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Patriotism or Voluntaryism?—
‘““Anywhere So Long As
There Be Freedom’’

By Carl Watner

The motto on Charles Carroll’s (the Settler, 1660-1720) family
crest seems an appropriate sub-title for this article because it
epitomizes my concern and search for a free(er?) place to live,
work, and raise a family. Over three centuries ago, it might have
been possible to find such a place—a place where you didn‘'t need
a passport to enter or exit, a place where you didn’t need govern-
ment permission to work, a government license to move about,
and where ignoring government bureaucrats and political law
would not land you in jail. As the Separatists and Puritans
discovered during the 17th and 18th Centuries, one such place
was North America. But nothing lasts forever. In reaction to
increasing doses of British domination came a new country, the
United States of America. With the creation of this new political
structure came conscription, inflation, taxation, coercive
monopolization of public services, and all the other politically-
induced ills which were spoken of in ’A Declaration of Personal
Independence” and “In All But Name,”” which appeared in Whole
No. 62 of THE VOLUNTARYIST (June 1993).

Is there a place in today’s world where lovers of freedom and
liberty can live without molestation from coercive government?
Apparently not. There are, however, some political states which
offer freer environments than others. Also, there are various
methods by which people have attempted to structure their
affairs in order to minimize the effects of government inter-
vention. These steps include such things as the use of tax havens
and shelters, dual citizenship, off-shore trusts, and, in the ship-
ping industry, the resort to flags of convenience. This article will
deal with some of these topics from a voluntaryist point of view.
None of them seems to get us closer to that elusive place where
freedom might be found, but getting a better handle on how our
statist world is organized and operates might some day give us
the chance to avoid the political mistakes that earlier generations
have made and which are causing the problems we currently face.

If there is no “’free”” geographical area to which we can escape,
we must then search for the state with the least restrictive
political laws. Locate the “loopholes’ and take advantage of the
state’s laxness in a particular area. Which state has the fewest
regulations and the lowest taxes? The answer is not so simple.
Jim Stumm, editor of LIVING FREE newsletter, has noted: “To find
a place where there are fewer laws seems like a good idea, but
every place I know of that’s freer in some respects, is less free
in other respects. There’s no populated place on earth, that I
know of, that has substantially fewer laws overall.” In my opinion,
Jim’s observation is correct, but international ship owners might
disagree. They have found that there are some countries in the
world that offer them substantially fewer regulations and lower
taxes. That is their answer to “anywhere so long as there is
freedom,” even though these countries often have a low inter-
national reputation and are referred to as “flags of convenience,”
“runaway flags,”” or even “'pirate flags.”

The Law of the Flag

The history of international shipping and ship registration is
an interesting one to voluntaryists because the principle of
freedom of the high seas implies that no state may permanently
subject (with certain limited exceptions) the oceans to any part
of its sovereignty. The international law of the sea is predicated
upon three principles: 1) “ a preference for the freest possible

access to and widest enjoyment by all peoples;” 2) that no single
state has exclusive authority over the ocean; and 3) that states
should have jurisdiction over ships, people, and events upon the
oceans ‘‘in order to protect the common interest in shared use.”
As developed by Hugo Qrotius and other international law
theorists, the principle of “freedom of the seas” is statist to the
core. It implies that no part of the oceans may be homesteaded
or taken into individual ownership, and that “‘freedom of navi-
gation” is reserved only to those ships which take on a “‘national
character,” that is, to those vessels which have been granted
“nationality” by their respective states, and which are author-
ized to fly their maritime flag.

Why should ships, which clearly belong to individuals or groups
of individuals, take on a “national”” character, and be required
to fly the flag of their country of registration? The modern
authors give various answers to this question, but essentially
they all sift down to the following reason: for the maintenance
of law and order. They argue that since ships on the high seas
“are not within the exclusive territorial jurisdiction of any
particular state,” they must be subject to some controls in order
to insure safe navigation and to establish responsibility for
accidents and injuries upon the high seas. Historically, this
control has been assigned to the flag state, ~'to which exclusive
jurisdiction of the ship is, as a general rule, accorded on the high
seas.”

