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Alfred de Zayas:  “The individual dimension of the right to peace”
I thank the organizers for the invitation to this constructive conference in historical Caux, and most especially for the codification initiative and the welcome opportunity to reflect, discuss and progressively develop the human right to peace, a process well deserving of the Nobel Peace Prize.

Resolution 20/15 of the Human Rights Council, adopted on 5 July 2012
, takes note of the draft declaration on the right to peace prepared by the Advisory Committee (A/HRC/20/31) and creates an inter-governmental working group that shall hold its first session in February 2013, just before the Council’s twenty-second session. A progress report is to be discussed during the Council’s twenty-third session in June of 2013, which ultimately shall be elevated to the General Assembly for adoption.
 
In paragraph 6 of the progress report of the Advisory Committee, the Committee goes beyond the original Council Resolution 14/3 and the older General Assembly Resolution 39/11 of 1984, in proposing the term right to peace instead of “people’s right to peace”, so as to take into account both the individual and collective dimensions of the right.
The Workshop on the right to peace convened by the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights in December 2009
, in which I had the honour to participate, already anticipated this development and drew attention to the concrete individual aspects and applications of the right to peace.  The report (A/HRC/14/38) of the workshop noted that notwithstanding the frequent tendency to see the right to peace primarily from the perspective of collective rights, peace is also very much a personal right, prior to and indispensable to the exercise of other rights. In that respect, Professor Mario Yutzis called for the establishment of an open-ended working group of the Human Rights Council to codify the right in its individual and collective dimensions. 
  
In my own presentation before the workshop, I observed that many rights entail a combination of collective and individual entitlements, such as cultural rights. We exercise these rights in community with others, but also individually when, for instance, we read our national literature, when we write a poem, when we listen to our folk tunes, when we wear our national colours, take pride in our cultural heritage.  Similarly, the rights to freedom of religion, freedom of the press, freedom of assembly, freedom of association, and the right to participate in the conduct of public affairs all have individual and collective expressions.  
Personally I consider the question whether human rights are individual or collective, or more particularly, whether the human right to peace is individual or collective – artificial and misleading, a kind of red herring.  This phony discussion leads nowhere and actually delays progress in making all human rights more accessible and justiciable.  What is needed is legislative action, clear drafting of laws that define the elements of the rights, the manner in which the rights can be claimed, and the kind of remedies that are available. 
Of course, there are still some Governments and academics who question whether a right to peace exists at all.  I have no hesitation in affirming its existence – not only in natural law, but also in positive international law.  Yet we all know that this fundamental right has not been given the attention that it deserves, and that positivists deny its relevance.  Perhaps the conceptual problem lies in the fact that peace is not a simple right like the right to property.  It is more in the nature of an enabling right, prior to and indispensable to other rights – and immanent or inherent in them.

Much has been written concerning the legal principles underlying the right to peace.  Surely the UN Charter, which can be seen as the World Constitution, imposes erga omnes obligations on States, particularly the obligation to refrain from the threat or the use of force in international relations (UN Charter Article 2(4)) and a positive obligation to negotiate in good faith so as to settle disputes peacefully (Art. 2(3)).  This is a negative expression of the positive right to peace.

Bearing in mind that the Preamble of the UN Charter begins with the statement “We the Peoples” of the United Nations, it is also clear that in this respect not only States but also peoples and individuals are stakeholders, and as such they can and must articulate their demand that States observe their commitments under the Charter.  Moreover, the General Assembly has repeatedly reaffirmed the Purposes and Principles of the Charter, particularly the mandate to preserve succeeding generations from the scourge of war, as reflected inter alia in Resolution 2625 on Friendly Relations and Resolution 3314 on the Definition of Aggression.

On the other hand let us not limit the scope of the human right to peace to the issue of prevention of armed conflict.  The right to peace is an all-encompassing individual and collective right that deserves outlining in its many facets.
Let us also echo the Outcome Document of the 2005 World Summit in affirming:  “We acknowledge that peace and security, development and human rights are the pillars of the United Nations system and the foundations for collective security and well-being. We recognize that development, peace and security and human rights are interlinked and mutually reinforcing.”

