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Lysander Spooner (1808-1887) was a Massachusetts

lawyer noted for his vigorous and brilliant opposition to the en-
croachment of the State upon the liberty of the individual. He has
the great and honorable distinction of being one of the very few
constitutional lawyers of note who ever turned from his colleagues
and the institution of central government itself to champion the
cause of liberty and truth.

Modern day patriots know of Spooner through his pamphlet Trial
By Jury. Few realize, however, or will admit, that Spooner be-
came a noted “anarchist” in his day. The term “anarchist” was
applied to him because he fought against the unbridled power of
government to do ANYTHING it wanted, including criminal and
reprehensible acts under the guise of sovereignty.

Spooner did NOT reject law. In deed, he based his arguments
and treatises upon LAW itself — but not the spurious unlawful “laws”
of unprincipled politicians. Spooner — far from being lawless —
argued that the real lawless ones are those who use government
power and constitutional flim flam to rob, murder, and ruin the
common people. To do this politicians must ignore moral re-
straints and NATURAL LAW. Spooner minced no words ... call-
ing them crooks whose interests were to enslave men and amass
power to themselves. In fact, Spooner wrote excellent treatises
on NATURAL LAW showing it to be superior to, and higher than,
the so-called “laws” legislated by governments.
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No Treason
The Constitution of No Authority

T HE Condtitution hasno inherent authority or obligation. It hasno
authority or obligation at all, unlessasacontract between man and man.
And it doesnot so much aseven purport to be acontract between persons
now existing. It purports, at most, to be only acontract between persons
living eighty yearsago.t And it can be supposed to have been acontract
then only between personswho had aready cometo yearsof discretion,
S0 as to be competent to make reasonable and obligatory contracts.
Furthermore, weknow, historicaly, that only asmall portion even of the
peopl e then existing were consulted on the subject, or asked, or permitted
to expresseither their consent or dissent in any formal manner. Those
persons, if any, who did givetheir consent formally, are all dead now.
Most of them have been dead forty, fifty, Sixty, or seventy years. And the
Congtitution, so far asit wastheir contract, died with them. They had
no natura power or right to makeit obligatory upontheir children. Itisnot
only plainly impossible, inthe nature of things, that they could bind their
posterity, but they did not even attempt to bind them. That isto say, the
instrument does not purport to be an agreement between any body but
“thepeople’ then existing; nor doesit, either expresdy or impliedly, assert
any right, power, or disposition, on their part, to bind anybody but
themsalves. Let ussee. Itslanguageis:.

“Wk, the people of the United Sates(that is, the peoplethen existing
in the United Sates), in order to form a more perfect union, insure
domestictranquility, providefor the common defense, promotethegeneral
welfare, and securethe blessingsof liberty to our selvesand our posterity,
do ordain and establish thisCongtitution for the United Satesof America.”

1 [This essay was written in 1869.]
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Itisplain, inthefirst place, that thislanguage, as an agreement,
purportsto beonly what it at most redly was, viz., acontract betweenthe
peoplethen existing; and, of necessity, binding, asacontract, only upon
thosethen existing. Inthe second place, thelanguage neither expresses
nor impliesthat they had any intention or desire, nor that they imagined
they had any right or power, to bind their “ posterity” to liveunder it. It
doesnot say that their “ posterity” will, shall, or must live under it. It only
says, ineffect, that their hopesand motivesin adopting it werethat it might
proveuseful totheir pogterity, aswell astothemselves, by promoting their
union, safety, tranquility, liberty, etc.

Suppose an agreement wereentered into, inthisform:

“\We, the peopl e of Boston, agree to maintain a fort on Governor’s
Island, to protect ourselves and our posterity against invasion.”

Thisagreement, asan agreement, would clearly bind nobody but the
people then existing. Secondly, it would assert no right, power, or
disposition, on their part, to compel their * posterity” to maintain sucha
fort. It would only indicate that the supposed welfare of their posterity
wasone of themotivesthat induced the origina partiesto enter intothe
agreemen.

When aman saysheisbuilding ahousefor himself and hisposterity,
he does not mean to be understood as saying that he has any thought of
binding them, nor isit to beinferred that heissofoolishastoimaginethat
he has any right or power to bind them, toliveinit. Sofar asthey are
concerned, he only meansto be understood as saying that hishopesand
motives, inbuilding it, arethat they, or at |east some of them, may find it
for their happinesstoliveinit.

