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INTRODUCTORY.

The question of treason is distinct from that afvery; and is the same that it would h
been, if free States, instead of slave Statessaeelded.

On the part of the North, the war was carried oot to liberate slaves, but by
government that had always perverted and violdtedQonstitution, to keep the slave:
bondage; and was still willing to do so, if thevaholders could be thereby induced to
in the Union.

The principle, on which the war was waged by thetftNovas simply this: That men m
rightfully be compelled to submit to, and suppargjovernment that they do not want;
that resistance, on their part, makes them tragéondscriminals.

No principle, that is possible to be named, camoee selfevidently false than this;
more selfevidently fatal to all political freedom. Yet iiamphed in the field, and is nc
assumed to be established. If it really be estaddis the number of slaves, insteac
having been diminished by the war, has been gréathgased; for a man, thus subje:
to a government that he does not want, is a skawve.there is no difference, in principle --
- but only in degree --between political and chattel slavery. The fornmerless than tt
latter, denies a man's ownership of himself andptioelucts of his labor; and [*iv] asse
that other men may own him, and dispose of him l@sdoroperty, for their uses, anc
their pleasure.

Previous to the war, there were some grounds fongdhat ---in theory, at least, if not
practice ---our government was a free one; that it restedamsent. But nothing of th
kind can be said now, if the principle on which thar was carried on by the North
irrevocably established.

If that principle benot the principle of the Constitution, the fact shobkl known. If itbe
the principle of the Constitution, the Constitutitself should be at once overthrown.

[*3]

NO TREASON

No. 1.

Notwithstanding all the proclamations we have mamenankind, within the last nine
years, that our government rests on consent, atdrht was the rightful basis on wh
any government could rest, the late war has pbtidemonstrated that our governm
rests upon force --- as much so as any governrhahever existed.



The North has thus virtually said to the worldwias all very well to prate of consent,
long as the objects to be accomplished were todtbeourselves from our connexion v
England, and also to coax a scattered and jealeoplg into a great national union;
now that those purposes have been accomplishedhamabwer of the North has becc
consolidated, it is sufficient for us --- as fof gdvernments --- simply to sa@ur power is
our right.

In proportion to her wealth and population, the tRdras probably expended more mc
and blood to maintain her power over an unwilligpple, than any other government ¢
did. And in her estimation, it is apparently theetlglory of her success, and an adeq
compensation for all her own losses, and an anysigfication for all her devastation &
carnage of the South, that all pretence of any ssigefor consent to the perpetuity
power of government, is (as she thinks) forevemueged from the minds of the people
short, the North [*6] exults beyond measure in pheof she has given, that a governm
professedly resting on consent, will expend mdeednd treasure in crushing dissent,
any government, openly founded on force, has eveed

And she claims that she has done all this in bedfdiberty! In behalf of free governmel
In behalf of the principle that government showdtron consent!

If the successors of Roger Williams, within a hwtiyears after their State had b
founded upon the principle of free religious totema, and when the Baptists had beci
strong on the credit of that principle, had takerbtirning heretics with a fury never s
before among men; and had they finally gloried avihg thus suppressed all questiol
the truth of the State religion; and had they farttlaimed to have done all this in beha
freedom of conscience, the inconsistency betweefegsion and conduct would scarc
have been greater than that of the North, in cagryin such a war as she has don
compel men to live under and support a governnigt they did not want; and in th
claiming that she did it in behalf of the of thangiple that government should rest
consent.

This astonishing absurdity and setintradiction are to be accounted for only by ssppn
either that the lusts of fame, and power, and mphaye made her utterly blind to,
utterly reckless of, he inconsistency and enormitiier conduct; or that she has never «
understood what was implied in a government's mgstn consent. Perhaps this
explanation is the true one. In charity to humature it is to be hoped that it is.

Il
What, then, is implied in a government's restingonsent?

If it be said that the consent of teongest party, in a nation, is all that is necessan
justify the establishment of a government thatldiale authority over the weaker part
[*7] may be answered that the most despotic govemnimin the world rest upon that v
principle, viz: the consent of the strongest paftyese governments are formed simpl
the consent or agreement of the strongest pamy,tfiey will act in concert in subjecti
the weaker party to their dominion. And the despofiand tyranny, and injustice of th
governments consist in that very fact. Or at l¢hat is the first step in their tyranny
necessary preliminary to all the oppressions tratafollow.



If it be said that the consent of thest numerous party, in a nation, is sufficient to justi
the establishment of their power over the less manseparty, it may be answered:

First. That two men have no more natural rightxXereise any kind of authority over o
than one has to exercise the same authority over Ahman's natural rights are his o
against the whole world; and any infringement oénthis equally a crime, whett
committed by one man, or by millions; whether comteci by one man, calling himsel
robber, (or by any other name indicating his trdmaracter,) or by millions, callir
themselves a government.

Second. It would be absurd for the most numerousy p@ talk of establishing
government over the less numerous party, unlestotheer were also the strongest, as"
as the most numerous; for it is not to be suppdbat the strongest party would e
submit to the rule of the weaker party, merely igseathe latter were the most numer
And as a matter of fact, it is perhaps never tlmtegnments are established by the r
numerous party. They are usually, if not alwaysaldshed by the less numerous pe
their superior strength consisting of their supewealth, intelligence, and ability to act
concert.

Third. Our Constitution does not profess to havenbestablished simply by the major
but by "the people;” the minority, as much as ttegamty. [*8]

Fourth. If our fathers, in 1776, had acknowleddegldgrinciple that a majority had the ri
to rule the minority, we should never have becomeaton; for they were in a sm
minority, as compared with those who claimed tigatrio rule over them.

Fifth. Majorities,as such, afford no guarantees for justice. They are meth®fsame natu
as minorities. They have the same passions for,fameer, and money, as minorities; .
are liable and likely to be equally --- perhaps entiran equally, because more boldly ---
rapacious, tyrannical and unprincipled, if intrasigith power. There is no more reas
then, why a man should either sustain, or submithe rule of the majority, than of
minority. Majorities and minorities cannot rightfube taken at all into account in decid
guestions of justice. And all talk about them, iattars of government, is mere absurc
Men are dunces for uniting to sustain any goverrim@nany lawsgexcept those in which
they are all agreed. And nothing but force and fraud compel men taansany other. T
say that majorities, as such, have a right to mieorities, is equivalent to saying tl
minorities have, and ought to have, no rights, pkseich as majorities please to al
them.

Sixth. It is not improbable that many or most oé tworst of governments -althougt
established by force, and by a few, in the firsicpl ---come, in time, to be supported k
majority. But if they do, this majority is composed large part, of the most ignore
superstitious, timid, dependent, servile, and qurportions of the people; of those v
have been oveawed by the power, intelligence, wealth, and amogaof those who ha
been deceived by the frauds; and of those who haga corrupted by the inducements
the few who really constitute the government. Sonajorities, very likely, could be foul
in half, perhaps ningenths, of all the countries on the globe. Whathdry prove? Nothin
but the tyranny and corruption of the very governtaghat have reduced so large port
of [*9] the people to their present ignorance, 8iyy degradation, and corruption;

ignorance, servility, degradation, and corruptibattare best illustrated in the simple
that theydo sustain governments that have so oppressed, @éeljradd corrupted the
They do nothing towards proving that the governmeéhémselves are legitimate; or |
they ought to be sustained, or even endured, tsetlo understand their true charas



The mere fact, therefore, that a government chatacbs sustained by a majority, of its
proves nothing that is necessary to be provedrderao know whether such governm
should be sustained, or not.

Seventh. The principle that the majority have atrigp rule the minority, practical
resolves all government into a mere contest betvweenbodies of men, as to which
them shall be masters, and which of them slavesntest, that --- however bloody €an
in the nature of things, never be finally closem|ag as man refuses to be a slave.

But to say that the consent of either the strongasty, or the most numerous patriy,a
nation, is sufficient justification for the establishmemtmaintenance of a government-
shall control the whole nation, does not obviate difficulty. The question still remair
how comes such a thing as "a nation" to exist? ldownillions of men, scattered over
extensive territory --each gifted by nature with individual freedom;uiqd by the law ¢
nature to call no man, or body of men, his mastauthorized by that law to seek his ¢
happiness in his own way, to do what he will witm&elf and his property, so long as
does not trespass upon the equal liberty of otlaersiorized also, by that law, to defend
own rights, and redress his own wrongs; and toogthé assistance and defence of
[*10] of his fellow men who may be suffering anyn&li of injustice ---how do millions o
such mercome to be a nation, in the first place? How is it that each of theames to b
stripped of his natural, Gogiven rights, and to be incorporated, compresseahpactec
and consolidated into a mass with other men, whemeéver saw; with whom he has
contract; and towards many of whom he has no sentsnbut fear, hatred, or conterr
How does he become subjected to the control of likerhimself, who, by nature, had
authority over him; but who command him to do tlasd forbid him to do that, as if th
were his sovereigns, and he their subject; and #®ir wills and their interests were -
only standards of his duties and his rights; and wbmpel him to submission under p
of confiscation, imprisonment, and death?

Clearly all this is the work of force, or fraud, lmoth.

By what right, then, didve become "a nation?" By what right do we continuebéo"e
nation?" And by what right do either the strongest,the most numerous, party, n
existing within the territorial limits, called "Th€nited States,” claim that there reall\
such "a nation" as the United States? Certainly thee bound to show the right
existence of "a nation," before they can claomthat ground, that they themselves hav
right to control it; to seize, for their purposes,much of every man's property within it
they may choose; and, at their discretion, to cdrapg man to risk his own life, or take
lives of other men, for the maintenance of theiven

To speak of either their numbers, or their strengtimot to the purpose. The question i
whatright does the nation exist? And by whaght are so many atrocities committed by
authority? or for its preservation?

The answer to this question must certainly be, #ihd¢astsuch a nation exists by no rigt
whatever.

We are, therefore, driven to the acknowledgmerttriaions and governments, if they



rightfully exist at all, can exist only by conse[itL1]

V.
The question, then, returns, what is implied irogegnment's resting on consent?

Manifestly this one thing (to say nothing of th&es) is necessarily implied in the ide:
a government's resting on consent, e separate, individual consent of every man who
is required to contribute, either by taxation or personal service, to the support of the
government. All this, or nothing, is necessarily implied, basa one man's consent is
as necessary as any other man's. If, for exampldaifs that his consent is necessal
the establishment or maintenance of governmerthdreby necessarily admits that B's
every other man's are equally necessary; becassanB'every other man's right are jus
good as his own. On the other hand, if he denias B's or any other particular me
consent is necessary, he thereby necessarily admatsneither his own, nor any ot
man's is necessary; and that government needftaubded on consent at all.

There is, therefore, no alternative but to sayegithat the separate, individual conset
every man, who is required to aid, in any way,uporting the government, is necess
or that the consent of no one is necessary.

Clearly this individual consent is indispensabléhte idea of treason; for if a man has ni
consented or agreed to support a government, laksre faith in refusing to support
And if he makes war upon it, he does so as an epemy, and not as a traitor that is,
betrayer, or treacherous friend.

All this, or nothing, was necessarily implied inetlbeclaration made in 1776. If 1
necessity for consent, then announced, was a soumciple in favor of three millions
men, it was an equally sound one in favor of thmem, or of one man. If the principle v
a sound one in behalf of men living on a separafgigent, it was an equally sound on:
behalf of a man living on a separate farm, or separate house. [*12]

Moreover, it was only as separate individuals, esating for himself, and not as memt
of organized governments, that the three millioeslared their consent to be necessa
their support of a government; and, at the same, tdaclared their dissent to the suppo
the British Crown. The governments, then existinghie Colonies, had no constitutio
power, as governments, to declare the separation between England andridaeOn th
contrary, those governmentas governments, were organized under charters from,
acknowledged allegiance to, the British Crown. Ofirse the British king never madt
one of the chartered or constitutional powers alséhgovernmentsss governments, to
absolve the people from their allegiance to hims8lh far, therefore, as the Colot
Legislatures acted as revolutionists, they actdg as so many individual revolutionis
and not as constitutional legislatures. And thepresentatives at Philadelphia, who
declared Independence, were, in the eye of thetibatienal law of that day, simply
committee of Revolutionists, and in no sense -curginal authorities, or tt
representatives of constitutional authorities.

It was also, in the eye of the law, only as sepairadividuals, each acting for himself, ¢
exercising simply his natural rights as an indigtuhat the people at largesented to,
and ratified the Declaration.



It was also only as so many individuals, each gctim himself, and exercising simply |
natural rights, that they revolutionized thmnstitutional character of their loca
governments, (so as to exclude the idea of allegian Great Britain); changing th
forms only as and when their convenience dictated.

The whole Revolution, therefore, as a Revolutioaswleclared and accomplished by
people, acting separately as individuals, and ésiagceach his natural rights, and nof
their governments in the exercise of their constihal powers.

It was, therefore, as individuals, and only asvidiials, each acting for himself alone,
they declared that their consent that is, theiividdal consent for each one could con:
only [*13] for himself --- was necessary to the creation or perpetuity gfgavernmer
that they could rightfully be called on to support.

In the same way each declared, for himself, trabhin will, pleasure, and discretion w
the only authorities he had any occasion to consuldetermining whether he would ¢
longer support the government under which be hadya lived. And if this action of ea
individual were valid and rightful when he had sany other individuals to keep h
company, it would have been, in the view of natywatice and right, equally valid a
rightful, if he had taken the same step alone. &ttthe same natural right to take up
alone to defend his own property against a sirepegaitherer, that he had to take up &
in company with three millions of others, to defahd property of all against an army
tax-gatherers.

Thus the whole Revolution turned upon, asserted, @ntheory, established, the right
each and every man, at his discretion, to releasesdif from the support of ti
government under which he had lived. And this pplec was asserted, not as a ri
peculiar to themselves, or to that time, or as iapple only to the government tr
existing; but as a universal right of all men, latimmes, and under all circumstances.

George the Third called our ancestors traitorsamoat they did at that time. But they w
not traitorsin fact, whatever he or his laws may have called themy Tere not traitors i
fact, because they betrayed nobody, and broke ¥atth nobody. They were his equz
owing him no allegiance, obedience, nor any othdly,dexcept such as they owec
mankind at large. Their political relations withrhihad been purely voluntary. They |
never pledged their faith to him that they woulahtooue these relations any longer the
should please them to do so; and therefore thelyebno faith in parting with him. The
simply exercised their natural right of saying imhand to the English people, that t|
were under no obligation to continue their politicannexion with them, and that, -
reasons of their own, they chose to dissolve i4]*

What was true of our ancestors, is true of revohisits in general. The monarchs
governments, from whom they choose to separatmpttto stigmatize them as traitc
But they are not traitors in fact; much they betray, and break faith with, no one.ikig
pledged no faith, they break none. They are simpdy, who, for reasons of their own
whether good or bad, wise or unwise, is immateriathoose to exercise their natural ri
of dissolving their connexion with the governmeutsler which they have lived. In doi
this, they no more commit the crime of treasonwhich necessarily implies treache
deceit, breach of faith -than a man commits treason when he chooses te keaturct
or any other voluntary association, with which las been connected.