Let us now turn to the Advisory Committee’s Draft Declaration, Article 1 of which begins with the words “Individuals and peoples have a right to peace “.  
Article 2 of the Draft Declaration stipulates that everyone has the right to security of person, this being eminently an individual human right, reflected in article 9 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.  Article 2 of the Draft Declaration also makes reference to the freedoms from fear and from want, which we know from President Franklin Roosevelt’s “Four Freedoms” speech of 6 January 1941.  Whereas at first sight such rights may appear to be collective in nature, they clearly have a very concrete meaning to each individual who is entitled to enjoy personal security and integrity.

It is difficult not to see the human right to peace as an individual human right.  Indeed, the individual has the right to life, which is also stipulated in article 6 of the ICCPR.  This right to life is undoubtedly an individual right, which in many ways depends on the realization of the right to peace, since the violation of the right to peace through structural, economic, cultural or other violence including armed conflict, significantly threatens the right to life.  In this context it is worth mentioning the two General Comments issued by the UN Human Rights Committee on the Right to Life, both of which condemn the threat posed to the individual right to life and the larger threat to humanity posed by the production and stockpiling of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction.
It bears repeating that the Human Rights Committee is the preeminent UN treaty body that deals with individual rights, and that the Committee’s jurisprudence under the Optional Protocol focuses primarily on individual rights such as the rights to life, security and conscientious objection.  

Article 2 of the Draft Declaration further clarifies what is meant by positive peace, which necessarily includes freedom of thought, conscience, opinion, expression, belief and religion.

To those doubters who contend that economic, social and cultural rights are not individual rights and therefore not justiciable,  I should point out that the Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, establishing an individual petitions procedure, has been adopted and opened for signature, and that it is likely to enter into force in the near future, since it is short of only two more ratifications.  The Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights is currently adopting its rules of procedure to deal with complaints under this new Optional Protocol. 

Article 2, paragraph 3 of the Draft Declaration further stipulates that everyone has the right to be protected from genocide, war crimes, the use of force in violation of international law, and crimes against humanity. In other words, every individual is entitled to protection – not only from violence perpetrated by governments but also violence emanating from non-State actors including para-military forces, mercenaries, private military or security companies, or terrorists.  Here again, the individual and collective right to protection from violence becomes evident and justiciable. The doctrine of responsibility to protect (R2P), if applied objectively and non-selectively, may contribute to the realization of the right to peace. On the other hand, we all agree that this doctrine can be understood only in the context and consistently with the Purposes and Principles of the United Nations. Under no conditions can R2P be used as a pretext to erode the Charter’s supreme commitment to peace, in particular the injunction formulated in article 2(4) or the Charter.  The 2009 discussion of R2P in the General Assembly is well recalling, especially the four conditions or benchmarks formulated by the then President of the General Assembly Miguel d’Escoto Brockmann on 23 July 2009.
 Indeed, while the international community must be vigilant to prevent a repetition of the Rwanda genocide anywhere in the world, we all must be wary of trigger-happy countries who have their own agendas and would misuse R2P and the resuscitated “just war” doctrine, as a pretext to advance other economic or geopolitical interests, or to impose “regime change”.  
In this context Article 2, paragraph 4, stipulates that the United Nations shall include in mandates of peacekeeping operations the comprehensive and effective protection of civilians as a priority objective, while paragraph 6 reaffirms the right of every human being to demand from his or her Government the effective observance of the norms of international law, including international human rights law and international humanitarian law. 

Article 3 of the Draft Declaration deals with the issue of disarmament, which is crucial to the prevention of armed conflict.  Not only is article 6 of the ICCPR in play, but also the right to individuals to meaningfully participate in the conduct of public affairs, as stipulated in article 25 of the ICCPR.  There is a very obvious disconnect between governments and the people, and a worrisome lack of transparency.  In many countries it is quite evident that the military-industrial complex exercises a thoroughly undemocratic influence over government policies and that the voice of the people that demands education and health care instead of more guns is not being heard.  The whole contemporary discussion over “austerity measures” gains a particular relevance in connection with military expenditures which are not democratically decided by the people, and would certainly be rejected if there were the least attempt to carry out referenda thereon.  In this context the establishment of a United Nations Parliamentary Assembly should be explored
. Such an Assembly would give greater voice to the real needs of peoples and could also facilitate, coordinate or conduct world referenda or opinion polling that would better reflect vox populi.
When it comes to determining the priorities of governmental expenditures, there must be much more transparency and the voice of those who want to see austerity with regard to military expenditures must be listened to.  Each individual who is denied social services, ostensibly because there is no money to finance such services, has a right to demand them, because social services constitute an aquis, a  hallmark of the social market economy .  Governments that engage in military expenses, frequently consuming a high percentage of the national budget, and neglect their commitments under the International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural rights, have violated the rights of their constituents under this Covenant, and arguably article 5 of the Covenant, which is intended to prohibit retrogression.

