electoral politics, in theory and in practice, as incompatible with libertarian principles. (3) Governments must cloak their actions in an aura of moral legitimacy in order to sustain their power, and political methods invariably strengthen that legitimacy.(4) Voluntarists seek instead to delegitimize the State through education, and we advocate withdrawal of the co-operation and tacit consent on which State power ultimately depends."(5)

(1) For panarchists political strategies are characterized by involuntary membership and subordination and territorial exclusiveness and powers. To that extent, they would not utilize "political means". But on a voluntary and non-territorial basis, they would
use any political means internally, among their own members. Moreover, they would use precisely their characteristics to defend themselves against remaining despotic and territorial States and to transform them into similar frameworks for voluntary actions.
If that must be called "politics", then so be it.

(2) Panarchism would even realize the freedom not to be free, in whatever formal way one likes to arrange that for oneself.

(3) All the voting still occurring in panarchies would tend to be unanimous. Unelected leaders would, mostly, have 100% voluntary consent, for dissenters would always be free and encouraged to opt out. If it could and should happen that within a panarchy several groups would develop, expressing some dissent on some internal constitutional, legal or juridical questions, unanimity would tend to be rapidly restored, for even the losing party would be free to opt out with all its members and voters, i.e. the defeated could be victorious, too, regarding their own affairs, if only they wanted to.

Each vote could then be 100% valid for each individual voter. He would not be dependent upon thousands or millions of other voters agreeing with him. To that extent panarchistic voting would agree, not disagree, with libertarian principles.

(4) Each aspiration regarding the own affairs would be legitimate and would cease to delegitimize different actions of others in their affairs.

By means of all remaining and new associations enjoying unanimous consent, true legitimacy would be achieved for the first time. Illegitimate regimes would be largely deserted or only precariously upheld by a few crackpots and at their expense only and for these they would be legitimate.

(5) Panarchists assert that the ultimate "withdrawal of co-operation and consent" consists in individual secessions.

But they go beyond that and assert that man is also an associative animal and can be relied upon to establish numerous diverse alternative institutions, pursuing one or the other political, economic or social aim for the own members.

In the light of panarchism, most of the old names for systems, methods and aims lose their meaning or gain a new one.

Panarchism would radically realize voluntarism, help greatly in its realization, help maintain it and would help to spread libertarians voluntarism by the successes of the examples it would set.

Panarchists, from my point of view, are therefore consistent voluntaryists - who apply voluntarism in all spheres and envision how this would operate among people as they are now and as they will, one day, be. Most voluntaryists, that I have so far encountered, still persist with some of the old notions that apply only coercive and territorial governments and States. They are thus, in my eyes, inconsistent panarchists.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
The first article in The Voluntaryist No. 17 discusses whether the "button for total freedom for all, now" should be pushed. Under panarchism, each would push the button only for himself and not on behalf of others. 
Others would thus have no right or reason to complain. 
Even that decision should not be made in a process of collective decision-making. Any attempt to do so does lead to clashes between people, even when all of them consider themselves to be libertarians.

Summing up LeFevre's approach you say:
"Forcing men to be free is an improper way to achieve freedom..." 
That is also the panarchist attitude.

Ibid: "LeFevre went on record as advocating no substitute for government except the market place." 
Panarchism wants to introduce a market for governmental and non-governmental services, one in which not even his private property concept would be an absolute concept for any but LeFevre-type autarchists, since various forms of cooperative and collective property would be practised, voluntarily and among their believes only. 
The establishment of socialistic approaches to property would also be based on voluntary means.

Panarchists do not expect, with LeFevre, a “long and painful re-education of the American people” but their rapid persuasion via experiments and demonstrations, once they have been persuaded of only one thing, namely, tolerance for tolerant actions or freedom of action for all dissenters.

"We cannot use the weapons of tyranny: for freedom and reason are our only tools." 
That general clause would be differently interpreted by panarchists:

Panarchists would tend to achieve the defection of the military power of tyrants. Their soldiers and officers, if not sufficiently motivated or able to rise against them, would tend to defect from the tyrants to panarchies of their own choice, bringing their weapons with them. They would be potential allies of all enemies of the tyrant or dictator or at least claim to be neutrals and become recognized as such. 
The involuntary and exploited workers of authoritarian regimes would tend to flee and would be welcomed, with open arms and well paid jobs, at least by the members of the economically free panarchies, if these communities are their choice. 
Panarchies would not only use reasoning but free experimentation or attractive job offers and personal freedom choices to persuade, in the same way as natural scientists, technicians and inventors use freedom of action and freedom to experiment for their purposes and businesses do attract customers with the best goods and services they can manage to offer at competitive prices. 
The freedom they offer to opponents would include even the option to adopt a condition of voluntary slavery for themselves, as long as this is their preference. 
In other words, they could "dissolve" tyrannical regimes almost or altogether without a war or fighting. 
However, this would also require that they are not committed, quite exclusively, to non-violence. A dictator’s soldiers and officers would not risk defecting to people who are not prepared to defend their rights and liberties with rightful weapons and methods. That action might be suicidal for them and they cannot be expected to act as foolishly. If they are the only ones willing to risk resistance to a dictatorship then they might as well to do it from where they are – or abide their time for a good opportunity to do so.
Panarchism allows each to push the button only for himself.