This principle was a true one in 1776. It is a tome now. It is the only one on which :
rightful government can rest. It is the one on wtige Constitution itself professes to r



If it does not really rest on that basis, it hagigbt to exist; and it is the duty of every n
to raise his hand against it.

If the men of the Revolution designed to incorpenatthe Constitution the absurd idea
allegiance and treason, which they had once refadjiagainst which they had fought,
by which the world had been enslaved, they therebtablished for themselves
indisputable claim to the disgust and detestatiaallonankind.

In subsequent numbers, the author hopes to shawuhder the principle of individu
consent, the little government that mankind negedat only practicable, but natural ¢
easy; and that the Constitution of the United Staiethorizes no government, except
depending wholly on voluntary support.

NO TREASON.

No. II.
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NO TREASON.
NO. Il

The Constitution says:

"We, the people of the United States, in orderdonf a more perfect union, estab
justice, insure domestic tranquility, provide foetcommon defence, promote the ger
welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty taselres and our posterity do ordain
establish this Constitution for the United StatEAmerica."

The meaning of this is simply We, the people of theited Statesacting freely and
voluntarily as individuals, consent and agree that we will cooperate with each other
sustaining such a government as is provided ftignConstitution.

The necessity for the consent of "the people” iplimal in this declarationThe whole
authority of the Constitution rests upon it. If they did not consent, it was of no validity. Of
course it had no validity, except as between those who actually consented. No one's conse
could be presumed against him, without his actoakent being given, any more thai
the case of any other contract to pay money, ataeservice. And to make it binding ug



any one, his signature, or other positive evidemiceonsent, was as necessary as ir
case of any otherentract. If the instrument meant to say that ahytlte people of th
United States" would be bound by it, who [*4] didtrconsent, it was a usurpation ar
lie. The most that can be inferred from the forie,'the people,” is, that the instrume
offered membership tall "the people of the United States;" leaving ittfeem to accept «
refuse it, at their pleasure.

The agreement is a simple one, like any other aggee It is the same as one that sh
say: We, the people of the town of A-;-agree to sustain a church, a school, a hospi
a theatre, for ourselves and our children.

Such an agreement clearly could have no validitgept as between those who actu
consented to it. If a portion only of "the peopfelee town of A----;" should assent to tt
contract, and should then proceed:dapel contributions of money or service from th
who had not consented, they would be mere roblagid;would deserve to be treatec
such.

Neither the conduct nor the rights of these sigmexrgld be improved at all by their say
to the dissenters: We offer you equal rights witinselves, in the benefits of the chui
school, hospital, or theatre, which we proposestal#ish, and equal voice in the contrc
it. It would be a sufficient answer for the othéwssay: We want no share in the bene
and no voice in the control, of your institutiomdawill do nothing to support it.

The number who actually consented to the Congiitutif the United States, at the fi
was very small. Considered as the act of the wpetple, the adoption of the Constitui
was the merest farce and imposture, binding upbody

The women, children, and blacks, of course, wereastied to give their consent.
addition to this, there were, in nearly or quitethe States, property qualifications t
excluded probable one half, two thirds, or perheysn three fourths, of the white m
adults from the right of suffrage. And of those wihliere allowed that right, we know t
how many exercised it.

Furthermore, those who originally agreed to the ghiaution, could thereby bind nobo
that should come after them. They could contrachfbody but themselves. They hac
more [*5] natural right or power to make politicabntracts, binding upon succeec
generations, than they had to make marriage onbéssicontracts binding upon them.

Still further. Even those who actually voted foe tadoption of the Constitution, did |
pledge their faithfor any specific time; since no specific time was named, in
Constitution, during which the association shoubshtowue. It was, therefore, merely
association during pleasure; even as between thmalrparties to it. Still less, if possib
has it been any thing more than a merely volunggociation, during pleasure, betw
the succeeding generations, who have never gooeghy as their fathers did, with
much even as any outward formality of adoptingitpf pledging their faith to support
Such portions of them as pleased, and as the Statesitted to vote, have only dc
enough, by voting and paying taxes, (and unlawfatig tyrannically extorting taxes frc
others,) to keep the government in operation fertitme being. And this, in the view of 1
Constitution, they have done voluntarily, and beeaii was for their interest, or pleasi
and not because they were under any pledge oratioiigto do it. Any one man, or a
number of men, have had a perfect right, at ang,tim refuse his or their further supp
and nobody could rightfully object to his or theithdrawal.



There is no escape from these conclusions, if welsa the adoption of the Constitut
was the act of the people, as individuals, andohtite States, as States. On the other |
if we say that the adoption was the act of theeStaas States, it necessarily follows
they had the right to secede at pleasure, inasmsithey engaged for no specific time.

The consent, therefore, that has been given, whéethendividuals, or by the States, |
been, at most, only a consent for the time beingan engagement for the future. In tr
in the case of individuals, their actual votingd to be taken as proof of consesven for
the time being. On the contrary, it is to be considered thathauit his consent having e
been asked, a [*6] man finds himself environed byosernment that he cannot resis
government that forces him to pay money, rendarcgrand forego the exercise of m.
of his natural rights, under peril of weighty pumsents. He sees, too, that other
practise this tyranny over him by the use of thkohaHe sees further that, if he will k
use the ballot himself, he has some chance ofviegiehimself from this tyranny of othe
by subjecting them to his own. In short, be findsdelf, without his consent, so situa
that, if he use the ballot, he may become a maitee does not use it, he must becor
slave. And he has no other alternative than these In selfdefence, he attempts 1
former. His case is analogous to that of a man hdm been forced into battle, where
must either kill others, or be killed himself. Besa, to save his own life in battle, a r
attempts to take the lives of his opponents, fitoisto be inferred that the battle is one o
own choosing. Neither in contests with the balletwvhich is a mere substitute for a bullet -
-- because, as his only chance of geservation, a man uses a ballot, is it to beried
that the contest is one into which he voluntarityeeed; that he voluntarily set up all
own natural rights, as a stake against those @rstito be lost or won by the mere po
of numbers. On the contrary, it is to be considehed, in an exigency, into which he t
been forced by others, and in which no other meaiself-defence offered, he, as a ma
of necessity, used the only one that was left . hi

Doubtless the most miserable of men, under the omstessive government in the wo
if allowed the ballot, would use it, if they cousde any chance of thereby ameliorzs
their condition. But it would not therefore be gitenate inference that the governm
itself, that crushes them, was one which they ladntarily set up, or ever consented to.

Therefore a man's voting under the Constitutiothef United States, is not to be take|
evidence that he ever freely assented to the Qotisti, even for the time being.
Consequently we have no proof that any very la#ign, even of the actual [*7] vote
of the United States, ever really and voluntartynsented to the Constitution, even for
time being. Nor can we ever have such proof, wgry man is left perfectly free
consent, or not, without thereby subjecting himselfis property to injury or trespass fr
others.

The Constitution says:

"Treason against the United States shall consist ionlevying war against them, or
adhering to their enemies, giving them aid and cotrif

This is the only definition of treason given by tGenstitution, and it is to be interpret
like all other criminal laws, in the sense mostdiable to liberty and justice. Conseque
the treason here spoken of, must be held to bednea fact, and not merely somethi



that may have been falsely called by that name.

To determine, then, what is treasonfact, we are not to look to the codes of Kings,
Czars, and Kaisers, who maintain their power bgdand fraud; who contemptuously
mankind their "subjects;" who claim to have a spkelicense from heaven to rule on ez
who teach that it is a religious duty of mankindaieey them; who bribe a servile ¢
corrupt priestaood to impress these ideas upon the ignorant aperstitious; who spu
the idea that their authority is derived from, e@pdndent at all upon, the consent of 1
people; and who attempt to defame, by the falstheipof traitors, all who assert their o
rights, and the rights of their fellow men, agaisisth usurpations.

Instead of regarding this false and calumnious nmgaof the word treason, we are to I«
at its true and legitimate meaning in our mothegtee; at its use in common life; anc
what would necessarily be its true meaning in athero contracts, or articles [*8]
association, which men might voluntarily enter intith each other.

The true and legitimate meaning of the word treasloen, necessarily implies treachs
deceit, breach of faith. Without these, there camd treason. A traitor is a betrayerone
who practices injurywhile professing friendship. Benedict Arnold was a traitor, sol
becausewhile professing friendship for the American cause, he attempted to injure it. /
open enemy, however criminal in other respectspigaitor.

Neither does a man, who has once been my frierdnbe a traitor by becoming an ene
if before doing me an injury, he gives me fair wagnthat he has become an enemy; a
he makes no unfair use of any advantage which nnfidence, in the time of o
friendship, had placed in his power.

For example, our fathers -even if we were to admit them to have been wrangthe
respects --- certainly were not traitorsfact, after the fourth of July, 1776; since on t
day they gave notice to the King of Great Britdmattthey repudiated his authority,
should wage war against him. And they made no unise of any advantages which
confidence had previously placed in their power.

It cannot be denied that, in the late war, the Beut people proved themselves to be «
and avowed enemies, and not treacherous friendanftot be denied that they gave us
warning that they would no longer be our politiaasociates, but would, if need were, f
for a separation. It cannot be alleged that thegtlaramy unfair use of advantages which
confidence, in the time of our friendship, had plhdn their power. Therefore they w
not traitors in fact: and consequently not traiteithin the meaning of the Constitution.

Furthermore, men are not traitorsfact, who take up arms against the governmwithout
having disavowed allegiance to it, provided they do it, either to resist the usuqvet of the
governmentor to resist what they sincerely believe to be such usurpations. [*9]

It is @ maxim of law that there can be no criméwitt a criminal intent. And this maxim
as applicable to treason as to any other crimeekample, our fathers were not traitor
fact, for resisting the British Crown, before tloifth of July, 1776 --that is, before the
had thrown off allegiance to him -provided they honestly believed that they werepbp
defending their rights against his usurpations.r&v¢hey were mistaken in their law, tl
mistake, if an innocent one, could not make thexitars in fact.

For the same reason, the Southern people, if theerely believed --as it has bee



extensively, if not generally, conceded, at the thNothat they did --- in the scallec
constitutional theory of "State Rights," did notcbme traitors in fact, by acting upon
and consequently not traitors within the meaninthefConstitution.

The Constitution does not say who will become adraitby "levying war against the Unit
States, or adhering to their enemies, giving thehaad comfort.”

It is, therefore, only by inference, or reasonithgit we can know who will become trait
by these acts.

Certainly if Englishmen, Frenchmen, Austrians, talidns, making no professions
support or friendship to the United States, levyr against them, or adhere to tt
enemies, giving them aid and comfort, they do heteéby make themselves traitors, wi
the meaning of the Constitution; and why? Solelyduse they would not be traitors in fi
Making no professions of support or friendshipythuld practice no treachery, deceit
breach of faith. But if they should voluntarily enkither the civil or military service of t
United States, and pledge fidelity to themjtout being naturalized,) and should tl
betray the trusts reposed in them, either by tgrtieir guns against the United State:
by giving aid [*10] and comfort to their enemie$iey would be traitorsn fact; anc
therefore traitors within the meaning of the Cdns$ibn; and could be lawfully punished
such.

There is not, in the Constitution, a syllable tiaplies that persons, born within 1
territorial limits of the United States, have allgce imposed upon them on accour
their birth in the country, or that they will bedged by any different rule, on the subjec
treason, than persons of foreign birth. And ther@o power, in Congress, to add to
alter, the language of the Constitution, on thi;i{pso as to make it more comprehen
than it now is. Therefore treason in fact that is, actual treachery, deceit, or breac
faith --- must be shown in the case of a native of the drifiates, equally as in the cas
a foreigner, before he can be said to be a traitor.

Congress have seen that the language of the Qdmstitvas insufficientof itself to make

a man a traitor --- on the ground of birth in temuntry ---who levies war against t
United States, but practices no treachery, deaelireach of faith. They have, therefore ---
although they had no constitutional power to de-s@pparently attempted to enlarge
language of the Constitution on this point. Andythave enacted:

"That if any person or persormying allegiance to the United States of America, shall levy
war against them, or shall adhere to their enengigs)g them aid and comfort, * * * su
person or persons shall be adjudged guilty of treagainst the United States, and ¢
suffer death." --Satute, April 30, 1790, Section 1.

It would be a sufficient answer to this enactmensay that it is utterly unconstitutional
its effect would be to make any man a traitor, whauld not have been one under
language of the Constitution alone.

The whole pith of the act lies in the wordpersons owing allegiance to the United Sates.”
But this language really leaves the question witenes before, for it does not attemp



[*11] show or declare whdoes "owe allegiance to the United States;" althougiséhwhc
passed the act, no doubt thought, or wished otteethink, that allegiance was to
presumed (as is done under other governments) sagainborn in this country, (unle
possibly slaves).

The Constitution itself, uses no such word as Hadlece,” "sovereignty,” "loyalty
"subject,” or any other term, such as is used hgrogjovernments, to signify the servic
fidelity, obedience, or other duty, which the peomre assumed to owe to ti
government, regardless of their own will in the t@atAs the Constitution professes to
wholly on consent, no one can owe allegiance, senobedience, or any other duty tc
or to the government created by it, except withdws consent.

The word allegiance comes from the Latin woadsandligo, signifyingto bind to. Thus ¢
man under allegiance to a government, is a bwamd to it; or bound to yield it suppc
and fidelity. And governmentdpunded otherwise than on consent, hold that all persot
born under them, are under allegiance to them;ishatre bound to render them supg
fidelity, and obedience; and are traitors if thegist them.

But it is obvious thatin truth and in fact, no one but himself can bind any one to sug
any government. And our Constitution admits thi f&hen it concedes that it derives
authority wholly from the consent of the people.d&he word treason is to be underst
in accordance with that idea.

It is conceded that a person of foreign birth coomeder allegiance to our government ¢
by special voluntary contract. If a native hasgilece imposed upon him, against his \
he is in a worse condition than the foreigner; tfog latter can do as he pleases a
assuming that obligation. The accepted interpatatif the Constitution, therefore, ma
the foreigner a free person, on this point, whilmakes the native a slave.

The only difference --if there be any --- between natives and foreigners, in respe
allegiance, is, that a native hasight --- offered to him by the Constitution +6 come
under allegiance to [*12] the government, if be @ease; and thus. entitle himsell
membership in the body politic. His allegiance aanipe refused. Whereas a foreigr
allegiance can be refused, if the government sasple

V.

The Constitution certainly supposes that the crohéreason can be committed only
man, as an individual. It would be very curioussge a man indicted, convicted,
hanged, otherwise than as an individual; or accusgetlaving committed his treas
otherwise than as an individual. And yet it is dgampossible that any one can
personally guilty of treason, can be a traitofact, unless he, as an individual, has in s
way voluntarily pledged his faith and fidelity toet government. Certainly no man, or b
of men, could pledge it for him, without his conseand no man, or body of men, hi
any right to presume it against him, when he haplealged it, himself.



It is plain, therefore, that if, when the Consiatsays treason, it means treasorireasol
in fact, and nothing else -there is no ground at all for pretending that$loeithern peop
have committed that crime. But if, on the otherdyamhen the Constitution says treaso
means what the Czar and the Kaiser mean by tredsampour government is, in princig
no better than theirs; and has no claim whatevbetoonsidered a free government.