Article 3, paragraph 2, of the Draft Declaration is particularly relevant in stipulating that all peoples and individuals have a right to live in a world free of weapons of mass destruction. Moreover, the use of weapons that damage the environment, in particular radioactive weapons, is contrary to international humanitarian law, the right to a healthy environment and the right to peace. Such weapons are prohibited and must be urgently eliminated, and States that have utilized them have the obligation to restore the environment by repairing the damage caused.  This obviously also entails the necessary clean-up of those areas polluted by the use of depleted uranium weapons and cluster bombs, and the imperative need for accountability.
Article 3, paragraph 4, draws the logical conclusion from the above in affirming that all peoples and individuals have the right to have the resources freed by disarmament allocated to the economic, social and cultural development of peoples and to the fair redistribution of natural wealth, responding especially to the needs of the poorest countries and of groups in situations of vulnerability.

As everyone knows, one of the main obstacles to achieving the right to peace is psychological.  Still many countries maintain a culture of war, where military honour is at the top of the scale of values.  It is important to break away from this millennia-old indoctrination.  
Many still pretend that there is some legitimacy to Horace’s maxim dulce et decorum est pro patria mori (Odes III.2.13) – it is sweet and proper to die for one’s country.  There is urgent need to abandon this way of thinking.  Indeed it should be dulce et decorum est, pro patria vivere.  The British poet Wilfred Owen expressed it well in his Poem Dulce et Decorum, where in the last stanza he called it an old lie
If you could hear, at every jolt, the blood
Come gargling from the froth-corrupted lungs,

Obscene as cancer, bitter as the cud

Of vile, incurable sores on innocent tongues,

--- My friend, you would not tell with such high zest 

To children ardent for some desperate glory,

 The old Lie: Dulce et decorum est
 Pro patria mori.
It is in this sense that Article 4 of the Draft Declaration stipulates the right to education for peace.  Indeed we must unlearn war, unlearn the predator in us, unlearn privilege and discrimination.  And this right to education is very much an individual right, a right not to be indoctrinated into war, not to be manipulated as the hero in Erich Maria Remarque’s All Quiet in the Western Front had been  by his teachers in secondary school.  Only too late did young Paul Bäumer recognize how he had been lied to, and so he died because of the old lie.  The nineteen-year-old boy had finally understood
“How senseless is everything that can ever be written, done, or thought, when such things are possible. It must be all lies and of no account when the culture of a thousand years could not prevent this stream of blood being poured out, these torture-chambers in their hundreds of thousands. A hospital alone shows what war is.”

This sense of disgust at war is also expressed by Albert Camus in The Plague: “When a war breaks out, people say: ‘It's too stupid, it can't last long.’ But though a war may be ‘too stupid’, that doesn't prevent its lasting.”
It is the responsibility of educators to help young persons understand and claim their rights, to move away from ingrained prejudices in favour of war, with the widespread confusion of honour and glory with military virtues.  There is enough good literature that reveals the horrors of war.  It is this literature that must be taught.  Aristophanes’ Lysistrata is a powerful anti-war satire, as valid today as during the Peloponnesian war 400 years before Christ.  It is as valid as Tacitus Agricola, where he condemns the euphemisms of war and says it as it was and still is:
the victors “plunder, they slaughter, and they steal: this they falsely name Empire, and where they make a wasteland, they call it peace”  ubi solitudinem faciunt, pacem appellant.
Yet another concrete and pragmatic individual right stipulated in the Draft Declaration is to be found in article 4, paragraph 4,

“Everyone has the right to denounce any event that threatens or violates the right to peace, and to participate freely in peaceful political, social and cultural activities or initiatives for the defence and promotion of the right to peace, without interference by Governments or the private sector.”