Sowhen aman saysheisplanting atreefor himself and his posterity,
he does not mean to be understood as saying that he has any thought of
compelling them, nor isit to beinferred that heissuch asmpleton asto
imaginethat he hasany right or power to compel them, to eat thefruit. So
far asthey areconcerned, he only meansto say that hishopesand motives,
inplanting thetree, arethat itsfruit may be agreeableto them.

Soitwaswiththosewho origindly adopted the Condtitution. Whatever
may havebeentheir persond intentions, thelega meaning of their language,
sofar astheir “ posterity” wasconcerned, smply was, that their hopesand
motives, inentering into the agreement, werethat it might prove useful and
acceptableto their posterity; that it might promotetheir union, safety,
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tranquility, and welfare; and that it might tend “to secure to them the
blessingsof liberty.” Thelanguage does not assert nor at al imply, any
right, power, or disposition, on the part of the original partiesto the
agreement, to compe their “ posterity” toliveunder it. If they had intended
to bind their posterity to live under it, they should have said that their
object was, not “to secureto them the blessingsof liberty,” but to make
davesof them; for if their “ posterity” areboundtoliveunder it, they are
nothing less than the slaves of their foolish, tyrannical, and dead
grandfathers.

It cannot be said that the Condtitution formed “ the people of the United
States,” for dl time, into acorporation. It does not speak of “the people”
asacorporation, but asindividuals. A corporation doesnot describeitsalf
as“we,” nor as” people,” nor as” ourselves.”

Nor doesacorporation, inlegal language, have any “ posterity.” It
supposssitsdf to have, and speaksof itsdf ashaving, perpetua existence,
asasngleindividudity.

Moreover, no body of men, existing a any onetime, hasthe power to
create aperpetual corporation. A corporation can become practically
perpetual only by the voluntary accession of new members, asthe old
ones die off. But for this voluntary accession of new members, the
corporation necessarily dies with the death of those who originally
composedit.

Legadly speaking, therefore, thereis, inthe Congtitution, nothing that
professesor attemptsto bind the posterity” of thosewho establishedit.

If, then, those who established the Constitution, had no power to
bind, and did not attempt to bind, their pogterity, the question arises, whether
their posterity have bound themselves. If they have done so, they can
have done so inonly one or both of thesetwo ways, viz., by voting, and
paying taxes.

.

L et usconsider thesetwo matters, voting and tax paying, separately.
Andfirg of voting.

All thevoting that has ever taken place under the Constitution, has
been of such akind that it not only did not pledge the whole peopleto
support the Constitution, but it did not even pledge any one of themto do
30, asthefollowing considerations show.

1. Inthevery nature of things, theact of voting could bind nobody but
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theactua voters. But owing to the property qualificationsrequired, itis
probablethat, during thefirst twenty or thirty yearsunder the Congtitution,
not more than one-tenth, fifteenth, or perhaps twentieth of the whole
popul ation (black and white, men, women, and minors) were permitted to
vote. Consequently, so far asvoting was concerned, not more than one-
tenth, fifteenth, or twentieth of thosethen existing, could haveincurred any
obligationto support the Congtitution.?

At thepresent time,® it isprobabl e that not morethan one-sixth of the
wholepopulation are permitted to vote. Consequently, sofar asvotingis
concerned, the other five-sixths can have given no pledge that they will
support the Congtitution.

2. Of theone-sixth that are permitted to vote, probably not morethan
two-thirds (about one-ninth of thewhole popul ation) have usualy voted.
Many never voteat all. Many vote only onceintwo, three, five, or ten
years, inperiods of great excitement.

No one, by voting, can besaid to pledgehimsdlf for any longer period
thanthat for which hevotes. If, for example, | votefor an officer whoisto
hold hisofficefor only ayear, | cannot be said to have thereby pledged
myself to support the government beyond that term. Therefore, onthe
ground of actual voting, it probably cannot be said that more than one-
ninth or one-eighth, of thewhole population are usualy under any pledge
to support the Congtitution.*

3. It cannot he said that, by voting, aman pledges himself to support
the Congtitution, unlessthe act of voting beaperfectly voluntary oneon
hispart. Yet the act of voting cannot properly be called avoluntary one

2[In the presidential election of 1824, the first in American history for which there are
reliable tabulations of popular votes, barely 350,000 votes were cast at a time when the
population was approximately 11,000,000 (the figure for the decennial census of 1820
was 9,638,453; that of 1830 was 12,866,020).]