VI.

One essential of a free government is that it wdsally on voluntary support. And o
certain proof that a government is not free, i$ theoerces more or less persons to suj
it, against their will. All governments, the worst earth, and the [*13] most tyrannical
earth, are free governments to that portion ofgheeple who voluntarily support the
And all governments though the best on earth irerottespects --are neverthele
tyrannies to that portion of the people --- whetfear or many ---who are compelled
support them against their will. A government klia church, or any other institution
these respects. There is no other criterion whatdwe which to determine whethe
government is a free one, or not, than the singke af its depending, or not depend
solely on voluntary support.

VII.

No middle ground is possible on this subject. Hitli@xation without consent is robber
or it is not. If it isnot, then any number of men, who choose, may at ang &ssociat
call themselves a government; assume absolute ritytbwer all weaker than themselv
plunder them at will; and kill them if they resi$t. on the other hand, taxation with
consent is robbery, it necessarily follows thatrgwman who has not consented tc
taxed, has the same natural right to defend higgutp against a taxgatherer, that he hi
defend it against a highwayman.

VIII.

It is perhaps unnecessary to say that the prireipi¢his argument are as applicable tc
State governments, as to the national one.

The opinions of the South, on the subjects of @lege and treason, have been eq
erroneous with those of the North. The only differe between them, has been, tha
South has had that a man was (primarily) under limtary allegiance to th&ate
government; while the North held that he was (prityaunder a similar allegiance to t
United States government; whereas, in truth, he wvaker no involuntary allegiance
either. [*14]

IX.

Obviously there can be no law of treason more @gémbh than has now been sta



consistently with political liberty. In the very tuame of things there can never be

liberty for the weaker party, on any other prineipnd political liberty always mee
liberty for the weaker party. It is only the wealgarty that is ever oppressed. The st
are always free by virtue of their superior stréndgdo long as government is a r
contest as to which of two parties shall rule theeng the weaker must always succu
And whether the contest be carried on with bakwtbullets, the principle is the same,;
under the theory of government now prevailing, iladot either signifies a bullet, or
signifies nothing. And no one can consistently asballot, unless he intends to us
bullet, if the latter should be needed to insutensission to the former.

X.

The practical difficulty with our government hasebe that most of those who h:
administered it, have taken it for granted that@uastitution, as it is written, was a th
of no importance; that it neither said what it mearor meant what it said; that it w
gotten up by swindlers, (as many of its authorsbtless were,) who said a great m
good things, which they did not mean, and meanteatgnany bad things, which tr
dared not say; that these men, under the falsemretof a government resting on
consent of the whole people, designed to entram tio a government of a part; w
should be powerful and fraudulent enough to chieatweaker portion out of all the gc
things that were said, but not meant, and subjeentto all the bad things that were me
but not said. And most of those who have admirestéhe government, have assumed
all these swindling intentions were to be carriptbieffect, in the place of the writt
Constitution. Of all these swindles, the [*15] ea swindle is the most flagitious. It is
most flagitious, because it is equally flagitious principle, with any; and it includes
the others. It is the instrumentality by which #fle others are mode effective.
government that can at pleasure accuse, shoothang men, as traitors, for the ¢
general offence of refusing to surrender themsedwrestheir property unreservedly to
arbitrary will, can practice any and all speciatl garticular oppressions it pleases.

The result --- and a natural one has been that we have had governments, Stal
national, devoted to nearly every grade and spaxfiesime that governments have €
practised upon their victims; and these crimes hauminated in a war that has cos
million of lives; a war carried on, upon one siflar, chattel slavery, and on the other
political slavery; upon neither for liberty, justicor truth. And these crimes have t
committed, and this war waged, y men, and the desodgs of men, who, less tha
hundred years ago, said that all men were equal, could owe neither service
individuals, nor allegiance to governments, exedg their own consent.

XI.

No attempt or pretence, that was ever carried pméxtical operation amongst civiliz
men ---unless possibly the pretence of a "Divine Rigbty"the part of some, to gove
and enslave others embodied so much of shamelesgdity, falsehood, impuden:
robbery, usurpation, tyranny, and villany of evéind, as the attempt or pretence
establishing a governmehy consent, and getting the actual consent of only so mar
may be necessary to keep the rest in subjectiofodmg. Such a government is a r
conspiracy of the strong against the weak. It noemmests on consent than does the v
government on earth.



What substitute for their consent is offered to Weaker party, whose rights are t
annihilated, struck out of existence, [*16] by thonger? Only thisTheir consent is
presumed! That is, these usurpers condescendingly and grsigigoresume that tho
whom they enslaveconsent to surrender their all of life, liberty, and propeinto the
hands of those who thus usurp dominion over themt At is pretended that tt
presumption of their consent --- when no actualseoh has been given 4s sufficient tc
save the rights of the victims, and to justify tieurpers! As well might the highwaynr
pretend to justify himself by presuming that thavéller consents to part with his mone
As well might the assassin justify himself by signptesuming that his victim consents
part with his life. As well the holder of chattdhges to himself by presuming that tl
consent to his authority, and to the whips andrdiery which he practises upon th
The presumption is simply a presumption that thakee party consent to be slaves.

Such is the presumption on which alone our govenmimelies to justify the power
maintains over its unwilling subjects. And it was establish that presumption as

inexorable and perpetual law of this country, tbatmuch money and blood have b
expended.
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NO TREASON
NO. VI.

THE CONSTITUTION OF NO AUTHORITY

The Constitution has no inherent authority or ddiign. It has no authority or obligatior
all, unless as a contract between man and manitAtaes not so much as even purpo
be a contract between persons now existing. It @tspat most, to be only a contr
between persons living eighty years ago. And it lbarsupposed to have been a con
then only between persons who had already comee#wsyof discretion, so as to
competent to make reasonable and obligatory cdstraurthermore, we kno
historically, that only a small portion even of gheople then existing were consulted or
subject, or asked, or permitted to express eitheir tconsent or dissent in any fort
manner. Those persons, if any, who did give themsent formally, are all dead now. M
of them have been dead forty, fifty, sixty, or setyeyearsAnd the constitution, so far asit
was their contract, died with them. They had no natural power or right to make it cduiogy
upon their children. It is not only plainly impokk, in the nature of things, that theyuld
bind their posterity, but they did not even atteniptbind them. That is to say, f



instrument does not purport to be an agreementdsgtvany body but "the peopléien
existing; nor does it, either exX*4] pressly or impliedly, assert any right, power
disposition, on their part, to bind anybody butiselves. Let us see. Its language is:

"We, the people of the United States (that is,p&eplethen existing in the United States
in order to form a more perfect union, insure damdsanquility, provide for the commq
defense, promote the general welfare, and secerbléssings of liberty to ourselvasd
our posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for theted States of America."”

It is plain, in the first place, that this languagean agreement, purports to be only what
at most really was, viz., a contract between thepjgethen existing; and, of necess
binding, as a contract, only upon thaken existing. In the second place, the langu
neither expresses nor implies that they had aryt ng power, tdbind their "posterity” tc
live under it. It does not say that their "posi€riwill, shall, or must live under it. It on
says, in effect, that their hopes and motives wpédg it were that it might prove useful
their posterity, as well as to themselves, by primgotheir union, safety, tranquilit
liberty, etc.

Suppose an agreement were entered into, in tms for

We, the people of Boston, agree to maintain a ¢ort Governor's Island, to prot
ourselvesand our posterity against invasion.

This agreements an agreement, would clearly bind nobody but the people then taxis
Secondly, it would assert no right, power, or dspon, on their part, t@wompel, their
"posterity” to maintain such a fort. It would onhdicate that the supposed welfare of t
posterity was one of the motives that induced thigiral parties to enter into t
agreement.

When a man says he is building a house for hinaselthis posterity, he does not mean
be understood as saying that he has any thouddnaihg them, nor is it to be inferred tf
he [*5] is so foolish as to imagine that he has aght or power to bind them, to live in
So far as they are concerned, he only means tmberstood as saying that his hopes
motives, in building it, are that they, or at leasime of them, may find it for thi
happiness to live in it.

So when a man says he is planting a tree for hfnasdlhis posterity, he does not mean
be understood as saying that he has any thouglungdelling them, nor is it to be inferr
that he is such a simpleton as to imagine thataseamy right or power to compel them
eat the fruit. So far as they are concerned, hg melans to say that his hopes and mot
in planting the tree, are that its fruit may beesmgble to them.

So it was with those who originally adopted the §duation. Whatever may have be
their personal intentions, the legal meaning oirtleeguage, so far as their "posterity" \
concerned, simply was, that their hopes and maqtivesntering into the agreement, w
that it might prove useful and acceptable to thmmsterity; that it might promote th
union, safety, tranquility, and welfare; and thatmight tend "to secure to them

blessings of liberty." The language does not assartat all imply, any right, power,
disposition, on the part of the original partieghie agreement, tcompel their "posterity
to live under it. If they had intended bond their posterity to live under it, they should h
said that their objective was, not "to secure &nththe blessings of liberty," but to m:
slaves of them; for if their "posterity” are boutadlive under it, they are nothing less t
the slaves of their foolish, tyrannical, and deexhdfathers.



It cannot be said that the Constitution formed "tie®ple of the United States," for
time, into a corporation. It does not speak of "gheople" as a corporation, but
individuals. A corporation does not describe itsaf "we,"” nor as "people,” nor
"ourselves." Nor does a corporation, in legal lagg) [*6] have any "posterity."
supposes itself to have, and speaks of itself amypaperpetual existence, as a sit
individuality.

Moreover, no body of men, existing at any one tilvaye the power to create a perpe
corporation. A corporation can become practicalgrpetual only by the volunta
accession of new members, as the old ones di8ufffor this voluntary accession of n
members, the corporation necessarily dies wittdteth of those who originally compo:
it.

Legally speaking, therefore, there is, in the Cidutsdn, nothing that professes or atten
to bind the "posterity” of those who establish[ed]

If, then, those who established the Constituti@ad ho power to bind, and did not atte
to bind, their posterity, the question arises, Whetheir posterity have bound themsel
If they have done so, they can have done so in @améyor both of these two ways, viz.,
voting, and paying taxes.

.
Let us consider these two matters, voting and &g, separately. And first of voting.

All the voting that has ever taken place underGbestitution, has been of such a kind
it not only did not pledge the whole people to supphe Constitution, but it did not ev
pledge any one of them to do so, as the followimrgserations show.

1. In the very nature of things, the act of voteauld bind nobody but the actual vot:
But owing to the property qualifications requiréds probable that, during the first twel
or thirty years under the Constitution, not moranthonetenth, fifteenth, or perha
twentieth of the whole population (black and whitegn, women, and minors) wi
permitted to vote. Consequently, so far as votiag woncerned, not more than dasth
fifteenth, or twentieth of those then existing, lcblbave incurred any obligation to supg
the Constitution. [*7]

At the present time, it is probable that not mdrantonesixth of the whole population &
permitted to vote. Consequently, so far as voteigancerned, the other figexths cal
have given no pledge that they will support the Sitution.

2. Of the one-sixth that aggermitted to vote, probably not more than twhirds (abou
one-ninth of the whole population) hausually voted. Many never vote at all. Many v
only once in two, three, five, or ten years, inipés of great excitement.

No one, by voting, can be said to pledge himsel&afoy longer period than that for wh
he votes. If, for example, | vote for an officer avis to hold his office for only a year
cannot be said to have thereby pledged myselfgpat the government beyond that te
Therefore, on the ground of actual voting, it ptalgacannot be said that more than one-
ninth or one-eighth, of the whole population aseally under any pledge to support



Constitution.

3. It cannot be said that, by voting, a man pledgesself to support the Constitutic
unless the act of voting be a perfectly voluntane @n his part. Yet the act of vot
cannot properly be called a voluntary one on the phany very large number of thc
who do vote. It is rather a measure of necessiposad upon them by others, than on
their own choice. On this point | repeat what waisl $n a former numbegfnl>viz.:

"In truth, in the case of individuals, their actuaiting is not to be taken as proof
consenteven for the time being. On the contrary, it is to be considered that, authhis
consent having even been asked a man finds hiragelfoned by a government that
cannot resist; a government that forces him to rpayey, render service, and forego
exercise of many of his natural rights, under pefilveighty punishments. He sees,
that other men practice this tyranny over him by tise of the ballot. He sees further, 1
if he will but use the ballot [*8] himself, he hasme chance of relieving himself from f
tyranny of others, by subjecting them to his owm.short, he finds himself, without |
consent, so situated that, if he use the ballomag become a master; if he does not u
he must become a slave. And he has no other diterrihan these two. In selfefence, h
attempts the former. His case is analogous toahatman who has been forced into be
where he must either kill others, or be killed hathisBecause, to save his own life in ba
a man takes the lives of his opponents, it is adté inferred that the battle is one of
own choosing. Neither in contests with the balletvhich is a mere substitute for a bullet -
-- because, as his only chance of spikservation, a man uses a ballot, is it to beriat
that the contest is one into which he voluntarityeeed; that he voluntarily set up all
own natural rights, as a stake against those @rsiiio be lost or won by the mere po
of numbers. On the contrary, it is to be considehed, in an exigency into which he |
been forced by others, and in which no other measslf-defence offered, he, as a ms
of necessity, used the only one that was left . hi

"Doubtless the most miserable of men, under the m@sressive government in the wo
if allowed the ballot, would use it, if they coudde any chance of thereby meliorating f
condition. But it would not, therefore, be a legidite inference that the government it:
that crushes them, was one which they had voluptaet up, or even consented
"Therefore, a man's voting under the Constitutibthe United States, is not to be take
evidence that he ever freely assented to the Qotisti, even for the time being.
Consequently we have no proof that any very laéign, even of the actual voters of
United States, ever really and voluntarily conseéritethe Constitutioneven for the time
being. Nor can we ever have such proof, until every mdeftigperfectly free to consent,
not, without thereby subjecting himself or his pedp to be disturbed or injured by others."

As we can have no legal knowledge as to who vates) fchoice, and who from t
necessity thus forced upon him, we can have nd legawledge,as to any particular
individual, that he voted from choice; or, consequently, thatvoting, he consented,
pledged himself, to support the government. Legg®} speaking, therefore, the act
voting utterly fails to pledgany one to support the government. It utterly fails toyedha
the government rests upon the voluntary suppoangbody. On general principles of |
and reason, it cannot be said that the governnanahy voluntary supporters at all, uni
can be distinctly showwho its voluntary supporters are.

4. As taxation is made compulsory on all, whetlhneytvote or not, a large proportion
those who vote, no doubt do so to prevent their owney being used against themsel
when, in fact, they would have gladly abstainedrfreoting, if they could thereby ha
saved themselves from taxation alone, to say ngtbinbeing saved from all the ott



usurpations and tyrannies of the government. Te aknan's property without his cons
and then to infer his consent because he attetmptgoting, to prevent that property fr
being used to his injury, is a very insufficientopf of his consent to support 1
Constitution. It is, in fact, no proof at all. Arrd we can have no legal knowledge asto
the particular individuals are, if there are anyzovare willing to be taxed for the sake
voting, we can have no legal knowledge that anyiqdar individual consents to be tay
for the sake of voting; or, consequently, consem&ipport the Constitution.