The pro-freedom button is not a pro-freedom button unless it would introduce this disarming alternative, also. 
It would not bring love but justice to its enemies, including the freedom to choose to remain unfree. 
With the inclusion of this option most scruples about pushing the button would disappear.
In your article, in the same issue of The Voluntaryist, "The Decision Is Always Yours - Freedom As Self-Control", you speak of "the voluntaryist insight that all human organizations and institutions require the consent and cooperation of their participants to function."

In the social, economic and political spheres only panarchism turns this insight into a formal and obvious basis of organization. Territorial States try to deviate from this ideal as far as they can, substituting centralized decision-making by usurpers, experts, majorities and minorities.

As for "self-control", panarchism institutionalizes it as much as individuals want it institutionalized for their own affairs.

In this article you fail to distinguish between rightful and defensive force and wrongful and aggressive violence and thus come to wrong conclusions like: "Force always inhibits creative energy." 
The policing force (it could be privately & competitively practised) that expels those, who by willful noise or assaults would break up a peaceful meeting, does not inhibit creative energy, that of the peaceful speakers, and listeners, but only the destructive and preventative energy of the "disturbers of the peace". 
Any true right is associated with the authority to enforce it. 
Wrongdoers have no such rightful authority. No wrong is done to them if they are stopped in their wrongful acts, even when they are stopped forcefully - or permanently.

To class a force used for the preservation of freedom of speech, press, assembly, association and action, quite indiscriminately with violence, used for their suppression, is wrong and absurd.

Solneman claims that J.H. Mackay made the distinction between aggressive and defensive force clearest among all anarchist writers. Perhaps re-reading his 2 main anarchist works would help you, too, in becoming aware of the difference. I believe that I didn't need that aid to see the difference - but then so many years have passed since I have fully read these books that I may have forgotten that I owe them something in this respect.
(Mackay’s three anarchist books are now available from me as email attachment – until they appear on a website or CD.)
To deny that coercion and even torture could "control" others, does really cast all people into an extremely heroic mould. While it is quite true that some people have resisted, to their death, even the most extreme degrees of coercion and torture, most people have not been as firm and have, under such pressures or even threats of using them, involuntarily chosen to compromise as much as seemed advisable under the circumstances. To equate a thus enforced consent with consent tends to deprive "consent" of any real meaning.

Consent and dissent become full and free consent only if their expression becomes fully free and instutionalized. Panarchism offers that. Territorial States cannot offer that choice. 
The coercion at least of enforced or "chosen" emigration remains and of forcefully prevented immigration for many of those who find e.g. the S.A. or U.S.A. degree of coercion still attractive enough for them to want to immigrate there. 
(There are now ca. 1 million enquiries a year from potential immigrants to Australia, while only ca. 80,000 are  accepted at present. But Australia is still very far from being a quite free country. Presently, it even runs concentration camps for illegal immigrants that were caught.) 
"This insight into the nature of human action has many implications. For one thing, it leads directly to the voluntaryist insight, that all States rest on the consent and cooperation of their victims." 
I wish it were so. But count me out.

As a panarchist I consider this to be a dangerous fallacy of some voluntaryists, one that does ignore how effective taxation, migration, compulsory membership and uniform territorial laws are, even though they are not 100% effective.

The fallacy involved is to me comparable to those involved when people declare legal tender laws to be harmless – because, ultimately, in a galloping inflation, they are ignored – and price controls to be harmless – because a black market exists. It is also expressed by various self-liberationists of today, who imagine that they could not only increase their personal liberty today by rational and rightful efforts but achieve total individual liberty, including tax exemption, freedom from the threat of war, immunity towards all effects of mass unemployment and rapid inflations etc. right now, by clever individual actions, legally or underground or even merely by declaring themselves to be “sovereign individuals”.
Such „declarations“ are usually only as ineffective as more songs and poems for liberty are.

"Freedom is self-control", panarchistically interpreted, means, also, non-intervention with the voluntary and non-territorial and autonomous experiments and free actions of others, no matter how repugnant their beliefs and actions are to oneself. 

It does not merely mean: "doing one's own thing" oneself, in one's own sphere, but tolerating them doing their things to themselves. 
Only in this way do others remain free to control themselves as much or as little as they want to, in their own sphere.
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
I could go on in this vein for a long time - but if I have not yet got my meaning across then still more pages will not help me, either.
How did I get involved with libertarian ideas?