3 [In the 1868 election, which occurred just before Spooner was writing, a total of about
5,700,000 votes were cast for the candidates, Gen. Ulysses S. Grant and Horatio Seymouir;
the population figure for the 1870 census was nearly 40,000,000.]

4[Relative percentages of those voting out of the total population have steadily increased
since this was written but, in the main, Spooner’s conjecture was borne out down until the
adoption of the 19th Amendment, which ended sexual discrimination in national elections
in 1920. The voters in the elections between 1870 and 1920 varied from one fifth to one
eighth of the whole population. In recent years, since 1940, the figure has usually fluctuated
between one-third and two-fifths.]
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onthepart of any very large number of thosewho do vote. Itisrather a
measure of necessity impaosed upon them by others, than oneof their own
choice. Onthispoint | repeat what was said in aformer number,2viz.:

“Intruth, inthe case of individuals, their actual voting is not to betaken as
proof of consent, even for the time being. On the contrary, it isto be considered
that, without his consent having even been asked a man finds himself environed
by a government that he cannot resist; a government that forces him to pay
money, render service, and forego the exercise of many of his natural rights,
under peril of weighty punishments. He sees, too, that other men practice this
tyranny over him by the use of the ballot. He seesfurther, that, if hewill but use
the ballot himself, he has some chance of relieving himself from thistyranny of
others, by subjecting them to his own. In short, he finds himself, without his
consent, so situated that, if he use the ballot, he may become a master; if he
does not use it, he must become a slave. And he has no other aternative than
these two. In self-defence, he attemptsthe former. His case is analogousto that
of aman who has been forced into battle, where he must either kill others, or be
killed himself. Because, to save hisown lifein battle, aman attemptsto take the
lives of his opponents, it is not to be inferred that the battle is one of his own
choosing. Neither in contests with the ballot —which is a mere substitute for a
bullet — because, as his only chance of self-preservation, aman usesaballot, is
it to beinferred that the contest is oneinto which he voluntarily entered; that he
voluntarily set up all his own natural rights, as a stake against those of others,
to be lost or won by the mere power of numbers. On the contrary, it isto be
considered that, in an exigency into which he had been forced by others, andin
which no other means of self-defence offered, he, asamatter of necessity, used
the only one that was left to him.

“Doubtless the most miserable of men, under the most oppressive
government in the world, if allowed the ballot, would useit, if they could see
any chance of thereby meliorating their condition. But it would not, therefore,
be alegitimate inference that the government itself, that crushesthem, wasone
which they had voluntarily set up, or even consented to.

“Therefore, aman’s voting under the Constitution of the United States, is
not to be taken as evidence that he ever freely assented to the Constitution,
even for the time being. Consequently we have no proof that any very large
portion, even of the actual votersof the United States, ever really and voluntarily
consented to the Constitution, even for the time being. Nor can we ever have
such proof, until every man isleft perfectly freeto consent, or not, without

a See No Treason, No. 2, pages 5 and 6.
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thereby subjecting himself or his property to be disturbed or injured by others.”

Aswecan havenolega knowledge asto who votesfrom choice, and
who from the necessity thus forced upon him, we can have no legal
knowledge, asto any particular individual, that hevoted from choice; or,
consequently, that by voting, he consented, or pledged himself, to support
thegovernment. L egally speaking, therefore, the act of voting utterly fails
to pledge anyoneto support the government. It utterly failsto provethat
the government rests upon the voluntary support of anybody. On general
principlesof law and reason, it cannot be said that the government hasany
voluntary supportersat dl, until it canbedistinctly shownwhoitsvoluntary
supportersare.