5. At nearly all elections, votes are given forieas candidates for the same office. Tt
who vote for the unsuccessful candidates canngigolp be said to have voted to sus
the Constitution. They may, with more reason, bgpssed to have voted, not to sup
the Constitution, but specially to prevent the tyna which they anticipate the succes
candidate intends to practice upon them under adltine Constitution; and therefore n
reasonably be supposed to have voted against th&tiion itself. This supposition is t
more reasonable, inasmuch as such voting is thermatle allowed to them of express
their dissent to the Constitution. [*10]

6. Many votes are usually given for candidates \whge no prospect of success. Tt
who give such votes may reasonably be supposedvi® Yoted as they did, with a spe
intention, not to support, but to obstruct the exien of, the Constitution; and, therefc
against the Constitution itself.

7. As all the different votes are given secretly $lecret ballot), there is no legal mean
knowing, from the votes themselves, who votes fand who votes against, f
Constitution. Therefore, voting affords no legalidence that any particular individt
supports the Constitution. And where there can ddegal evidence that any partict
individual supports the Constitution, it cannotdiyg be said that anybody supports it. |
clearly impossible to have any legal proof of thieentions of large numbers of men, wt
there can be no legal proof of the intentions of particular one of them.

8. There being no legal proof of any man's intergjan voting, we can only conjecti
them. As a conjecture, it is probable, that a Jarge proportion of those who vote, dc
on this principle, viz., that if, by voting, theyuld but get the government into their ¢
hands (or that of their friends), and use its pevagainst their opponents, they would f
willingly support the Constitution; but if their ppnents are to have the power, and u
against them, then they woutdt willingly support the Constitution.

In short, men's voluntary support of the Constinitis doubtless, in most cases, wh
contingent upon the question whether, by meanshef Gonstitution, they can me
themselves masters, or are to be made slaves.

Such contingent consent as that is, in law andreas consent at all.

9. As everybody who supports the Constitution btingp(if there are any such) does
secretly (by secret ballot), and in a way to awalidpersonal responsibility for the acts
his agents or representatives, it cannot legallseasonably be [*11] said that anybod'
all supports the Constitution by voting. No man caasonably or legally be said to do s
a thing as assent to, or support, the Constitutialess he does it openly, and in a way to
make himself personally responsible for the acts of his agents, so long as they act within the
limits of the power he delegates to them.

10. As all voting is secret (by secret ballot), @sdall secret governments are neces:
only secret bands of robbers, tyrants, and murgetiee general fact that our governme



practically carried on by means of such votingyqgmioves that there is among us a s¢
band of robbers, tyrants, and murderers, whoseogers to rob, enslave, and, so fa
necessary to accomplish their purposes, murdengetteof the people. The simple fac
the existence of such a band does nothing towawmsng that "the people of the Unit
States,"” or any one of them, voluntarily suppdrts€onstitution.

For all the reasons that have now been given, gdtimishes no legal evidence as to \
the particular individuals are (if there are amnwio voluntarily support the Constitution
therefore furnishes no legal evidence that anylsaghports it voluntarily.

So far, therefore, as voting is concerned, the atien, legally speaking, has
supporters at all.

And, as a matter of fact, there is not the slighpgsbability that the Constitution ha:
single bona fide supporter in the country. Thattdssay, there is not the slight
probability that there is a single man in the cogntvho both understands what
Constitution really isand sincerely supportsit for what it really is.

The ostensible supporters of the Constitution, the ostensible supporters of most o
governments, are made up of three classes, viKndves, a numerous and active cl
who see in the government an instrument which tagyuse for their own aggrandizen
or wealth. 2. Dupes --- a large class, no [*12] llo#- each of whom, because he
allowed one voice out of millions in deciding weg may do with his own person and
own property, and because he is permitted to hawesame voice in robbing, enslavi
and murdering others, that others have in robbémglaving, and murdering himself,
stupid enough to imagine that he is a "free man;s@vereign”; that this is "a fr
government”; "a government of equal rights," "tlestbgovernment on earthsfn2> anc
such like absurdities. 3. A class who have someemmtion of the evils of governme
but either do not see how to get rid of them, orndd choose to so far sacrifice tf
private interests as to give themselves seriousty e@arnestly to the work of making
change.

The payment of taxes, being compulsory, of coutsaishes no evidence that any
voluntarily supports the Constitution.

1. It is true that théheory of our Constitution is, that all taxes are paitLwmbarily; that ou
government is a mutual insurance company, volugtantered into by the people w
each other; that that each man makes a free amdlypeoluntary contract with all othe
who are parties to the Constitution, to pay so momney for so much protection,
same as he does with any other insurance compadythat he is just as free not to
protected, and not to pay tax, as he is to pay,atad be protected.

But this theory of our government is wholly diffatefrom the practical fact. The fact
that the government, like a highwayman, says toaa:vour money, or your life." And
many, if not most, taxes are paid under the conmuulsf that threat.

The government does not, indeed, waylay a manlamaly place, spring upon him frc
the roadside, and, holding a pistol [*13] to hisatieproceed to rifle his pockets. But
robbery is none the less a robbery on that accoamd; it is far more dastardly a
shameful.



The highwayman takes solely upon himself the resibdity, danger, and crime of |
own act. He does not pretend that he has any ulghthim to your money, or that
intends to use it for your own benefit. He doespretend to be anything but a robber.
has not acquired impudence enough to profess todsely a "protector,” and that he ta
men's money against their will, merely to enablen Hb "protect" those infatuat
travellers, who feel perfectly able to protect tisehaes, or do not appreciate his peci
system of protection. He is too sensible a man tkansuch professions as thi
Furthermore, having taken your money, he leaves gsyou wish him to do. He does
persist in following you on the road, against yautl; assuming to be your rightf
"sovereign,” on account of the "protection" he efoyou. He does not keep "protecti
you, by commanding you to bow down and serve hiynrdguiring you to do this, al
forbidding you to do that; by robbing you of more@mey as often as he finds it for
interest or pleasure to do so; and by branding 3®@ rebel, a traitor, and an enem
your country, and shooting you down without meii€you dispute his authority, or res
his demands. He is too much of a gentleman to lleygif such impostures, and insu
and villanies as these. In short, he does notdditian to robbing you, attempt to me
you either his dupe or his slave.

The proceedings of those robbers and murderers,calhdhemselves "the governmel
are directly the opposite of these of the sing¢ghtvayman.

In the first place, they do not, like him, make tfselves individually known; c
consequently, take upon themselves personally eésponsibility of their acts. On t
contrary, they secretly (by secret ballot) designsdme one of their number [*14]
commit the robbery in their behalf, while they keepmselves practically concealed. T
say to the person thus designated:

Goto A B , and say to him that "the gowvemt" has need of money to r
the expenses of protecting him and his properthelfpresumes to say that he has r
contracted with us to protect him, and that he wane of our protection, say to him 1
that is our business, and not his; thatoheose to protect him, whether he desires us t
so or not; and that we demand pay, too, for prst@dtim. If he dares to inquire who 1
individuals are, who have thus taken upon themsetke title of "the government,” a
who assume to protect him, and demand paymentnof Without his having ever ma
any contract with them, say to him that that, isogur business, and not his; that we
not choose to make ourselvesdividually known to him; that we have secretly (by se
ballot) appointed you our agent to give him notideour demands, and, if he comp
with them, to give him, in our name, a receipt thét protect him against any simil
demand for the present year. If he refuses to cpnsgize and sell enough of his prop
to pay not only our demands, but all your own exggsrand trouble beside. If he resists
seizure of his property, call upon the bystandersetip you (doubtless some of them
prove to be members of our band.) If, in defendirggproperty, he should kill any of ¢
band who are assisting you, capture him at all faszacharge him (in one of our cou
with murder; convict him, and hang him. If he shkbehll upon his neighbors, or &
others who, like him, may be disposed to resist aemands, and they should com
large numbers to his assistance, cry out that dreyall rebels and traitors; that "
country” is in danger; call upon the commander wf loired murderers; tell him to qu
the rebellion and "save the country,” cost whaindy. Tell him to kill all who resis
though they should be hundreds of thpub] sands; and thus strike terror into all o8
similarly disposed. See that the work of murdethmoughly done; that we may have
further trouble of this kind hereafter. When thésgtors shall have thus been taught
strength and our determination, they will be googhal citizens for many years, and |
their taxes without a why or a wherefore.




It is under such compulsion as this that taxegadled, are paid. And how much proof
payment of taxes affords, that the peogmasent to "support the government,” it needs
further argument to show.

2. Still another reason why the payment of taxgslias no consent, or pledge, to sup
the government, is that the taxpayer does not kaow,has no means of knowing, who
particular individuals are who compose "the govesnti To him "the government” is
myth, an abstraction, an incorporeality, with whiwh can make no contract, and to wil
he can give no consent, and make no pledge. He skrbwenly through its pretend
agents. "The government" itself he never sees. idsvk indeed, by common report, t
certain persons, of a certain age, p@amitted to vote; and thus to make themselves |
of, or (if they choose) opponents of, the governimtam the time being. But who of the
do thus vote, and especially how each one vote®tfweh so as to aid or oppose
government), he does not know; the voting beinglatie secretly (by secret ballot). W
therefore, practically compose "the governmentt“th® time being, he has no mean
knowing. Of course he can make no contract witmthgive them no consent, and m
them no pledge. Of necessity, therefore, his patamgs to them implies, on his part,
contract, consent, or pledge to support thenthat is, to support "the government,” or
Constitution.

3. Not knowing who the particular individuals aveho call themselves "the governme
the taxpayer does not know whom he pays his taxeslithe knows is that a man con
to [*16] him, representing himself to be the agehtthe government" --that is, the age
of a secret band of robbers and murderers, who taken to themselves the title of "
government,” and have determined to kill everybadho refuses to give them whate
money they demand. To save his life, he gives gpgrtaney to this agent. But as this aq
does not make his principals individually knowntlte taxpayer, the latter, after he
given up his money, knows no more who are "the gowent" ---that is, who were tf
robbers --than he did before. To say, therefore, that byngiwip his money to their age
he entered into a voluntary contract with themi tha pledges himself to obey them
support them, and to give them whatever money #heylld demand of him in the futu
is simply ridiculous.

4. All political power, so called, rests practigallpon this matter of money. Any num
of scoundrels, having money enough to start withp @stablish themselves a:
"government”; because, with money, they can hitdies, and with soldiers extort m¢
money; and also compel general obedience to thi#lirltMs with government, as Cae:
said it was in war, that money and soldiers mugustipported each other; that with mo
he could hire soldiers, and with soldiers extortney So these villains, who c
themselves governments, well understand that f@iver rests primarily upon mont
With money they can hire soldiers, and with sokliextort money. And, when th
authority is denied, the first use they always makenoney, is to hire soldiers to Kill
subdue all who refuse them more money.

For this reason, whoever desires liberty, shouldeustand these vital facts, viz.: 1. T
every man who puts money into the hands of a "gowent" (so called), puts into
hands a sword which will be used against him, toréxnore money from him, and alsc
keep him in subjection to its arbitrary will. 2. dithose who will take his money, with
his con-[*17] sent, in the first place, will use it fordfurther robbery and enslavemen
he presumes to resist their demands in the fuwrélhat it is a perfect absurdity
suppose that any body of men would ever take asimaohey without his consent, for ¢
such object as they profess to take it for, vizat of protecting him; for why should th
wish to protect him, if he does not wish them tosd@ To suppose that they would dc



is just as absurd as it would be to suppose thet Would take his money without |
consent, for the purpose of buying food or clothimghim, when he did not want it. 4. |
man wants "protection,” he is competent to makeolis bargains for it; and nobody |
any occasion to rob him, in order to "protect” lagainst his will. 5. That the only secu
men can have for their political liberty, consistsheir keeping their money in their o
pockets, until they have assurances, perfectlgfaatory to themselves, that it will be u
as they wish it to be used, for their benefit, ant for their injury. 6. That no governme
so called, can reasonably be trusted for a monwnteasonably be supposed to F
honest purposes in view, any longer than it dep&risly upon voluntary support.

These facts are all so vital and so sslident, that it cannot reasonably be supposel
any one will voluntarily pay money to a "governmegrfor the purpose of securing
protection, unless he first make an explicit andeppuvoluntary contract with it for th
purpose.

It is perfectly evident, therefore, that neitheclswoting, nor such payment of taxes
actually takes place, proves anybody's consenmpbgation, to support the Constitutic
Consequently we have no evidence at all that thest@ation is binding upon anybody,
that anybody is under any contract or obligatioratglier to support it. And nobody
under any obligation to support it. [*18]

V.

The constitution not only binds nobody now, but it never did bind anybody. It never boun
anybody, because it was never agreed to by anybodych a manner as to make it,
general principles of law and reason, binding ulpiom.

It is a general principle of law and reason, thairdten instrument binds no one until
has signed it. This principle is so inflexible aepthat even though a man is unable to \
his name, he must still "make his mark," beforeididound by a written contract. T
custom was established ages ago, when few men wgiieltheir names; when a clerk
that is, a man who could write ‘was so rare and valuable a person, that even wdne
guilty of high crimes, he was entitled to pardon,tbe ground that the public could

afford to lose his services. Even at that time,rdten contract must be signed; and t
who could not write, either "made their mark,” ggned their contracts by stamping tt
seals upon wax affixed to the parchment on whidir tbontracts were written. Hence

custom of affixing seals, that has continued te time.

The laws holds, and reason declares, that if atemriinstrument is not signed,
presumption must be that the party to be bound,bgid not choose to sign it, or to bi
himself by it. And law and reason both give himilutite last moment, in which to deci
whether he will sign it, or not. Neither law noas®n requires or expects a man to agr
an instrumentuntil it is written; for until it is written, he cannot know its preeilega
meaning. And when it is written, and he has hadaggortunity to satisfy himself of |
precise legal meaning, he is then expected to deaind not before, whether he will ac
to it or not. And if he do nothen sign it, his reason is supposed to be, that he dor
choose to enter into such a contract. The fact ttiatinstrument was writtefor him to
sign, or with the hope that he would sign it, goesrfothing. [*19]

Where would be the end of fraud and litigatiorgnk party could bring into court a writl
instrument,without any signature, and claim to have it enforced, upon the ground it



was written for another man to sign? that this othan had promised to sign it? thal
ought to have signed it? that he had had the oppidytto sign it, if he would? but that
had refused or neglected to do so? Yet that ismbset that could ever be said of
Constitution.<fn3> The very judges, who profess to derive all theitharity from the
Constitution --- from an instrument that nobody resgned ---would spurn any oth
instrument, not signed, that should be broughtreeftvem for adjudication.