This means that anti-war activists must not be harassed or persecuted by government or non-State actors, must not be subjected to surveillance, breach of privacy, wire-tapping, mobbing and humiliation, must not be defamed or ostracised, must not be restricted in their freedom of movement.  We know that anti-war activists have been subjected to house searches, arbitrary arrests and even disappearances, in violation of articles 9, 12, 17, 19, 21 and 25 ICCPR .  This is a matter of considerable gravity, especially because there is legislation in some countries that imposes penalties for pacifist activities, when these are considered unpatriotic or even treasonable.  Anti-war activists are entitled to protection by State authorities pursuant to article 9, paragraph 1, of the ICCPR.
Indeed, what is illegal is not waging peace, but engaging in aggressive war, which constitutes the crime against peace as defined in Point 6a of the Nuremberg indictment and in the compromise text of the meeting of States parties to the International Criminal Court at Kampala in 2010, which gave content to article 5 of the Rome Statute of the ICC.  What is illegal is not manifesting for peace, but engaging in propaganda for war, which is specifically prohibited in article 20 of the ICCPR.
Part of the problem remains the old history of ethnic- and religious rivalry in many countries.  Such rivalry is continuously fed by cheap chauvinism, jingoism, yellow journalism, and even by negative stereotyping in school textbooks.  This is why Article 4, paragraph 5, of the Draft Declaration imposes an obligation on States
 “to remove hate messages, distortions, prejudice and negative bias from textbooks and other educational media, to prohibit the glorification of violence and its justification and to ensure the basic knowledge and understanding of the world’s main cultures, civilizations and religions and to prevent xenophobia.”
This is very much the vocation of UNESCO and of the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights through its manifold training courses.
In Germany the Georg-Eckert Institut in Braunschweig has done constant and solid work in organizing expert meetings between German and Polish, German and American historians, etc. aimed at mutually eliminating stereotypes from textbooks.  I myself participated in the German-American schoolbook discussions back in 1979 and 1980.  The goal is thus to establish a culture of peace based on historical truth of mutual respect.    
Much progress has indeed been made, but prejudices die hard.  In this sense we know that education can be employed for good and bad purposes.  In the Rodgers and Hammerstein musical “South Pacific”, Liutenant Cable sings a bitter song about it 

“You’ve got to be taught
to hate and fear  
You’ve got to be taught
from year to year,

It’s got to be drummed in your dear little ear
You’ve got to be carefully taught.

You’ve got to be taught to be afraid

Of  peoples whose eyes are oddly made,

And people whose skin is a different shade,
You’ve got to be carefully taught.

You’ve got to be taught before it’s too late
before you are six or seven or eight,

To hate all the people your relatives hate,

You’ve got to be carefully taught.” 
Let us now visit article 5 of the Draft Declaration – the right to conscientious objection to military service.  This is an eminently individual human right, and a right that has been recognized in the case-law of the Human Rights Committee under the Optional Protocol.  In cases Nos. 1321-1322/2004 (Myung-Jin Choi and Yeo-Blum Yoon v. The Republic of Korea) the Committee noted that “to compel a person to use lethal force, although such use would seriously conflict with the requirements of his conscience or religious beliefs, falls within the ambit of article 18 … the authors’ conviction and sentence, accordingly amounts to a restriction of their ability to manifest their religion or belief. Such restriction must be justified by the permissible limits described in paragraph 3 of article 18… however, such restriction must not impair the very essence of the right in question. ”

Not only is there an individual right to conscientious objection, based on the right to freedom of belief and conviction stipulated in article 18 ICCPR, individuals have also the right to be protected in the effective exercise of this right.  Moreover, members of any military or other security institutions have the right to disobey orders that are manifestly contrary to international law and international human rights law. The duty to obey military superior orders does not exempt from the observance of these obligations, and disobedience of illegal orders shall in no case constitute a military offence.

Article 7 of the Draft Declaration lays down yet another individual right – the right to resistance.  Pursuant to this article the individual has “the right to resist and oppose oppressive colonial, foreign occupation or dictatorial domination (domestic oppression).  Moreover, everyone has the right to oppose aggression, genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity, violations of other universally recognized human rights, and any propaganda in favour of war or incitement to violence and violations of the right to peace, as defined in the present declaration.  This is both an individual and a collective right.”