4. Astaxation ismade compulsory on al, whether they vote or not, a
large proportion of those who vote, no doubt do so to prevent their own
money being used against themselves; when, in fact, they would have
gladly abstained fromvoting, if they could thereby have saved themsalves
from taxation alone, to say nothing of being saved from all the other
usurpationsand tyrannies of the government. To takeaman’sproperty
without hisconsent, and then toinfer hisconsent because he attempts, by
voting, to prevent that property from being used to hisinjury, isavery
insufficient proof of hisconsent to support the Constitution. Itis, infact,
no proof at all. And aswe can have no legal knowledge asto who the
particular individualsare, if thereareany, who arewilling to betaxed for
the sake of voting, we can have no legal knowledgethat any particular
individual consentsto betaxed for the sake of voting; or, consequently,
consentsto support the Congtitution.

5.Atnearly dl eections, votesaregiven for various candidatesfor the
same office. Those who vote for the unsuccessful candidates cannot
properly besaidto have voted to sustain the Constitution. They may, with
more reason, be supposed to have voted, not to support the Congtitution,
but specialy to prevent the tyranny which they anticipate the successful
candidateintendsto practice upon them under color of the Congtitution;
and therefore may reasonably be supposed to have voted against the
Congtitutionitself. Thissuppositionisthe morereasonable, inasmuch as
suchvotingistheonly modeallowed to them of expressing their dissent to
the Congtitution.

6. Many votesareusually given for candidateswho have no prospect

10
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of success. Thosewho give such votes may reasonably be supposed to
have voted asthey did, with aspecial intention, not to support, but to
obstruct the execution of, the Constitution; and, therefore, against the
Condiitutionitsdf.

7.Asdl thedifferent votesare given secretly (by secret ballot), there
isnolega meansof knowing, from the votesthemsel ves, who votesfor,
and who against, the Constitution. Therefore, voting affords no legal
evidencetha any particular individud supportsthe Condtitution. Andwhere
therecan benolegal evidencethat any particular individua supportsthe
Condtitution, it cannot legdly besaid that anybody supportsit. Itisclearly
impossibleto haveany lega proof of theintentions of large numbers of
men, wherethere can beno legal proof of theintentionsof any particular
oneof them.

8. Therebeing nolegal proof of any man’sintentions, invoting, we
can only conjecturethem. Asaconjecture, itisprobable, that avery large
proportion of those who vote, do so on thisprinciple, viz., that if, by
voting, they could but get the government into their own hands (or that of
their friends), and useits powersagainst their opponents, they would then
willingly support the Constitution; but if their opponentsareto havethe
power, and useit against them, then they would not willingly support the
Condtitution.

In short, men’svoluntary support of the Congtitutionisdoubtless, in
most cases, wholly contingent upon the question whether, by meansof the
Condtitution, they can make themsalvesmasters, or areto bemadedaves.

Such contingent consent asthat is, inlaw and reason, noconsent at al.

9. Aseverybody who supportsthe Constitution by voting (if thereare
any such) does so secretly (by secret ballot), and in away to avoid all
persona respong bility for theact of hisagentsor representatives, it cannot
legdly or reasonably be said that anybody at all supportsthe Congtitution
by voting. No man can reasonably or legally besaidto do such athingas
to assent to, or support, the Constitution, unlesshe doesit openly, and
in a way to make himself personally responsible for the acts of his
agents, so long asthey act within thelimits of the power he delegates
to them.

10. As all voting is secret (by secret ballot), and as all secret
governmentsare necessarily only secret bands of robbers, tyrants, and
murderers, the general fact that our government ispractically carried on

11
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by meansof such voting, only provesthat thereisamong usasecret band
of robbers, tyrantsand murderers, whose purposeisto rob, endave, and,
so far asnecessary to accomplish their purposes, murder, therest of the
people. The simple fact of the existence of such aband does nothing
towards proving that “the people of the United States,” or anyone of
them, voluntarily supportsthe Congtitution. .

For dl thereasonsthat have now been given, voting furnishesno lega
evidenceastowho theparticular individualsare (if thereare any), who
voluntarily support the Condtitution. It thereforefurnishesnolegd evidence
that anybody supportsit voluntarily.

Sofar, therefore, asvoting isconcerned, the Constitution, legally
speaking, hasno supportersat all.

And, asmatter of fact, thereisnot the slightest probability that the
Congtitution hasasingle bonafidesupporter inthe country. That isto say,
thereisnot thedightest probability that thereisasinglemaninthecountry,
who both understands what the Constitution really is, and sincerely
supportsit for what it really is.