Moreover, a written instrument must, in law andsag not only be signed, but must ¢
be delivered to the party (or to some one for himlyhose favor it is made, before it «
bind the party making it. The signing is of no effeunless the instrument be &
delivered. And a party is at perfect liberty tousd to deliver a written instrument, aftel
has signed it. The Constitution was not only nesigned by anybody, but it was ne
delivered by anybody, or to anybody's agent orra¢tp. It can therefore be of no m
validity as a contract, then can any other instrnintieat was never signed or delivered.

V.

As further evidence of the general sense of mankasdo the practical necessity ther
that all men'smportant contracts, especially those of a permanent nasinayld be bot
written and signed, the following facts are penting*20]

For nearly two hundred years --- that is, since7l67there has been on the statute boc
England, and the same, in substance, if not pilgadisdetter, has been renacted, and
now in force, in nearly or quite all the Statestag Union, a statute, the general objec
which is to declare that no action shall be broughtenforce contracts of the m
important classunless they are put in writing, and signed by the parties to be held
chargeable upon them. <fn4>

The principle of the statute, be it observed, @, merely that written contracts shall
signed, but also that all con- [*21] tracts, exclptthose specially exempted generally
those that are for small amounts, and are to remdwrce for but a short time -shall be
both written and signed.

The reason of the statute, on this point, is, ithatnow so easy a thing for men to put t
contracts in writing, and sign them, and theiruiesl to do so opens the door to so
doubt, fraud, and litigation, that men who neglézthave their contracts --ef any
considerable importance -written and signed, ought not to have the beradfitourts o
justice to enforce them. And this reason is a wise; and that experience has confirme
wisdom and necessity, is demonstrated by the Fettit has been acted upon in Engl
for nearly two hundred years, and has been soyneaiVersally adopted in this count
and that nobody thinks of repealing it.

We all know, too, how careful most men are to hthaar contracts written and sign
even when this statute does not require it. Fomgi@, most men, if they have money
them, of no larger amount than five or ten dollarg careful to take a note for it. If t
buy even a small bill of goods, paying for it a¢ tthme of delivery, they take a receip
bill for it. If they pay a small balance of a boakcount, or any other small debt previol
contracted, they take a written receipt for it.

Furthermore, the law everywhere (probably) in cauirdry, as well as in England, requi



that a large class of contracts, such as willsdgleetc., shall not only be written ¢
signed, but also sealed, withnessed, and acknowdedyg®l in the case of married won
conveying their rights in real estate, the lawmany States, requires that the women :
be examined separate and apart from their husbamk,declare that they sign tf
contracts free of any fear or compulsion of theisthands.

Such are some of the precautions which the lawsinegand which individuals -from
motives of common prudence, even in cases not nedjlby law ---take, to put the
contracts in writing, and have them signed, andgyuard against all uncertainties [*22] ¢
controversies in regard to their meaning and vglidhnd yet we have what purports,
professes, or is claimed, to be a contract ---Ghastitution ---made eighty years ago,
men who are now all dead, and who never had anyepaowsvbindus, but which (it i
claimed) has nevertheless bound three generatfansm, consisting of many millions, a
which (it is claimed) will be binding upon all thaillions that are to come; but whi
nobody ever signed, sealed, delivered, witnessea;kanowledged; and which few persc
compared with the whole number that are claimetedound by it, have ever read
even seen, or ever will read, or see. And of tlvdse ever have read it, or ever will reac
scarcely any two, perhaps no two, have ever agozesl/er will agree, as to what it means.

Moreover, this supposed contract, which would netréceived in any court of justi
sitting under its authority, if offered to provedabt of five dollars, owing by one man
another, is one by which --as it is generally interpreted by those who pretend to
administer it --- all men, women and children throughout the coyrand through all tim:
surrender not only all their property, but alsoitti®erties, and even lives, into the ha
of men who by this supposed contract, are exprassige wholly irresponsible for th
disposal of them. And we are so insane, or so wicks to destroy property and i
without limit, in fighting to compel men to fulfilh supposed contract, which, inasmuc
it has never been signed by anybody, is, on gemenatiples of law and reason -suct
principles as we are all governed by in regard tteeiocontracts --the merest waste
paper, binding upon nobody, fit only to be throwmioithe fire; or, if preserved, preser
only to serve as a witness and a warning of tHg &1d wickedness of mankind.

VI.

It is no exaggeration, but a literal truth, to shat, by the Constitution -rot as | interpret
it, but as it is interpreted by those [*23] who pretend to administer it --- the propertie:
liberties, and lives of the entire people of theitebh States are surrendered unresen
into the hands of men who, it is provided by then§iution itself, shall never |
"guestioned" as to any disposal they make of them.

Thus the Constitution (Art. I, Sec. 6) providestthiéor any speech or debate [or vote,
either house, they [the senators and represenghtsvall not be questioned in any ol
place."

The whole lawmaking power is given to these senators and repiasees [when actir
by a two-thirds votekfn5>; and this provision protects them from all resploitisy for the
laws they make.

The Constitution also enables them to secure theutton of all their laws, by giving the
power to withhold the salaries of, and to impeant eemove, all judicial and execut
officers, who refuse to execute them.



Thus the whole power of the government is in theinds, and they are made utt
irresponsible for the use they make of it. Whdbhis but absolute, irresponsible power?

It is no answer to this view of the case to say thase men are under oath to use
power only within certain limits; for what care ther what should they care, for oath:
limits, when it is expressly provided, by the Cagion itself, that they shall never
"questioned,” or held to any responsibility whatevéor violating their oaths,
transgressing those limits?

Neither is it any answer to this view of the caseady that the men holding this absol
irresponsible power, must be men chosen by thel@dop portions of them) to hold it.
man is none the less a slave because he is allmxgtbose a new master once in a ter
years. Neither are a people any the less slavemubegermitted periodically to chor
new masters. What makes them slaves is the fatttlley now are, and are alw:
hereafter to be, in the hands of men whose power tem is, and always is to
absolute and irresponsibkefn6> [*24]

The right of absolute and irresponsible dominiotthes right of property, and the right
property is the right of absolute, irresponsiblendtdon. The two are identical; the c
necessarily implies the other. Neither can exigheut the other. If, therefore, Congr
have that absolute and irresponsible law-making ggpwvhich the Constitution ---
according to their interpretation of it -gives them, it can only be because they own
property. If they own us as property, they are masters, and their will is our law. If th
do not own us as property, they are not our mastard their will, as such, is of
authority over us.

But these men who claim and exercise this absa@uteirresponsible dominion over

dare not be consistent, and claim either to benwasters, or to own us as property. T
say they are only our servants, agents, attorreys representatives. But this declara
involves an absurdity, a contradiction. No man banmy servant, agent, attorney,
representative, and be, at the same time, unctatiteloy me, and irresponsible to me
his acts. It is of no importance that | appointéah,hand put all power in his hands.

made him uncontrollable by me, and irresponsibleéo he is no longer my servant, ag
attorney, or representative. If 1 gave him absolute- [*25] sponsible power over n
property, | gave him the property. If | gave hinsalote, irresponsible power over mys
| made him my master, and gave myself to him ata@esAnd it is of no importan
whether | called him master or servant, agent anewThe only question is, what po\
did | put in his hands? Was it an absolute andspoasible one? or a limited &
responsible one?

For still another reason they are neither our sgsyaagents, attorneys, nor representai
And that reason is, that we do not make oursekggansible for their acts. If a man is
servant, agent, or attorney, | necessarily makeethyssponsible for all his acts dc
within the limits of the power | have intrustedhion. If | have intrusted him, as my age
with either absolute power, or any power at alerothe persons or properties of other |
than myself, | thereby necessarily make myselfaasible to those other persons for
injuries he may do them, so long as he acts withénlimits of the power | have gran
him. But no individual who may be injured in hisrpen or property, by acts of Congre
can come to the individual electors, and hold thhesponsible for these acts of their so-
called agents or representatives. This fact prtvaisthese pretended agents of the pe
of everybody, are really the agents of nobody.

If, then, nobody is individually responsible foretlacts of Congress, the member:



Congress are nobody's agents. And if they are nobaabents, they are themsel
individually responsible for their own acts, and foe acts of all whom they employ. A
the authority they are exercising is simply theunandividual authority; and, by the law
nature --- the highest of all laws anybody injured by their acts, anybody who is degal

by them of his property or his liberty, has the sanght to hold them individual
responsible, that he has to hold any other trespasdividually responsible. He has
same right [*26] to resist them, and their agethtat he has to resist any other trespassers.

VII.

It is plain, then, that on general principles af land reason -such principles as we all :
upon in courts of justice and in common lifethe Constitution is no contract; that it bil
nobody, and never did bind anybody; and that als¢hwho pretend to act by its authol
are really acting without any legitimate authorlyall; that, on general principles of |
and reason, they are mere usurpers, and that edyryhot only has the right, but
morally bound, to treat them as such.

If the people of this country wish to maintain sughgovernment as the Constitut
describes, there is no reason in the world why geuld not sign the instrument itself,
thus make known their wishes in an open, authemi@mner; in such manner as
common sense and experience of mankind have showa teasonable and necessal
such casesand in such manner as to make themselves (as they ought to do) individually
responsible for the acts of the government. But the people have never been asked to si
And the only reason why they have never been agkathn it, has been that it has b
known that they never would sign it; that they weegther such fools nor knaves as t
must needs have been to be willing to sign it; ffztleast as it has been practic
interpreted) it is not what any sensible and honest wants for himself; nor such as
has any right to impose upon others. It is, tavakal intents and purposes, as destitu
obligations as the compacts which robbers and éisieand pirates enter into with e
other, but never sign.

If any considerable number of the people belieweGlnstitution to be good, why do ti
not sign it themselves, and make laws for, and abterr them upon, each other; leaving
[*27] other persons (who do not interfere with theim peace? Until they have tried

experiment for themselves, how can they have tbe fa impose the Constitution upon
even to recommend it to, others? Plainly the redspabsurd and inconsistent conduc
that they want the Constitution, not solely for dmgnest or legitimate use it can be ¢
themselves or others, but for the dishonest aediiimate power it gives them over

persons and properties of others. But for thisefateason, all their eulogiums on

Constitution, all their exhortations, and all thexpenditures of money and blood to sus
it, would be wanting.

VIII.

The Constitution itself, then, being of no authgriin what authority does our governmr
practically rest? On what ground can those whoepigeto administer it, claim the right
seize men's property, to restrain them of theium@tiberty of action, industry, and tra
and to kill all who deny their authority to dispasiemen's properties, liberties, and live
their pleasure or discretion?



The most they can say, in answer to this quesisrihat some half, two-thirds, or three-
fourths, of the male adults of the country havaci understanding that they will maintai

a government under the Constitution; that they wélect, by ballot, the persons
administer it; and that those persons who may vecaimajority, or a plurality, of the
ballots, shall act as their representatives, amdradter the Constitution in their name, i
by their authority.

But this tacit understanding (admitting it to exisannot at all justify the conclusion dra
from it. A tacit understanding between A, B, andtl@t they will, by ballot, depute D
their agent, to deprive me of my property, libedylife, cannot at all authorize D to do
He is none the less a robber, tyrant, and murdbesmrause he claims to act as their a
[*28] than he would be if he avowedly acted ondug responsibility alone.

Neither am | bound to recognize him as their ageat,can he legitimately claim to
their agent, when he brings mwitten authority from them accrediting him as such. |
under no obligation to take his word as to whopgrsacipals may be, or whether he
any. Bringing no credentials, | have a right to $&yhas no such authority even a:
claims to have: and that he is therefore intenttingpb, enslave, or murder me on his «
account.

This tacit understanding, therefore, among thergatéthe country, amounts to nothing
an authority to their agents. Neither do the ballmg which they select their agents, a
any more than does their tacit understanding; feirtballots are given in secret, ¢
therefore in such a way as to avoid any persomsplomresibility for the acts of their agents.

No body of men can be said to authorize a manttastheir agent, to the injury of a tr
person, unless they do it in so open and authentimanner as to make themse
personally responsible for his acts. None of thergoin this country appoint their politic
agents in any open, authentic manner, or in anyneraio make themselves responsible
their acts. Therefore these pretended agents cdegitmately claim to be really ager
Somebody must be responsible for the acts of thestended agents; and if they car
show any open and authentic credentials from tpemcipals, they cannot, in law
reason, be said to have any principals. The mapipies here, that what does not apf
does not exist. If they can show no principalsy thave none.

But even these pretended agents do not themsehas Who their pretended princip
are. These latter act in secret; for acting byedegallot is acting in secret as much ¢
they were to meet in secret conclave in the daskoéshe night. And they are person
as much unknown to the agents they select, [*2%heg are to others. No pretended a
therefore can ever know by whose ballots he isctsde or consequently who his r
principles are. Not knowing who his principles dme,has no right to say that he has
He can, at most, say only that he is the agentsdcaet band of robbers and murde
who are bound by that faith which prevails amongfederates in crime, to stand by h
if his acts, done in their name, shall be resisted.

Men honestly engaged in attempting to establisticeisn the world, have no occas
thus to act in secret; or to appoint agents toals for which they (the principals) are
willing to be responsible.

The secret ballot makes a secret government; agtr@t government is a secret ban
robbers and murderers. Open despotism is bettarttliss The single despot stands ot
the face of all men, and says: | am the State: Myisvlaw: | am your master: | take t
responsibility of my acts: The only arbiter | ackiiedge is the sword: If anyone der



my right, let him try conclusions with me.

But a secret government is little less than a gowent of assassins. Under it, a t
knows not who his tyrants are, until they havedtr@and perhaps not then. He nguess,
beforehand, as to some of his immediate neighlBushe really knows nothing. The
to whom he would most naturally fly for protectianay prove an enemy, when the t
of trial comes.

This is the kind of government we have; and ithis only one we are likely to have, u
men are ready to say: We will consent to no Carigiit, except such an one as we
neither ashamed nor afraid to sign; and we wilhatize no government to do anything
our name which we are not willing to be persongdigponsible for. [*30]

IX.

What is the motive to the secret ballot? This, anty this: Like other confederates
crime, those who use it are not friends, but ensnaad they are afraid to be known,
to have their individual doings known, even to eattter. They can contrive to bring ab
a sufficient understanding to enable them to actancert against other persons;
beyond this they have no confidence, and no frieipdsamong themselves. In fact, tl
are engaged quite as much in schemes for plundeanp other, as in plundering th
who are not of them. And it is perfectly well unsteod among them that the strong
party among them will, in certain contingencies,rdeu each other by the hundred:s
thousands (as they lately did do) to accomplislir fherposes against each other. He
they dare not be known, and have their individuahgs known, even to each other. /
this is avowedly the only reason for the ballot. osecret government; a governmen
secret bands of robbers and murderers. And wenaamé enough to call this liberty! To
a member of this secret band of robbers and musieseesteemed a privilege and
honor! Without this privilege, a man is consideeedlave; but with it a free man! Witr
he is considered a free man, because he has tleemaner to secretly (by secret bal
procure the robbery, enslavement, and murder afhananan, and that other man ha
procure his robbery, enslavement, and murder. Arsdthey call equal rights!