In this context it is important to recall the language of preambular paragraph 3 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: “Whereas it is essential, if man is not to be compelled to have recourse, as a last resort, to rebellion against tyranny and oppression, that human rights should be protected by the rule of law.”

This provision has many implications and may have concrete manifestations that States would surely reject.  One such expression of resistance would be the refusal to pay taxes to finance an aggressive war.  This right has not been recognized by any human rights body such as the Human Rights Committee, but it deserves being discussed, because if citizens in a democratic society decide to organize and massively refuse to pay taxes for military budgets and aggressive war, there would surely be consequences.
Article 10 focuses on the right to a safe and healthy environment, which, as indicated above, is part and parcel of the right to life and may be considered a condition to the enjoyment of first generation individual rights.  This right encompasses the right to free and meaningful participation in the development and implementation of environmentally friendly policies.
Article 11 reaffirms the individual right to redress, as reflected in article 2 of the ICCPR.  Accordingly, every victim of a human rights violation has the right to an appropriate remedy; to obtain the investigation of facts, as well as identification and punishment of those responsible; to obtain effective and full redress, including the right to rehabilitation and compensation; to measures of symbolic redress or reparation; and to guarantees that the violation will not be repeated.  In its jurisprudence under the Optional Protocol, the Human Rights Committee has formulated a whole spectrum of concrete remedies to individual victims
. Moreover, the Human Rights Council appointed in 2012 a new Special Rapporteur on the Right to Truth, Justice and Reparation, Pablo de Greif from Colombia, who has presented preliminary reports to the Council (A/HRC/21/46) and the General Assembly (A/67/368)
 in this respect.
Article 12 of the Draft Declaration postulates the right to refugee status as falling within the scope of the right to peace.  I confess that since the time of the adoption of the Luarca Declaration in 2006, I have been sceptical about this point.  Whereas I do see the individual right to seek refuge abroad in situations of armed conflict, and the right of conscientious objectors to seek asylum from persecution, and I do recognize the non-refoulement obligation of States, i.e. the prohibition to return conscientious objectors to their countries of origin, I suggest that the current text of article 12 is overbroad.   While the protection from refoulement of conscientious objectors to war and military service is undoubtedly germane to the human right to peace as an individual right, I remain to be persuaded that one can claim, as part of the human right to peace, that “all individuals have the right to seek and to enjoy refugee status if there is a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the country of one’s nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, is unwilling to avail oneself of the protection of that country; or who, not having a nationality and being outside the country of his former habitual residence as a result of such events, is unable or, owing to such fear, unwilling to return to it.”  This provision would expand the scope of article 14 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and of the 1951 Geneva Refugee Convention beyond what States may be willing to accept.  It does not seem to me that this provision is essential to the Declaration on the right to peace.
I am more persuaded by the text of article 12, paragraph 2, which stipulates that  refugee status should include “the right to voluntary return to one’s country or place of origin or residence in dignity and with all due guarantees, once the causes of persecution have been removed and, in case of armed conflict, it has ended.”  This is related to the right to one’s homeland
, which was vindicated in numerous Security Council Resolutions during the ethnic cleansing phase of the Yugoslav conflict and made justiciable through the provisions of the Dayton Accords and implemented by the Human Rights Chamber for Bosnia and Herzegovina
, which helped thousands of people in their return in safety and dignity to their places of origin.
Justiciability of the constitutive elements of the right of peace
When one talks about individual rights, one expects that these rights be justiciable before domestic and international instances.  It is important to note that many of the constitutive elements of the right to peace are already justiciable.  Violations of the right to life also constitute a violation of article 6 of the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights.  Pursuant to the Optional Protocol to the ICCPR, the UN Human Rights Committee possesses the competence to examine complaints concerning violations of article 6 submitted by individuals.  Threats to the right to peace may be dealt with under article 9 ICCPR, which stipulates the State’s obligation to ensure security of the person.  Freedom to engage in anti-war activities, to manifest for peace and to create pacifist organizations is protected under articles 19, 21 and 22 ICCPR.  Conscientious objection to military service is a right protected under article 18 ICCPR.  Moreover, conscientious objectors and other persons have the right to leave any country including their own pursuant to article 12 ICCPR. Persons who have fled armed conflict and persecution, or who have left their countries of origin because of conscientious objection have a right seek asylum; as refugees, they have a right not to be subjected to refoulement, and this to right is protected under article 7 ICCPR and article 3 of the Convention Against Torture.  These categories of persons also have the right to return in safety and dignity to their countries of origin pursuant to article 12 ICCPR.  Propaganda for war is prohibited under article 20 ICCPR, and such violation by Governments or the private sector can be justiciable if States adopt the appropriate legislation, as they should by virtue of having ratified the ICCPR.  Moreover, in case of violation of these constitutive elements of the right to peace, victims have a right to a remedy under article 2 ICCPR.  
Concluding remarks