The registration and identification of ships can be traced back
as far as ancient Rome, and was practiced by the Italian city-
states during the Middle Ages. However, the statist ramifications
of the practice did not really surface until the advent of mer-
cantilism in England during the late 13th and early 14th
Centuries. Here, ship registration became a means of preventing
unauthorized ships from sailing under the English flag and taking
advantage of the benefits conferred upon them by the Navigation
Acts. Until the end of the 18th Century, the concept of “the
nationality of ships” was not well-developed. References to
merchant vessels still retained vestiges of the idea that they were
private property. They were referred to as “‘belonging to the
subject of a state,” rather than being “subject” to the state itself.
During the 1820s, states began making bilateral treaties which
stipulated the conditions “under which they would recognize the
nationality of each other’'s merchant vessels.” This practice
continued until it became common parlance and was embraced
in treaties of Friendship, Commerce, and Navigation, “in which
{the) two nations would agree to recognize each other’s vessels
and to admit them to port.”

Under international law this privilege was reserved to maritime
states. Ship owners living in landlocked countries could not fly
their country’s flag upon their ships. For example, the Swiss
Federation Council refused to allow “Swiss nationals to use the
Swiss national flag at sea.” They had to register their Swiss-owned
ships in foreign maritime countries. Thus, ships owned by Swiss
nationals had to fly the flag of the country of registry, not owner-
ship. Landlocked countries agitated for the right to register ships
because they thought that without it they were lacking some
attribute of sovereignty. It was not until after World War I, that
ship registries were opened in landlocked countries. This was
confirmed by a declaration on April 20, 1921, in Barcelona, Spain
at the International Conference on Communication and Transit.

The “law of the flag”” has been embraced by the 1958 Geneva
Convention of the High Seas, which states that “Ships have the
nationality of the State whose flag they are entitled to fly.”
However, states are not subject to any international laws which
impose conditions or standards for the granting of
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Potpourri from the Editor’'s Desk

1.”°0On the Origin of the State”

Somebody in prehistoric times invented government and
thereby added taxes to death as tribulations mankind could not
avoid. It is hardly clear that we are better off for it.

Anthropological research has shown that government grew out
of conquest, especially the conquest of peaceful settlements by
nomadic warrior tribes. The nomads learned that slaughtering
a farm village for its meager possessions is much less profitable
than enslaving and taxing it. This meant that a few of the nomads
had to settle among the villagers to keep an eye on them and
pretend to look busy. Presumably once a year at harvest time
they extracted their tribute at spearpoint, skewering a few
malcontents who resisted or cheated on their form 1040.

Later, the rulers learned to pose as gods, settle local squabbles
and hand out favors, to make the system look better and keep
their subjects in line. They also invented writing and bookkeep-
ing to record their deeds and tax rates, which was the beginning
of history. But the system remains essentially unchanged, as
Albert Jay Nock gleefully reminded us in OUR ENEMY, THE STATE.
It is still in the tribute business, although nowadays we have more
sophisticated terms for it, such as “bracket creep”” and “revenue
enhancement” and “tax reform”. ...

The trouble is, we don’t think about the nature of government,
the government which imposes taxes. Its actions affect us daily,
and we think a lot about those. But its underlying nature is as
invisible to us as water is to a fish. We accept it as something
we are born into, that is there, that has always been there, that
will always be there. This mute and unquestioning acceptance
is a victory for the state and all its pretensions.

—George Roche, ONE BY ONE,
Hillsdale: Hillsdale College Press, 1990
pPP. 140-141

2. “Voluntaryism in Practice”’

Dr. Robert S. Jaggard has sent me a sample copy of the billing
form used in his office. It demonstrates how he practices “private
medicine” in an age of collectivist health care.

Robert S. Jaggard, MD
Independent Practitioner, Private Medicine
10 E. Charles St., Olewein, lowa 50662
Phone (319) 283-3491 ID No. 42-1246681
(Type in patient’s name and address in this space)

PLACE OF SERVICE is at the office unless otherwise specified.
TIME listed is approximate number of minutes devoted to this
service for this patient by Dr. Jaggard. FEE listed is that amount
agreed upon by the patient and Dr. Jaggard as the proper
payment for this service. No real or implied contract exists be-
tween Dr. Jaggard and anybody else but the patient.