If any number of men, many or few, claim the righgovern the people of this count
let them make and sign an open compact with edobr @b do so. Let them thus m:
themselves individually known to those whom thegpmrse to govern. And let them tl
openly take the legitimate responsibility of thedts. How many of those who now supj
the Constitution, will ever do this? How many waller dare openly prg*31] claim their
right to govern? or take the legitimate respongyjbdf their acts? Not one!

X.

It is obvious that, on general principles of lawdaeason, there exists no such thing
government created by, or resting upon, any consentpact, or agreement of "the pec
of the United States” with each other; that theyowisible, tangible, responsit
government that exists, is that of a few individuahly, who act in concert, and
themselves by the several names of senators, espadises, presidents, judges, marsl
treasurers, collectors, generals, colonels, cagptaic., etc.



On general principles of law and reason, it is ofimportance whatever that these
individualsprofess to be the agents and representatives of "the padthe United States
since they can show no credentials from the pethy@mselves; they were never appoil
as agents or representatives in any open, authmatnmer; they do not themselves kn
and have no means of knowing, and cannot prove,thwio principals (as they call the
are individually; and consequently cannot, in lawreason, be said to have any princi
at all.

It is obvious, too, that if these alleged princgaler did appoint these pretended agen
representatives, they appointed them secretly €oyes ballot), and in a way to avoid
personal responsibility for their acts; that, atsimahese alleged principals put th
pretended agents forward for the most criminal pseg, viz.: to plunder the people of tl
property, and restrain them of their liberty; ahdttthe only authority that these alle
principals have for so doing, is simplytacit understanding among themselves that tt
will imprison, shoot, or hang every man who resiktsexactions and restraints which t
agents or representatives may impose upon them.

Thus it is obvious that the only visible, tangilglevernment we [*32] have is made ug
these professed agents or representatives of et $eard of robbers and murderers, wh
cover up, or gloss over, their robberies and mrdeaive taken to themselves the titl
"the people of the United States"; and who, onphetense of being "the people of
United States," assert their right to subject trtdominion, and to control and dispost
at their pleasure, all property and persons fouarttie United States.

XI.

On general principles of law and reason, the oathgh these pretended agents of
people take "to support the Constitution,” are ofvalidity or obligation. And why? F
this, if for no other reason, vizhat they are given to nobody. There is no privity (as tl
lawyers say) --- that is, no mutual recognitionngent, and agreement between thos
who take these oaths, and any other persons.

If 1 go upon Boston Common, and in the presenca tiundred thousand people, n
women and children, with whom | have no contraarughe subject, take an oath th
will enforce upon them the laws of Moses, of Lyausgof Solon, of Justinian, or of Alfre
that oath is, on general principles of law and eseasf no obligation. It is of no obligatic
not merely because it is intrinsically a criminalegbut also because it is given to nobody,
and consequently pledges my faith to nobody. ritésely given to the winds.

It would not alter the case at all to say that, aghthese hundred thousand person
whose presence the oath was taken, there werethvwe®, or five thousand male adt
who hadsecretly --- by secret ballot, and in a way to avoid makiingmselvesndividually
known to me, or to the remainder of the hundredishad ---designated me as their ag
to rule, control, plunder, and, if need be, murdeese hundred thousand [*33] people.
fact that they had designated eeretly, and in a manner to prevent my knowing tl
individually, prevents allprivity between them and me; and consequently malk
impossible that there can be any contract, or @exdaith, on my part towards them; fo
is impossible that | can pledge my faith, in anyalesense, to a man whom | neither kr
nor have any means of knowingdividually.

So far as | am concerned, then, these two, threfeyeothousand persons are a secret



of robbers and murderers, who have secretly, aral way to save themselves from
responsibility for my acts, designated me as thgent; and have, through some o
agent, or pretended agent, made their wishes knowme. But being, neverthele
individually unknown to me, and having no openhauatic contract with me, my oath
on general principles of law and reason, of nodviglias a pledge of faitto them. And
being no pledge of faitto them, it is no pledge of faith to anybody. It is medéeiwind. Al
most, it is only a pledge of faith to an unknowmdbaof robbers and murderers, wh
instrument for plundering and murdering other peppthus publicly confess myself to
And it has no other obligation than a similar ogthen to any other unknown body
pirates, robbers, and murderers. For these resisermmths taken by members of Congi
"to support the Constitution," are, on general @ptes of law and reason, of no valid
They are not only criminal in themselves, and tfeeeevoid; but they are also void for f
further reasorthat they are given to nobody.

It cannot be said that, in any legitimate or leggise, they are given to "the people o
United States"; because neither the whole, nodange proportion of the whole, people
the United States ever, either openly or secrapipointed or designated these men as
agents to carry the Constitution into effect. Theag) body of the people -that is, mer
women, and children --were never asked, or even permitted, to signityamy [*34]
formal manner, either openly or secretly, their choicavish on the subject. The most t
these members of Congress can say, in favor af dpgiointment, is simply this: Each ¢
can say for himself:

| have evidence satisfactory to myself, that thexists, scattered throughout the count
band of men, having a tacit understanding with eattier, and calling themselves "
people of the United States," whose general pugaseto control and plunder each ot
and all other persons in the country, and, sodahay can, even in neighboring countr
and to kill every man who shall attempt to defemsl ferson and property against tl
schemes of plunder and dominion. Who these menimdejdually, 1 have no certal
means of knowing, for they sign no papers, and givepen, authentic evidence of tl
individual membership. They are not known indivillyaeven to each other. They
apparently as much afraid of being individually Wwmoto each other, as of being knowi
other persons. Hence theydinarily have no mode either of exercising, or of ma
known, theirindividual membership, otherwise than by giving their vosesretly for
certain agents to do their will. But although thesen are individually unknown, both
each other and to other persons, it is generallietgtood in the country that none but n
persons, of the age of twentyie years and upwards, can be members. It is alserglly
understood thaall male persons, born in the country, having certampmexions, and (i
some localities) certain amounts of property, anaértain cases) even persons of for.
birth, arepermitted to be members. But it appears that usually not rti@e one half, two-
thirds, or in some cases, three-fourths, of all wh®thugpermitted to become members
the band, ever exercise, or consequently prove, alstual membership, in the only mc
in which they ordinarily can exercise or provevig., by giving their votesecretly for the
officers or agents of the band. The number of tlsesget [*35] votes, so far as we h
any account of them, varies greatly from year tarythus tending to prove that the be
instead of being a permanent organization, is alp@ro tempore affair with those wh
choose to act with it for the time being. The groasber of these secret votes, or v
purports to be their gross number, in differentaldies, is occasionally publishe
Whether these reports are accurate or not, we havaeans of knowing. It is genere
supposed that great frauds are often committee@positing them. They are understoo
be received and counted by certain men, who aragblwes appointed for that purpose
the same secret process by which all other offiegid agents of the band are sele«
According to the reports of these receivers of saof®r whose accuracy or hone:



however, | cannot vouch), and according to my lkestwledge of the whole number
male persons "in my district,” who (it is supposedyepermitted to vote, it would appe
that one-half, two-thirds or three-fourths actualigt vote. Who the men wersdividually,
who cast these votes, | have no knowledge, fomthele thing was done secretly. Bul
the secret votes thus given for what they call arfriber of Congress," the receiv
reported that | had a majority, or at least a largenber than any other one person. Al
is only by virtue of such a designation that | aownhere to act in concert with otl
persons similarly selected in other parts of thentxy. It is understood among those \
sent me here, that all persons so selected, will,coming together at the City
Washington, take an oath in each other's presaaipport the Constitution of the Uni
States." By this is meant a certain paper thatdvas/n up eighty years ago. It was ne
signed by anybody, and apparently has no obligaaod never had any obligation, &
contract. In fact, few persons ever read it, angbtless much the largest number of tt
who voted for me and the others, never even sawy iipw pretend to know what it mee
Nevertheless, it is often spoken [*36] of in theuotry as "the Constitution of the Unit
States"; and for some reason or other, the mensehbme here, seem to expect that I,
all with whom 1 act, will swear to carry this Coitstion into effect. | am therefore ready
take this oath, and to amperate with all others, similarly selected, whe exady to tak
the same oath.

This is the most that any member of Congress canisaproof that he has a
constituency; that he represents anybody; thatoath "to support the Constitutionis
given to anybody, or pledges his faith tanybody. He has no open, written, or ot
authentic evidence, such as is required in allrotiases, that he was ever appointec
agent or representative of anybody. He has noesritower of attorney from any sin
individual. He has no such legal knowledge as dguired in all other cases, by which
can identify a single one of those who pretendaehappointed him to represent them.

Of course his oath, professedly given to themgsttpport the Constitution,” is, on gent
principles of law and reason, an oath given to dgbdt pledges his faith to nobody. If
fails to fulfil his oath, not a single person camme forward, and say to him, you h
betrayed me, or broken faith with me.

No one can come forward and say to him: | appoiytaad my attorney to act fome. |
required you to swear that, as my attorney, you ldvaupport the Constitution. Yi
promised me that you would do so; and now you Haxfeited the oath you gave to r
No single individual can say this.

No open, avowed, or responsible association, oy lebanen, [*37] can come forward a
say to him:We appointed you our attorney, to act for We required you to swear that,
our attorney, you would support the Constitution. Yaorpised us that you would do
and now you have forfeited the oath you gave to us.

No open, avowed, or responsible association, oy lbdanen, can say this to him; beca
there is no such association or body of men intemxce. If any one should assert that t
is such an association, let him prove, if he cam wompose it. Let him produce, if he ¢
any open, written, or other authentic contractpnedyor agreed to by these men; forn
themselves into an association; making themselwes/k as such to the world; appoint
him as their agent; and making themselves indiliguar as an association, respons
for his acts, done by their authority. Until allgltan be shown, no one can say that, ir
legitimate sense, there is any such associatiotinabte is their agent; or that he ever ¢
his oathto them; or ever pledged his faitio them.



On general principles of law and reason, it wouwddabsufficient answer for him to say
all individuals, and to all pretended associatiohmdividuals, who should accuse him ¢
breach of faith to them:

| never knew you. Where is your evidence yat, either individually or collectively, ev
appointed meyour attorney? thatjou ever required me to swe#n you, that, asyour
attorney, | would support the Constitution? or thaave now broken any faith that | e
pledgedto you? You may, or you may not, be members of that $d@ed of robbers al
murderers, who act in secret; appoint their agbnta secret ballot; who keep themse
individually unknown even to the agents they thus appoint; ahd, wherefore, cann
claim that they have any agents; or that any df fhretended agents ever gave his oat
pledged his faitito them. | repudiate you altogether. My oath was giverotioers, witt
whom you have nothing to do; or it was idle winteg only to the idle winds. Begone!

XII.

For the same reasons, the oaths of all the otretermquied agents of this secret ban
robbers and murderers are, on [*38] general prlasipf law and reason, equally desti
of obligation. They are given to nobody; but ordytlhe winds.

The oaths of the tagatherers and treasurers of the band, are, onajgurarciples of lav
and reason, of no validity. If any taatherer, for example, should put the mone
receives into his own pocket, and refuse to paitt wj the members of this band could
say to him: You collected that money as our agamd, for our uses; and you swore to
it over to us, or to those we should appoint teneeit. You have betrayed us, and brc
faith with us.

It would be a sufficient answer for him to sayherm:

| never knew you. You never made yourselwetvidually known to me. | never game
oath to you, as individuals. You may, or you may, he members of that secret band,
appoint agents to rob and murder other people; vilubd are cautious not to me
themselves individually known, either to such agewlr to those whom their agents
commissioned to rob. If you are members of thatdbgou have given me no proof t
you ever commissioned me to rob others for youebtn never knew you, as individug
and of course never promised you that | would pagrdo you the proceeds of I
robberies. | committed my robberies on my own aotoand for my own profit. If yo
thought | was fool enough to allow you to keep ywalwves concealed, and use me as
tool for robbing other persons; or that | wouldedakl the personal risk of the robber
and pay over the proceeds to you, you were paatigusimple. As | took all the risk of n
robberies, | propose to take all the profits. Begoriou are fools, as well as villains. |
gave my oath to anybody, | gave it to other pergbas you. But | really gave it to nobo
| only gave it to the winds. It answered my pur@oaéthe time. It enabled me to get
money | was after, and now | propose to keep ioli expected me to pay it over toy
you relied only upon that honor [*39] that is sda@ prevail among thieves. You ni
understand that that is a very poor reliance. dttgou may become wise enough to n
rely upon it again. If | have anguty in the matter, it is to give back the money tosH
from whom | took it; not to pay it over to villairstich as you.



XIII.

On general principles of law and reason, the oathish foreigners take, on coming he
and being "naturalized" (as it is called), are ofvalidity. They are necessarily given
nobody; because there is no open, authentic asisocito which they can join themselv
or to whom, as individuals, they can pledge thathf No such association,

organization, as "the people of the United Statkaying ever been formed by any of
written, authentic, or voluntary contract, thereaa general principles of law and rea:s
no such association, or organization, in existeAcel all oaths that purport to be giver
such an association are necessarily given onlggavinds. They cannot be said to be g
to any man, or body of men, as individuals, becawsenan, or body of men, can cc
forward with any proof that the oaths were given to them, as individualsto any
association of which they are members. To sayttiee is a tacit understanding amor
portion of the male adults of the country, thatytinall call themselves "the people of 1
United States,” and that they will act in concarsubjecting the remainder of the peopl
the United States to their dominion; but that theyl keep themselves persone
concealed by doing all their acts secretly, is Whoisufficient, on general principles
law and reason, to prove the existence of any sisslociation, or organization, as '
people of the United States”; or consequently tmv@rthat the oaths of foreigners w
given to any such association. [*40]

XIV.

On general principles of law and reason, all thla®avhich, since the war, have been g
by Southern men, that they will obey the laws oh@wess, support the Union, and the |
are of no validity. Such oaths are invalid, notyobécause they were extorted by milit
power, and threats of confiscation, and because dhe in contravention of men's natt
right to do as they please about supporting theegoaent,but also because they were
given to nobody. They were nominally given to "the United Staté8ut being nominall
given to "the United States," they were necessailgn to nobody, because, on gen
principles of law and reason, there were no "Uniiagtes,” to whom the oaths could
given. That is to say, there was no open, authemwowed, legitimate associati
corporation, or body of men, known as "the Unit¢ait&s,” or as "the people of the Uni
States,” to whom the oaths could have been givieanybody says there was suc
corporation, let him state who were the individuillat composed it, and how and w
they became a corporation. Were Mr. A, Mr. B, and @ members of it? If so, where
their signatures? Where the evidence of their meshigg? Where the record? Where
open, authentic proof? There is none. Therefordaw and reason, there was no ¢
corporation.

On general principles of law and reason, every @@pon, association, or organized b
of men, having a legitimate corporate existence kgitimate corporate rights, mi
consist of certain known individualsyho can prove, by legitimate and reasonable
evidence, their membership. But nothing of this kind can be proved in regaadthe
corporation, or body of men, who call themselvd® "tUnited States.” Not a man of th
in all the Northern States, can prove by any legite evidence, such as is require
prove membership in other legal corporations, behimself, or any other man whom
can name, is [*41] a member of any corporation ssoaiation called "the United State
or "the people of the United States," or, consetjyethat there is any such corporati
And since no such corporation can be proved ta,akisannot of course be proved that
oaths of Southern men were given to any such catipor. The most that can be claime



that the oaths were given to a secret band of rekdoed murderers, who called themse
"the United States,"” and extorted those oaths.tiattis certainly not enough to prove i
the oaths are of any obligation.