The ostensible supporters of the Constitution, like the ostensible
supportersof most other governments, aremade up of threeclasses, viz..
1. Knaves—anumerousand active class, who seein the government an
instrument which they can usefor their own aggrandizement or wealth. 2.
Dupes—alarge class, no doubt — each of whom, because heisallowed
onevoiceout of millionsin deciding what hemay dowith hisown person
and hisown property, and because heis permitted to have the samevoice
inrobbing, endaving, and murdering others, that othershavein robbing,
endaving, and murdering himsdf, isstupid enoughtoimaginethat heisa
“freeman,” a" sovereign”; that thisis* afree government”; “ agovernment
of equd rights,” “thebest government on earth,”® and such likeabsurdities.
3. A classwho have some appreciation of the evils of government, but
either do not see how to get rid of them, or do not choose to so far
sacrificethar privateinterestsasto givethemsel vesserioudy and earnestly
tothework of making achange.

1.
The payment of taxes, being compulsory, of coursefurnishesno

b Suppose it be “the best government on earth,” does that prove its own goodness, or
only the badness of all other governments?

12
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evidencethat anyonevoluntarily supportsthe Constitution.

1. Itistruethat thetheory of our Congtitutionis, that all taxesarepaid
voluntarily; that our governmentisamutua insurance company, voluntarily
entered into by the peoplewith each other; that each man makesafree
and purely voluntary contract with all others who are parties to the
Condtitution, to pay so much money for so much protection, thesameas
he doeswith any other insurance company; and that heisjust asfree not
to be protected, and not to pay tax, asheisto pay atax, and be protected.

But thistheory of our government iswholly different fromthepractical
fact. Thefact isthat the government, like ahighwayman, saysto aman:
“Your money, or your life.” And many, if not most, taxesare paid under
thecompulsion of that thredt.

The government does not, indeed, waylay amanin alonely place,
Spring upon himfromtheroadside, and, holdingapistol to hishead, proceed
torifle hispockets. But the robbery is nonethelessarobbery on that
account; and itisfar moredastardly and shameful.

The highwayman takes solely upon himsdlf theresponsibility, danger,
and crime of hisown act. He does not pretend that he has any rightful
claimto your money, or that heintendsto useit for your own benefit. He
does not pretend to be anything but a robber. He has not acquired
impudence enough to professto be merely a* protector,” and that he
takesmen’smoney against their will, merely to enable himto “ protect”
thoseinfatuated travellers, who fed perfectly ableto protect themselves,
or do not appreciate hispeculiar system of protection. Heistoo sensible
amanto make such professionsasthese. Furthermore, having taken your
money, he leaves you, as you wish him to do. He does not persist in
following you ontheroad, against your will; assuming to beyour rightful
“sovereign,” on account of the* protection” he affordsyou. Hedoes not
keep“protecting” you, by commanding you to bow down and servehim;
by requiring you to do this, and forbidding you to do that; by robbing you
of more money asoften ashefindsit for hisinterest or pleasureto do so;
and by branding you asarebel, atraitor, and an enemy to your country,
and shooting you down without mercy, if you dispute hisauthority, or
resist hisdemands. Heistoo much of agentleman to be guilty of such
impostures, and insults, and villainiesasthese. In short, hedoesnot, in
additionto robbing you, attempt to makeyou either hisdupeor hissave.

13
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The proceedingsof thoserobbersand murderers, who call themsalves
“the government,” are directly the opposite of these of the single
highwaymen.

Inthefirst place, they do not, like him, makethemselvesindividually
known; or, consequently, take upon themsdaves persondly therespongbility
of their acts. On the contrary, they secretly (by secret ballot) designate
some one of their number to commit the robbery in their behalf, while
they keep themselves practically concealed. They say to the person thus
designated:

GOotoA.....cene. [ SO , and say to himthat “thegovernment”
hasneed of money to meet the expensesof protecting himand hisproperty.
If he presumesto say that he hasnever contracted with usto protect him,
and that hewantsnoneof our protection, say to himthat that isour business,
and not his; that we chooseto protect him, whether hedesiresusto do so
or not; and that we demand pay, too, for protecting him. If hedaresto
inquirewho theindividuasare, who have thustaken upon themselvesthe
titleof “thegovernment,” and who assumeto protect him, and demand
payment of him, without hishaving ever madeany contract with them, say
to himthat that, too, isour business, and not his; that we do not chooseto
make ourselvesindividually known to him; that we have secretly (by
secret ball ot) appointed you our agent to give him notice of our demands,
and, if hecomplieswith them, to givehim, in our name, areceipt that will
protect him against any similar demand for the present year. If herefuses
to comply, seize and sell enough of his property to pay not only our
demands, but all your own expensesand troublebeside. If heresiststhe
seizure of hisproperty, call upon the bystandersto help you (doubtless
someof themwill proveto bemembersof our band). If, indefending his
property, he should kill any of our band who are assi sting you, capture
himat all hazards; chargehim (in oneof our courts) with murder; convict
him, and hang him. If he should call upon hisneighbors, or any others
who, like him, may be disposed to resist our demands, and they should
comeinlargenumbersto hisass stance, cry out that they aredll rebelsand
traitors; that “our country” isin danger; call upon the commander of our
hired murderers; tell himto quell therebellion and “ savethe country,” cost
what it may. Tell himtokill al who resist, though they should be hundreds
of thousands; and thusstriketerror into al otherssimilarly disposed. See
that thework of murder isthoroughly done; that we may have no further

14
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trouble of thiskind hereafter. When thesetraitors shall have thusbeen
taught our strength and our determination, they will begood loyd citizens
for many years, and pay their taxeswithout awhy or awherefore.

Itisunder such compulsion asthisthat taxes, so called, arepaid. And
how much proof the payment of taxes affords, that the people consent to
support “the government,” it needsno further argument to show.

2. Still another reason why the payment of taxesimpliesno consent,
or pledge, to support the government, isthat the taxpayer does not know,
and hasno meansof knowing, who the particular individualsarewho
compose “the government.” To him “the government” isamyth, an
abstraction, anincorporedity, withwhich he can makeno contract, and to
which he can give no consent, and make no pledge. He knowsit only
throughits pretended agents. “ Thegovernment” itself he never sees. He
knowsindeed, by common report, that certain persons, of acertain age,
are permitted to vote; and thusto make themselves partsof, or (if they
choose) opponents of, the government, for the time being. But who of
them do thusvote, and especially how each onevotes (whether so asto
aid or oppose the government), he does not know; the voting being all
done secretly (by secret ballot). Who, therefore, practicaly compose*the
government,” for thetimebeing, hehasno meansof knowing. Of course
he can makeno contract with them, givethem no consent, and makethem
no pledge. Of necessity, therefore, hispaying taxestothemimplies, onhis
part, no contract, consent, or pledge to support them—that is, to support
“thegovernment,” or the Congtitution.

3. Not knowingwhothe particular individualsare, who call themsalves
“thegovernment,” thetaxpayer does not know whom he pays histaxes
to. All heknowsisthat aman comesto him, representing himself to bethe
agent of “thegovernment” —that is, theagent of asecret band of robbers
and murderers, who havetakento themse vesthetitle of “ thegovernment,”
and have determinedtokill everybody who refusesto givethemwhatever
money they demand. To savehislife, hegivesup hismoney to thisagent.
But asthisagent does not make hisprincipasindividually known to the
taxpayer, thelatter, after he hasgiven up hismoney, knowsno morewho
are “the government” — that is, who were the robbers — than he did
before. To say, therefore, that by giving up hismoney to their agent, he
entered into avoluntary contract with them, that he pledges himself to
obey them, to support them, and to givethem whatever money they should

15
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demand of himinthefuture,issmply ridiculous.

4. All palitical power, asitiscaled, restspracticaly upon thismatter
of money. Any number of scoundrel's, having money enough to Start with,
can establish themselvesasa“ government” ; because, with money, they
can hiresoldiers, and with soldiersextort moremoney; and al so compel
general obediencetotheir will. Itiswith government, as Caesar said it
wasinwar, that money and soldiers mutually supported each other; that
with money he could hire soldiers, and with soldiersextort money. So
thesevillains, who call themsda vesgovernments, well understand that their
power rests primarily upon money. With money they can hire soldiers,
and with soldiersextort money. And, when their authority isdenied, the
first usethey awaysmake of money, isto hiresoldierstokill or subdueall
who refusethem more money.

