BT R LA BARE ]

T B B & HitH
RBA+RENLE $1-36H
Public Administration No.27
Sep. 1996 pp.1-~36

BhE 2 R R TG 7

A E

wm R

8 A S 2 00 00 O B B B RO S S MU A
Hifiro % 0 BB ERLK T @ At — B R B o AL
BETFS — AL MBI HER) > TR BUERTE AR 6 0 153 R T A
(B WA RINE - TR R OB ) e R B A 0 B HEA BT AR 32
T E 4 A - BN AETT AR > B E AR RS T BB Y E WRIEATA
AF M2 % o SR ERS A SEIR T AT O R B o BAS KR - B
B AR I B T REAR B (5L 52 240 D 0 P R o 2 3 P
HE o RXSES IR R R © 9 BIRAT 78 o 8 S
RS AT AR AT R AR IS 0 - S A £ 0 R
—EARFIEN R E o AR R NHE TR TR SRR
I IE 6 4 T SRR o B 4K SO 4 I € BR 6 AR E L2
— BRI A BB 0 EA SRR IS AT o
HEE L KRB R T A A IR AR M R 0 0 A
REME R SR TE o B » ACSCY BRI H— LU IRAE RS BN
M PR 6 48 0 — BT B S B B R (A B
@RI MBI o (LR A BN L T O R LB B o

o W

©) PR

() M7 HE S B T 3 £

m 757 IR

@ #3E

BASREA : i o A IRARNE - Mk BAER -

EEMBMRHWEAELEE AT -
RERBAATBOR B




6 ATHEHR
Must Property be Inherited?

Abstract

Kuo-hsien Hsu

The role of private property as the concrete externaliza~
tion of individuality comes together with the historical
triumph of individualism. And the particularity of private
property is that, when its present owner dies, it will not
simply melt into air, but has to be transferred to avoid the
troublesome state of res nullius. The purpose of this article is
to examine how solid the justification of inheritance is, and to
propose an alternative to our existing practice of inheritance.
After analyzing both the right of bequest and of inheritance,
the author points out that, in practice, the latter takes prece-
dence over the former, whose theoretical function is to pave
the way for the legitimacy of the latter. This leads the author
to uncover the irrationality of children’s unlimited right to
inherit their parent’s property, and also to argue for the
limited right of inheritance, which the author thinks will
encourage a more humane form of social interaction without

losing the incentive to endeavor.
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