XV.

On general principles of law and reason, the oaftsoldiers, that they will serve a giv
number of years, that they will obey the the orddrtheir superior officers, that they w
bear true allegiance to the government, and sb,fare of no obligation. Independently
the criminality of an oath, that, for a given numbé years, he will kill all whom he m:
be commanded to kill, without exercising his owdgment or conscience as to the jus
or necessity of such killing, there is this furtheason why a soldier's oath is of
obligation, viz., that, like all the other oathathave now been mentiondtjs given to
nobody. There being, in no legitimate sense, any sucparation, or nation, as "the Unit
States,” nor, consequently, in any legitimate sers®/ such government as "
government of the United States," a soldier's gatkn to, or contract made with, suc
nation or government, is necessarily an oath giwenor contract made with, nobo
Consequently such an oath or contract can be obfigation.

XVI.

On general principles of law and reason, the &saso called, which purport to be ent
into with other nations, [*42] by persons callingetnselves ambassadors, secret:
presidents, and senators of the United Statetieimame, and in behalf, of "the peopl
the United States," are of no validity. Thesecatled ambassadors, secretaries, presic
and senators, who claim to be the agents of "tloplpeof the United States” for maki
these treaties, can show no open, written, or ah#rentic evidence that either the wi
"people of the United States,” or any other opgoweed, responsible body of men, call
themselves by that name, ever authorized thesenaled ambassadors and others to 1
treaties in the name of, or binding upon any oné€'tbke people of the United States,’
any other open, avowed, responsible body of mdilingahemselves by that name, e
authorized these pretended ambassadors, secretartesthers, in their name and bel
to recognize certain other persons, calling theveseémperors, kings, queens, and the
as the rightful rulers, sovereigns, masters, orasgntatives of the different peoples wt
they assume to govern, to represent, and to bind.

The "nations," as they are called, with whom ouetgnded ambassadors, secrete
presidents, and senators profess to make treates,s much myths as our own. On gel
principles of law and reason, there are no suchidima" That is to say, neither the wh
people of England, for example, nor any open, adwesponsible body of men, call
themselves by that name, ever, by any open, wyitieother authentic contract with ei
other, formed themselves into alwna fide, legitimate association or organization,
authorized any king, queen, or other represent&iveake treaties in their name, or to [
them, either individually, or as an associationsbgh treaties.

Our pretended treaties, then, being made with mitifeate or bona fide nations, o
representatives of nations, and being [*43] madeoor part, by persons who have
legitimate authority to act for us, have intringigao more validity than a pretended tre
made by the Man in the Moon with the king of thei&des.



XVILI.

On general principles of law and reason, debtsraotdd in the name of "the Unil
States," or of "the people of the United Statesg" & no validity. It is utterly absurd
pretend that debts to the amount of twelntg- hundred millions of dollars are bindi
upon thirtyfive or forty millions of people, when there is natparticle of legitimai
evidence --- such as would be required to proveiate debt ---that can be produc
against any one of them, that either he, or hipgnlyg authorized attorney, ever contrac
to pay one cent.

Certainly, neither the whole people of the Unitddt&s, nor any number of them, €
separately or individually contracted to pay a adrthese debts.

Certainly, also, neither the whole people of thatéth States, nor any number of th
every, by any open, written, or other authentic @oldntary contract, united themselve:
a firm, corporation, or association, by the nam&lod United States,” or "the people of
United States," and authorized their agents toraohtlebts in their name.

Certainly, too, there is in existence no such ficarporation, or association as "the Un
States," or "the people of the United States,” Bmnby any open, written, or ott
authentic and voluntary contract, and having caf@property with which to pay the
debts.

How, then, is it possible, on any general principfelaw or reason, that debts that
binding upon nobody individually, can be bindingonp forty millions of peopl
collectively, when, on general and legitimate piptes of law and reason, these [*
forty millions of people neither have, nor ever hady corporate property? never m
any corporate or individual contract? and neitheawveh nor ever had, any corpot
existence?

Who, then, created these debts, in the name ofUtlieed States"? Why, at most, onl
few persons, calling themselves "members of Cosgretc., who pretended to repres
"the people of the United States," but who readigresented only a secret band of rob
and murderers, who wanted money to carry on theewwes and murders in which tt
were then engaged; and who intended to extort frenfuture people of the United Sta
by robbery and threats of murder (and real murildhat should prove necessary),
means to pay these debts.

This band of robbers and murderers, who were thé pencipals in contracting the
debts, is a secret one, because its members haee eetered into any open, writt
avowed, or authentic contract, by which they maynokvidually known to the world, «
even to each other. Their real or pretended reptathees, who contracted these debi
their name, were selected (if selected at allttiat purpose secretly (by secret ballot),
in a way to furnish evidence against none of thmcgals individually; and thes
principals were really knowmdividually neither to their pretended representatives
contracted these debts in their behalf, nor to ghatio lent the money. The mon
therefore, was all borrowed and lent in the dahlgt tis, by men who did not see e
other's faces, or know each other's names; whalaoatl then, and cannot now, iden
each other as principals in the transactions; ahd gonsequently can prove no cont
with each other.



Furthermore, the money was all lent and borrowedcfiminal purposes; that is, 1
purposes of robbery and murder; and for this realencontracts were all intrinsica
void; and would have been so, even though thepadies, borrowers and [*45] lende
had come face to face, and made their contractsype their own proper names.

Furthermore, this secret band of robbers and merslewho were the real borrowers
this money, having no legitimate corporate existeritave no corporate property w
which to pay these debts. They do indeed preteravto large tracts of wild lands, lyii
between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans, and betwee Gulf of Mexico and the Not
Pole. But, on general principles of law and reasl@y might as well pretend to own
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans themselves; or the apphere and the sunlight; and to
them, and dispose of them, for the payment of theés.

Having no corporate property with which to pay whatports to be their corporate de
this secret band of robbers and murderers areyrbatikrupt. They have nothing to
with. In fact, they do not propose to pay their tdedstherwise than from the proceed:
their future robberies and murders. These are eeatdy their sole reliance; and w
known to be such by the lenders of the money,atithe the money was lent. And it w
therefore, virtually a part of the contract, thia¢ tmoney should be repaid only from
proceeds of these future robberies and murders.thisrreason, if for no other, t
contracts were void from the beginning.

In fact, these apparently two classes, borrowedsl@mders, were really one and the s
class. They borrowed and lent money from and ton#edves. They themselves were
only part and parcel, but the very life and soul,tluis secret band of robbers ¢
murderers, who borrowed and spent the money. lddally they furnished money fol
common enterprise; taking, in return, what purpbrte be corporate promises

individual loans. The only excuse they had for ngkihese sa@alled corporate promis
of, for individual loans by, the same parties, whaat they might have some appa
excuse for the future robberies of the band (tlsatto pay the debts of [*46] t
corporation), and that they might also know whatreb they were to be respectiv
entitled to out of the proceeds of their futurebetes.

Finally, if these debts had been created for thetnmmocent and honest purposes, ar
the most open and honest manner, by the real pddithe contracts, these parties c
thereby have bound nobody but themselves, and opepy but their own. They cot
have bound nobody that should have come after tteard, no property subsequer
created by, or belonging to, other persons.

XVIII.

The Constitution having never been signed by anypadd there being no other op
written, or authentic contract between any pasesatever, by virtue of which the Unit
States government, so called, is maintained; abeiitg well known that none but m
persons, of twentpne years of age and upwards, are allowed any woite governmen
and it being also well known that a large numbethefse adult persons seldom or n
vote at all; and thadll those who do vote, do so secretly (by secret haboid in a way t
prevent their individual votes being known, eith@the world, or even to each other;

consequently in a way to make no one openly resplentor the acts of their agents,
representatives, --- all these things being kndha questions aris&/ho compose the re
governing power in the country? Who are the ntle&responsible men, who rob us of ot



property? Restrain us of our liberty? Subject uth@r arbitrary dominion? And devast
our homes, and shoot us down by the hundreds of#mals, if we resist? How shall
find these men? How shall we know them from othéts® shall we defend ourselves :
our property against them? Who, of our neighbors, members of this secret banc
robbers and murderers? How [*47] can we know wlaicktheir houses, that we may bt
or demolish them? Whictheir property, that we may destroy it? Which their passdha
we may kill them, and rid the world and ourselvésuxh tyrants and monsters?

These are questions that must be answered, betarecan be free; before they can prc
themselves against this secret band of robbersramderers, who now plunder, ensle
and destroy them.

The answer to these questions is, that only thdse kave the will and power to sh
down their fellow men, are the real rulers in thas, in all other (saalled) civilizec
countries; for by no others will civilized men bebbed, or enslaved.

Among savages, mere physical strength, on thegbaohe man, may enable him to r
enslave, or kill another man. Among barbarians,enphysical strength, on the part ¢
body of men, disciplined, and acting in concerguigph with very little money or oth
wealth, may, under some circumstances, enable theaob, enslave, or kill another bc
of men, as numerous, or perhaps even more numedlarsthemselves. And among b
savages and barbarians, mere want may sometimgset@me man to sell himself a:
slave to another. But with (smlled) civilized peoples, among whom knowledgealite
and the means of acting in concert, have beconfesdd; and who have invented s
weapons and other means of defense as to rendex piersical strength of le
importance; and by whom soldiers in any requisumber, and other instrumentalities
war in any requisite amount, can always be hadnioney, the question of war, &
consequently the question of power, is little elsan a mere question of money. A
necessary consequence, those who stand readyntshfinis money, are the real ruler:
is so in Europe, and it is so in this country.

In Europe, the nominal rulers, the emperors andkiand parliaments, are anything
the real rulers of their respective countries. They little or nothing else than mere to
em- [*48] ployed by the wealthy to rob, enslave, aifchéed be) murder those who hi
less wealth, or none at all.

The Rothschilds, and that class of mot&yders of whom they are the representative:
agents --- men who never think of lending a shgllito their nextdoor neighbors, fc
purposes of honest industry, unless upon the nmgleasecurity, and at the highest rat
interest ---stand ready, at all times, to lend money in urtlchiamounts to those robb
and murderers, who call themselves governmentse texpended in shooting down th
who do not submit quietly to being robbed and eresla

They lend their money in this manner, knowing ihé& to be expended in murdering tf
fellow men, for simply seeking their liberty anceihrights; knowing also that neither
interest nor the principal will ever be paid, excas it will be extorted under terror of
repetition of such murders as those for which tloaey lent is to be expended.

These moneyenders, the Rothschilds, for example, say to tldwes: If we lend

hundred millions sterling to the queen and parliaivad England, it will enable them
murder twenty, fifty, or a hundred thousand peapl&ngland, Ireland, or India; and f
terror inspired by such wholesale slaughter, wikhlge them to keep the whole peopl
those countries in subjection for twenty, or peghfifty, years to come; to control all th



trade and industry; and to extort from them largeants of money, under the name
taxes; and from the wealth thus extorted from th#may (the queen and parliament)
afford to pay us a higher rate of interest for owaney than we can get in any other v
Or, if we lend this sum to the emperor of Austiiayill enable him to murder so many
his people as to strike terror into the rest, dng tenable him to keep them in subject
and extort money from them, for twenty or fifty yedo come. And they say the sam
regard to the emperor of Russia, the king of Pajskie emperor of France, [*49] or ¢
other ruler, so called, who, in their judgment,|Iviié able, by murdering a reason:
portion of his people, to keep the rest in subgggtand extort money from them, for a I
time to come, to pay the interest and the prinagpahe money lent him.

And why are these men so ready to lend money fadering their fellow men? Soley 1
this reason, viz., that such loans are considee¢igbinvestments than loans for purpe
of honest industry. They pay higher rates of irderand it is less trouble to look ai
them. This is the whole matter.

The question of making these loans is, with theseldrs, a mere question of pecun
profit. They lend money to be expended in robbemglaving, and murdering their fells
men, solely because, on the whole, such loans p#grbthan any others. They are
respecters of persons, no superstitious fools,rthadrence monarchs. They care no r
for a king, or an emperor, than they do for a beggecept as he is a better customer,
can pay them better interest for their money. dytdoubt his ability to make his murd
successful for maintaining his power, and thus rixip money from his people in futu
they dismiss him unceremoniously as they would disnany other hopeless bankr
who should want to borrow money to save himselnfl@pen insolvency.

When these great lenders of blomdney, like the Rothschilds, have loaned vast s
this way, for purposes of murder, to an empera king, they sell out the bonds taker
them, in small amounts, to anybody, and everybedyy are disposed to buy themr
satisfactory prices, to hold as investments. Tlieg Rothschilds) thus soon get back t
money, with great profits; and are now ready talleroney in the same way again to
other robber and murderer, called an emperor og, kivho, they think, is likely to k
successful in his robberies and murders, and ablpay a good price for the mor
necessary to carry them on. [*50]

This business of lending blood-money is one ofrtfeest thoroughly sordid, colbdlooded
and criminal that was ever carried on, to any aersible extent, amongst human bei
It is like lending money to slave traders, or tonooeon robbers and pirates, to be repaic
of their plunder. And the men who loan money toeggoments, so called, for the purp
of enabling the latter to rob, enslave, and muttieir people, are among the gree
villains that the world has ever seen. And theynagh deserve to be hunted and kille
they cannot otherwise be got rid of) as any sleagerrs, robbers, or pirates that ever lived.

When these emperors and kings,catled, have obtained their loans, they proceeuirt
and train immense numbers of professional murdecaited soldiers, and employ then
shooting down all who resist their demands for nyorie fact, most of them keep lar
bodies of these murderers constantly in their senas their only means of enforcing tl
extortions. There are now, | think, four or fivellions of these professional murder
constantly employed by the salled sovereigns of Europe. The enslaved peoged
course, forced to support and pay all these mursleas well as to submit to all the ot
extortions which these murderers are employed fiores.

It is only in this way that most of the salled governments of Europe are maintai



These sczalled governments are in reality only great baatisobbers and murdere
organized, disciplined, and constantly on the akentd the scealled sovereigns, in the
different governments, are simply the heads, oefshiof different bands of robbers
murderers. And these heads or chiefs are depengentthe lenders of bloastoney fol
the means to carry on their robberies and murdérsy could not sustain themselve
moment but for the loans made to them by thesedbiooney loarmongers. And the
first care is to maintain their credit with theroy they know [*51] their end is come, f
instant their credit with them fails. Consequeritlg first proceeds of their extortions
scrupulously applied to the payment of the inteoestheir loans.

In addition to paying the interest on their boritiey perhaps grant to the holders of tl
great monopolies in banking, like the Banks of Engl, of France, and of Vienna; with
agreement that these banks shall furnish money sweenin sudden emergencies, it r
be necessary to shoot down more of their peoplehaps also, by means of tariffs
competing imports, they give great monopolies tdate branches of industry, in whi
these lenders of bloaaioney are engaged. They also, by unequal taxa@mpt wholly
or partially the property of these loamengers, and throw corresponding burdens

those who are too poor and weak to resist.