On the one hand through reading some anarchist writings (probably long before I was 16 and had some discussions with my father on this), from books he had left with my grandmother in Berlin. There may have been other influences. Before I was 10, I watched Hitler driving past, slowly, on a parade and looked around, surprised, that none of the dissenters made an attempt on his life. 
But I distinctly remember only one case, that of taking the Free Trade side, during the last years of high school and together with some school mates, against the to us absurd protectionist arguments of one of our main teachers. Once one has seen the light in this respect, one can work oneself through to seeing most other aspects of liberty. 
Between 1952 and 1959 Ulrich von Beckerath introduced hundreds of reformist and revolutionary libertarian ideas to me. I tried to practise some of them publicly, without success and then tried to combine them in my first book-length manuscript, finished ca. 1961, for which I could not find a publisher. Instead, I began to include particular libertarian proposals in my Peace Plans series, since 1964.

How did I get into prison work? By an advertisement, offering comparatively good pay and a chance to practice my school-English. I assumed then and still do that the restraint of wrong-doers does them no wrong and does society and freedom in general a favor, that crimes with victims are offences against basic human rights, that these rights deserve to be defended and that imprisonment for such offenders is preferable to shortening them by one head. That belief is unshaken. 
But I have long seen that competing private and cooperative jails, operating productively with many of the normal incentives and more, quite profitably, would be much better than governmental ones and that competitive penal laws, court systems and prison and other penal systems - in accordance with individual choices, made in advance, are preferable to a single and imposed system for all, even to any supposedly ideal libertarian one. 
From this it follows that I do not consider prison work as necessarily inconsistent with the aim of wanting to abolish the territorial State and realize individual rights.

Really rightful, economic and reformist prisons could do much to reduce crime, together with numerous constitutional, legislative, juridical, police reforms. I have elaborated my view on this in Peace Plans No. 13.

Of   my microfiche issue of the first 14 issues of The Voluntaryist, I have not yet got my first batch of 100 duplicates. I have only the enclosed proof copy.

I would love to reproduce your book "Neither Bullets nor Ballots".

I have not seen a copy of the JLS for years. Sydney libertarians being too unfinancial to import it and I being unable before and especially now to subscribe to all, many or even any libertarian journals.
(Almost all my spare resources went into my alternative media publishing efforts.)
How can we get the Spooner correspondence cheaply onto microfiche? (*) Cutting roll film up and jacketing it does make it handier for the individual user who has only a microfiche reading machine. But it requires so many microfiche jackets that their duplication would become too expensive.

There is now one European firm which specializes on transforming roll film into microfiche:

Microformat Systems, Heereweg 331 a, Postbus 287, 2160 AG Lisse, The Netherlands.

I do not know their prices, only that they must be able to keep them under the costs for refilming the originals, for they established their service to avoid that.

But the problem remains that many microfilmers claim or possess a copyrights in their microfilm rolls. Thus only they themselves could reformat their material through this firm, into the more and more widely accepted microfiche format, even for newspaper files, but others might have difficulties with this.
(Since turnover of such issues is very low, there is no great incentive in involving oneself in such conversions.)
Can one find, alternatively, enthusiastic and honorary typists who would transcribe this roll-film material or sponsors, who would pay the costs of an automatic transcription via an optical character recognition machine?

According to the March 1986 issue of "Freedom", p.18, not even Proudhon's writings have been fully published as yet, not even in French, partly because they would fill 40 to 50 volumes.

How long will libertarians put up with such non-publishing by the presses and consider such a situation a freedom of press situation???

What percentage of all libertarian writings has been published so far?

What fraction of this published material is still in print?

What fraction of this printed material is available at prices that most libertarians can afford?

How many years will it take to get all libertarian writings printed and kept in print? 
Will the indexes, abstracts, bibliographies, reviews, encyclopedias, directories etc., required to make all libertarian writings accessible in all their ideas, opinions and facts contents, ever or in the foreseeable future be produced in print or on computers etc.?

Microfiche offers that option now and yet most libertarians stay glued to an outdated technology. Please do your bit to get us out of that dead end.

Congratulations on using a word processor, now, too.


FIOT,  largely via panarchy and microfiche,  John.                                                    64
(* It seems that this correspondence has not been published even now, not even on microfiche, a floppy, CD, online or via email attachments. –  I have slightly revised the above letter today. - J.Z., 29.12.04.) 
_________________________________________________________________________________

Secessionists of the world unite, into a world federation that works for non-territorial autonomy for all volunteers who desire it, for all minorities that wish it for themselves and for other minorities and even for the majority. – J.Z., 1986, 2004.
You have nothing to lose but your territorial fetters! – J.Z., 10.1.05.
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