The Human Rights Council by virtue of Resolutions 18/6 and 21/9 has affirmed its commitment to achieve an international order that is more democratic and more equitable.  Both resolutions refer to the human right to peace as a condition to such an international order.  And yet States are still caught in the logic of force, the logic of economic and military power, as we are all in a greater or lesser degree caught in a culture of violence.
States, even democratic States, have not listened to a majority of their constituents who do believe in the UN Charter, who want negotiated settlements and who genuinely oppose war.  We cannot forget that in March 2003 a number of ostensibly democratic States formed a so-called “coalition of the willing” and dragged their peoples into an illegal war in Iraq, as Kofi Annan described it in more than one occasion
.  Each individual victim of that illegal war, whether Iraqi civilians and soldiers or NATO personnel had their right to life under article 6 ICCPR violated, and that violation entailed also the breach of the individual right to peace.  
This is one more reason why civil society has taken matters into its hands and launched a peoples’ movement for peace.  It is the great merit of the Spanish Society for International Human Rights Law to have adopted the Luarca Declaration on the Human Right to Peace in 2006 and to have conducted a four-year world-wide consultation leading to the adoption of the Declarations of Bilbao, Barcelona and Santiago de Compostela in 2010.  Without this preparatory work, the Human Rights Council would not be seized of the matter, and we would not be here today discussing the Advisory Committee’s Draft Declaration. 

In conclusion let us recognize that although the Western conception of human rights is oriented toward individual rights, everyone knows that individuals make a collectivity and that the collectivity in turn has the right and the responsibility to promote and protect the rights of its individual members.  When the collective right to peace has been achieved, each individual can best exercise his or her rights, not against others, but in harmony with the society in which he/she lives. Yet, as stated above, the discussion over collective and individual rights is sterile.  What is important is to devise the mechanisms to make all rights justiciable.
Furthermore we have come to recognize that the holistic concept of peace goes well beyond the strict absence of armed conflict.  Positive peace is linked to the eradication of structural violence resulting from the economic and social inequalities in the world, a situation that must be remedied if we are to realize an equitable international order.  Let us accept that peace is not a band-aid, it is not just a cease fire, it is not just stopping war – it is creating sustainable structures that will ensure peace as proposed by Immanuel Kant in his essay Perpetual Peace – zur ewigen Frieden:
“Da es nun mit der unter den Völkern der Erde einmal durchgängig überhand genommenen Gemeinschaft so weit gekommen ist, dass die Rechtsverletzung an einem Platz der Erde an allen gefühlt wird:  so ist die idee eines Weltbürgerrechts keine phantastische und überspannte Vorstellungsart des Rechts, sondern eine notwendige Ergänzung des ungeschriebenen Kodex sowohl des Staats- and Völkerrechts zum öffentlichen Menschenrechte überhaupt, und so zun ewigen Frieden...“
This Kantian concept of the Weltbürgerrecht to peace or the right of all human beings as citizens of the world to a peaceful order is of great relevance to the work of the inter-governmental working group of the Human Rights Council.  Kant’s principle of an international solidarity borrows from Montesquieu’s Esprit des Lois and the non positivistic idea that the violation of the right of one person in one particular place constitutes a threat to all of us.

While some may demur that the human right to peace is only a duplication of what already exists in the core human rights treaties, I would comment that there can never be enough emphasis on human rights, and that a little duplication is salutary as a form of education through repetition.  It keeps us on track and sustains us until we finally agree with the drafters of the Peace of Westphalia of 1648 that Pax Optima Rerum.  Peace is the highest good.
I thank you for your attention.
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