Thus it is evident that all these men, who calirikelves by the higeeunding names
Emperors, Kings, Sovereigns, Monarchs, Most ClamstMajesties, Most Catho
Majesties, High Mightinesses, Most Serene and Pd®eimces, and the like, and w
claim to rule "by the grace of God," by "Divine Rif --- that is, by special authority frc
Heaven ---are intrinsically not only the merest miscreamtd aretches, engaged solely
plundering, enslaving, and murdering their felloermbut that they are also the me
hangers on, the servile, obsequious, fawning depeadand tools of these bloaibney
loan-mongers, on whom they rely for the means twycan their crimes. These loan-
mongers, like the Rothschilds, laugh in their sésgvand say to themselves: Tt
despicable creatures, who call themselves empesas kings, and majesties, and n
serene and potent princes; who profess to wearngpand sit on thrones; who d
themselves with ribbons, and feathers, and jewaaist surround themselves with hi
flatterers and lickspittles; and whom we sufferstoaut around, and palm themselves
upon fools and slaves, as sovereigns and lawgspasially appointed by Almighty Gc
and to hold them{*52] selves out as the sole fountains of honausg dignities, an
wealth, and power --all these miscreants and imposters know that weertteem, and u
them; that in us they live, move, and have theindgethat we require them (as the prici
their positions) to take upon themselves all thmtaall the danger, and all the odiun
all the crimes they commit for our profit; and tha will unmake them, strip them of th
gewgaws, and send them out into the world as beggagive them over to the vengea
of the people they have enslaved, the moment thiexse to commit any crime we reqt
of them, or to pay over to us such share of thegwds of their robberies as we see 1
demand.

XIX.

Now, what is true in Europe, is substantially tioethis country. The difference is t
immaterial one, that, in this country, there isungible, permanent head, or chief, of th
robbers and murderers who call themselves "thergavent.” That is to say, there is
one man, who calls himself the state, or even emperorg kor sovereign; no one w
claims that he and his children rule "by the Graic&od," by "Divine Right," or by speci
appointment from Heaven. There are only certain,mér call themselves presidel



senators, and representatives, and claim to batutierized agents$or the time being, or
for certain short periods, of all "the people of the United States"; but who carnwsino
credentials, or powers of attorney, or any othesmppauthentic evidence that they are
and who notoriously are not so; but are really dhly agents of a secret band of rob
and murderers, whom they themselves do not know, llave no means of knowir
individually; but who, they trust, will openly oresretly, when the crisis comes, sus
them in all their usurpations and crimes.

What is important to be noticed is, that thesecalted presidents, senators,
representatives, these pretended agents of alpébple of the United States," the mon
their exactions [*53] meet with any formidable stance from any portion of "the peof
themselves, are obliged, like their mibers and murderers in Europe, to fly at ondbée
lenders of blood money, for the means to sustadit gjower. And they borrow their mor
on the same principle, and for the same purpoge, tai be expended in shooting dowr
those "people of the United States"their own constituents and principals, as theygss
to call them ---who resist the robberies and enslavements whiebetlborrowers of ti
money are practising upon them. And they expeoepay the loans, if at all, only from {
proceeds of the future robberies, which they gpuita it will be easy for them and tr
successors to perpetrate through a long seriegakyupon their pretended principal:
they can but shoot down now some hundreds of tmaissaf them, and thus strike tet
into the rest.

Perhaps the facts were never made more evideafyircountry on the globe, than in

own, that these soulless blood-money loaoagers are the real rulers; that they rule -
the most sordid and mercenary motives; that thensgtle government, the preside
senators, and representatives, so called, are ynéreir tools; and that no ideas of,
regard for, justice or liberty had anything to danducing them to lend their money for
war. In proof of all this, look at the followingdts.

Nearly a hundred years ago we professed to havedyof all that religious superstitic
inculcated by a servile and corrupt priesthoodundpe, that rulers, so called, derived t
authority directly from Heaven; and that it was sequently a religious duty on the par
the people to obey them. We professed long agatwe earned that governments cc
rightfully exist only by the free will, and on theoluntary support, of those who mi
choose to sustain them. We all professed to haewvikrilong ago, that the only legitimi
objects of government were the maintenance oftifb@nd justice equally for all. All th
[*54] we had professed for nearly a hundred yearnsl we professed to look with pity a
contempt upon those ignorant, superstitious, astheed peoples of Europe, who wert
easily kept in subjection by the frauds and forcpreests and kings.

Notwithstanding all this, that we had learned, &mdwn, and professed, for nearl
century, these lenders of blood money had, fomg leeries of years previous to the \
been the willing accomplices of the slawvelders in perverting the government from
purposes of liberty and justice, to the greatestromhes. They had been such accomplices
for a purely pecuniary consideration, to wit, a control of the markets in the Southpthel
words, the privilege of holding the slahelders themselves in industrial and comme
subjection to the manufacturers and merchantseofNtbrth (who afterwards furnished
money for the war). And these Northern merchant$ manufacturers, these lender:
blood-money, were willing to continue to be the @uoplices of the slavlelders in th
future, for the same pecuniary considerations. tBat slaveholders, either doubting t
fidelity of their Northern allies, or feeling theerlges strong enough to keep their slave
subjection without Northern assistance, would nog&r pay the price which the
Northern men demanded. And it was to enforce thisepin the future --that is, t



monopolize the Southern markets, to maintain timeiustrial and commercial control o
the South --that these Northern manufacturers and merchantst@ame of the profits
their former monopolies for the war, in order tecwe to themselves the same, or gre
monopolies in the future. These --- and not anyeloV¥ liberty or justice --were the
motives on which the money for the war was lenth®y North. In short, the North said
the slaveholders: If you will not pay us our price (give centrol of your markets) for o
assistance against your slaves, we will securestimae price (keep control of yc
markets) by helping your slaves against you, amdguthem as our tools for maift55]
taining dominion over you; for the control of yamarkets we will have, whether the tc
we use for that purpose be black or white, andhieecbst, in blood and money, whe
may.

On this principle, and from this motive, and nainfr any love of liberty, or justice, t
money was lent in enormous amounts, and at enormates of interest. And it was ol
by means of these loans that the objects of themgae accomplished.

And now these lenders of bloadeney demand their pay; and the government, sed;
becomes their tool, their servile, slavish, villaadool, to extort it from the labor of t
enslaved people both of the North and South. tib ise extorted by every form of dire
and indirect, and unequal taxation. Not only thenimal debt and interest -enormous ¢
the latter was --are to be paid in full; but these holders of tledtdare to be paid st
further --- and perhaps doubly, triply, or quadyuphid --- by such tariffs on imports
will enable our home manufacturers to realize emusnprices for their commodities; a
by such monopolies in banking as will enable themdegkcontrol of, and thus ensl:
and plunder, the industry and trade of the gredylmf the Northern people themselves
short, the industrial and commercial slavery of ¢jneat body of the people, North ¢
South, black and white, is the price which theselées of blood money demand, and ir
upon, and are determined to secure, in returrhfntoney lent for the war.

This programme having been fully arranged and syatieed, they put their sword into
hands of the chief murderer of the war, and charigeto carry their scheme into effe
And now he, speaking as their organ, salyset Us have peace."

The meaning of this is: Submit quietly to all tledlbery and slavery we have arrangec
you, and you can have "peace."” But in case yowstrabie same lenders of bloatbney
who furnished the means to subdue the South, whi$h the means again to sub
you. [*56]

These are the terms on which alone this governnoentyith few exceptions, any oth
ever gives "peace" to its people.

The whole affair, on the part of those who furngshiee money, has been, and now
deliberate scheme of robbery and murder; not mdrelgnonopolize the markets of f
South, but also to monopolize the currency, and ttantrol the industry and trade,
thus plunder and enslave the laborers, of bothiNand South. And Congress and
president are today the merest tools for thesegsep They are obliged to be, for t
know that their own power, as rulers, called, is at an end, the moment their credit
the blood-money loamongers fails. They are like a bankrupt in the Isamd ar
extortioner. They dare not say nay to any demandenug@on them. And to hide at once
possible, both their servility and crimes, theyempt to divert public attention, by cryi
out that they have "Abolished Slavery!" That thewé "Saved the Country!" That tr
have "Preserved our Glorious Union!" and that,omrpaying the "National Debt," as tr
call it (as if the people themselves| of them who are to be taxed for its payment, hac



really and voluntarily joined in contracting ithey are simply "Maintaining the Natior
Honor!"

By "maintaining the national honor," they mean diripat they themselves, open robt
and murderers, assume to be the nation, and velb kaith with those who lend them
money necessary to enable them to crush the goegtdf the people under their feet; i
will faithfully appropriate, from the proceeds okir future robberies and murders, enc
to pay all their loans, principal and interest.

The pretense that the "abolition of slavery" wdkegia motive or justification for the w
is a fraud of the same character with that of "r@mng the national honor." Who,
such usurpers, robbers, and murderers as they, established slavery? Or wil
government, except one resting upon [*57] the swikd the one we now have, was €
capable of maintaining slavery? And why did thesenmabolish slavery? Not from a
love of liberty in general --pot as an act of justice to the black man himseif,only "as
war measure," and because they wanted his as®stand that of his friends, in carry
on the war they had undertaken for maintainingiatehsifying that political, commerci:
and industrial slavery, to which they have subg@dige great body of the people, b
black and white. And yet these imposters now crytbat they have abolished the che
slavery of the black man --- although that was thet motive of the war --as if the)
thought they could thereby conceal, atone forpstify that other slavery which they w
fighting to perpetuate, and to render more rigoraud inexorable than it ever was bef
There was no difference of principle --- but onlydegree ---between the slavery th
boast they have abolished, and the slavery theg Wghting to preserve; for all restrai
upon men's natural liberty, not necessary for thrgle maintenance of justice, are of
nature of slavery, and differ from each other anlgegree.

If their object had really been to abolish slavesymaintain liberty or justice general
they had only to say: All, whether white or blackho want the protection of tt
government, shall have it; and all who do not wgnwill be left in peace, so long as tt
leave us in peace. Had they said this, slavery dvoelcessarily have been abolishe
once; the war would have been saved; and a thousaed nobler union than we he
ever had would have been the result. It would Haeen a voluntary union of free m
such a union as will one day exist among all mlea world over, if the several nations.
called, shall ever get rid of the usurpers, robbansl murderers, called governments,
now plunder, enslave, and destroy them.

Still another of the frauds of these men is, thaytare now [*58] establishing, and that
war was designed to establish, "a government ofea’ The only idea they have e
manifested as to what is a government of consenthis ---that it is one to whic
everybody must consent, or be shot. This idea i@sldminant one on which the war \
carried on; and it is the dominant one, now thatwaee got what is called "peace."

Their pretenses that they have "Saved the Courdng''Preserved our Glorious Unio
are frauds like all the rest of their pretenses.tlBgm they mean simply that they h
subjugated, and maintained their power over, anillingvpeople. This they call "Savir
the Country"; as if an enslaved and subjugated Ipeep or as if any people kept
subjection by the sword (as it is intended thaballis shall be hereafter) €ould be sai
to have any country. This, too, they call "Presggwour Glorious Union"; as if there coi
be said to be any Union, glorious or ingloriousgttivas not voluntary. Or as if there cc
be said to be any union between masters and slgtgeen those who conquer, and t
who are subjugated. All these cries of having "ebeld slavery,” of having "saved -
country," of having "preserved the union," of esitiing "a government of consent,” ¢



of "maintaining the national honor,"” are all grosbameless, transparent cheatsse-
transparent that they ought to deceive no onasken uttered as justifications for the v
or for the government that has succeeded the wdor mow compelling the people to
the cost of the war, or for compelling anybody tport a government that he does
want.

The lesson taught by all these facts is this: Aglas mankind continue to pay "Natic
Debts," so-called --that is, so long as they are such dupes and ceveartb pay for beir
cheated, plundered, enslaved, and murderedo-+4ong there will be enough to lend
money for those purposes; and with that [*59] moagylenty of tools, called soldiers, «
be hired to keep them in subjection. But when tlefyse any longer to pay for being t
cheated, plundered, enslaved, and murdered, thégemise to have cheats, and usurj
and robbers, and murderers and blood-money loargersrior masters.

APPENDIX.

Inasmuch as the Constitution was never signedagoged to, by anybody, as a conti
and therefore never bound anybody, and is now bigndpon nobody; and is, moreo\
such an one as no people can ever hereafter betegde consent to, except as they

be forced to do so at the point of the bayones gierhaps of no importance what its -
legal meaning, as a contract, is. Neverthelesswtiter thinks it proper to say that, in

opinion, the Constitution is no such instrumenttdsas generally been assumed to be
that by false interpretations, and naked usurpsfidimle government has been mad
practice a very widely, and almost wholly, differéining from what the Constitution its
purports to authorize. He has heretofore writtercimand could write much more, to pr
that such is the truth. But whether the Constitutieally be one thing, or another, i
much is certain --that it has either authorized such a governmenteakave had, or h
been powerless to prevent it. In either case,unig to exist.

NOTES
<fn1> See "No Treason, No. 2" pages 5 and 6.

<fn2> Suppose it be "the best government on earth," ttagsprove its own goodness,
only the badness of all other governments?

<fn3> The very men who drafted it, never signeid iiny way to bind themselves byas
a contract. And not one of them probably ever would have sthit in any way to bin
himself by it,asa contract.

<fn4> | have personally examined the statute books @ffthiowing States, viz.: Main
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Isl@otnecticut, New York, Ne
Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware, Virginia, North diiaa, South Carolina, Georg
Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Tennessee, KentudBitjo, Michagan, Indiana, lllinoi
Wisconsin, Texas, Arkansas, Missouri, lowa, Mintasd\ebraska, Kansas, Nvee
California, and Oregon, and find that in all thédates the English statute has been re-
enacted, sometimes with modifications, but gengmatilarging its operations, and is r

in force.

The following are some of the provisions of the Bashusetts statute:



"No action shall be brought in any of the followiogses, that is to say:

"To charge a person upon a special promise to anfewa debt, default, or misdoings

"Upon a contract for the sale of lands, tenemdmseditaments, or of any interest in
concerning them; or

"Upon an agreement that is not to be performediwithe year from the writing thereof:

"Unless the promise, contract, or agreement, uploisiwsuch action is broughtm or so
memorandum or note thereof, is in writing, and e@yrby the party to be charc

"No contract for the sale of goods, wares, or mandise, for the price of fifty dollars
more, shall be good and valid, unless the purcheseepts and receives part of the gt
so sold, or gives something in earnest to bindbidwgain, or in part payment; or unl
some note or memorandum in writing of the bargaimade and signed by the party t
charged thereby, or by some person thereunto byavrfully authorized."

<fn5>And this two-thirds vote may be but two-thimfsa quorum --- that is twthirds of ¢
majority --- instead of two-thirds of the whole.

<fn6> Of what appreciable value is it to any man, asnaiividual, that he is allowed
voice in choosing these public masters? His vaamly one of several millions.