DATE TIME SERVICE & DIAGNOSIS FEE

I have NO fee schedule. 1 use no “code numbers”. I use plain
language that the patient understands. | do my best for the
individual patient. ALL of my patients are Private Patients. Each
private patient pays me the amount that the private patient
decides is the proper amount to pay me for this service for this

private patient on this occasion. I make suggestions, but the final
decision as to the value of my service is up to the individual
private patient. The amount of payment is listed in the right-hand
column as the FEE. When this is paid, then that item is marked,
“Paid’”’, and dated, and that is the receipt.

If patients have private insurance, they can use this statement
(or receipt) to submit THEIR claims to THEIR insurance company.
Patients understand up front that I have NO contract with any
insurance company, and I am not part of THEIR insurance
contract, and it is up to the company to pay THEM in accordance
with THEIR contract with THEIR company. My ONLY contract is
with the patient.

Patients who have been trapped in the government tax-paid
programs (such as “medicare” and “‘medicaid”) are frankly told,
up front, that I am NOT part of those political programs, because
they do NOT allow the doctor to serve the patient, and they do
NOT give the patient or doctor any right to make any choices
in regard to treatment. Patients are informed that I will give them
medical service at “no charge’”, but, I can NOT help them get
any money from “medicare” or “medicaid”. The big sign hanging
in the office front window says, “PRIVATE MEDICINE". There is
a sign on my front desk that says, “I Am NOT a Government
Doctor”. My policy has been (and still is) well publicized in the
local newspaper.

1 do NOT have to follow the “‘medicare” rules because [ am NOT
part of their program, AND, neither are my patients. My service
is available to patients at “‘no charge”, so there is no possibility
of reimbursement from medicare (or supplemental insurance),
so, there is no reason to fill out a claim form. Also, my service
is NOT “medically necessary”. My service is helpful, and some-
times lifesaving, yes, but, “medically necessary” is a political
term that has no relationship whatsoever to scientific medicine.
I have NEVER certified ANY care as “medically necessary”. Since
there is “'no charge”, and, it is not ‘necessary”’, my service is
not involved with, and is not part of, the “medicare’’ program.

To those patients who have Part B of Title XVIH, I explain that
my service is available at No Charge, and, any money they pay
me will NOT be reimbursed in any way by “medicare” or their
supplemental insurance company. Patients who appreciate my
service for them give me money to help pay the office expenses.
I help them. They help me. We deal with each other in peace and
honesty. We enjoy freedom together.

3. “Conquest By The State’”’

The following excerpt is taken from the “Introduction” to THE
ECONOMIC RAPE OF AMERICA by Frederick Mann. This and other
literature is published by the Free America Institute, 2430 E.
Roosevelt #998-Vol, Phoenix, Az 85008. Its purpose is to provide
opportunities to individuals and groups to promote freedom at
a profit. Write for more information.

From history we may conclude that a nation or a people can
be conquered by one or more of five methods—or any combin-
ation of these methods.

The most common has been conquest by war. In time, though,
this method fails, because the captives hate the captors.
Eventually the captives rise up and attempt to drive out the
captors. Much force is needed to maintain control, making it
expensive for the conquerors.

A second method of conquest is by religion, or manipulation
of religious belief, where people are convinced they must give
their captors part of their earnings as ‘“obedience to God.” Such
a captivity is vulnerable to philosophical exposure or by over-
throw through armed force, since modern religion by its nature
lacks military force to regain control once its captives become
disillusioned.

Political ideology is the third method of conquest. Compulsory
state education is the foundation. Children are forced into
schools where moral and political values are subtly imparted.
Submission to authority. The law of the authority is absolute and
must be obeyed. The discipline of the clock. The state controls
what shall be taught and who shall teach it. Implement a federal
school lunch program, so children will learn that big daddy
government is the great provider.

The fourth method is “legal conquest”—the legislative,
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