For thisreason, whoever desiresliberty, should understand thesevita
facts, viz.: 1. That every man who puts money into the hands of a
“government” (so caled), putsinto itshandsasword whichwill be used
against himself, to extort moremoney from him, and alsotokeep himin
subjectiontoitsarbitrary will. 2. That those who will take hismoney,
without hisconsent, inthefirst place, will useit for hisfurther robbery and
endavement, if hepresumestoresist their demandsinthefuture. 3. That
itisaperfect absurdity to supposethat any body of menwould ever take
aman’smoney without hisconsent, for any such object asthey professto
takeitfor, viz., that of protecting him; for why should they wishto protect
him, if hedoesnot wish them to do s0? To supposethat they would do o,
isjust asabsurd asit would beto supposethat they would take hismoney
without hisconsent, for the purposeof buying food or clothing for him,
when hedid not want it. 4. If amanwants* protection,” heiscompetent to
make hisown bargainsfor it; and nobody hasany occasiontorobhim,in
order to “protect” himagaingt hiswill. 5. That the only security men can
havefor their political liberty, consstsintheir keeping their money intheir
own pockets, until they have assurances, perfectly satisfactory tothemselves,
that it will be used asthey wishit to be used, for their benefit, and not for
their injury. 6. That no government, so called, can reasonably betrusted
for amoment, or reasonably be supposed to have honest purposesin
view, any longer than it dependswholly upon voluntary support.

Thesefactsareal sovita and so self-evident, that it cannot reasonably
be supposed that anyone will voluntarily pay money to a“government,”
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for the purpose of securing itsprotection, unlesshefirst makesan explicit
and purely voluntary contract withit for that purpose.

Itisperfectly evident, therefore, that neither such voting, nor such
payment of taxes, asactually takes place, provesanybody’s consent, or
obligation, to support the Condtitution. Consequently wehaveno evidence
at all that the Constitution is binding upon anybody, or that anybody is
under any contract or obligation whatever to supportit. And nobody is
under any obligation to support it.

V.

The Constitution not only binds nobody now, but it never did
bind anybody. It never bound anybody, becauseit was never agreed to
by anybody in such amanner asto makeit, on general principlesof law
and reason, binding upon him.

Itisageneral principleof law and reason, that awritten instrument
bindsno oneuntil hehassignedit. Thisprincipleissoinflexibleaone, that
even though aman isunableto write hisname, hemust still “makehis
mark,” beforeheisbound by awritten contract. Thiscusomwasestablished
agesago, when few men could writetheir names; whenaclerk —thatis, a
man who could write—was so rare and va uable aperson, that evenif he
wereguilty of high crimes, hewas entitled to pardon, onthe ground that
thepublic could not afford to lose hisservices. Even at that time, awritten
contract must be signed; and menwho could not write, either “madetheir
mark,” or sgnedtheir contractsby stamping their seal supon wax affixed
to the parchment onwhichtheir contractswerewritten. Hencethe custom
of affixing seals, that has continued to thistime.

Thelaw holds, and reason declares, that if awritteninstrument isnot
signed, the presumption must be that the party to be bound by it, did not
chooseto signit, or to bind himself by it. And law and reason both give
himuntil thelast moment, inwhich to decidewhether hewill signit, or not.
Neither law nor reasonrequiresor expectsamanto agreeto aninstrument,
until itiswritten; for until itiswritten, he cannot know itspreciselegal
meaning. And whenitiswritten, and he hashad the opportunity to satisfy
himself of itspreciselegal meaning, heisthen expected to decide, and not
before, whether hewill agreetoit or not. Andif hedo not thensignit, his
reason is supposed to be, that he does not choose to enter into such a

17



Lysander Spooner

contract. Thefact that theinstrument waswrittenfor himto sign, or with
the hopethat hewould signit, goesfor nothing.

Wherewould bethe end of fraud and litigation, if one party could
bringinto court awritten instrument, without any signature, and claimto
haveit enforced, upon the ground that it waswritten for another man to
sign?that thisother man had promised to signit?that he ought to have
signed it?that he had the opportunity tosignit, if hewould?but that he
had refused or neglected to do so? Yet that isthe most that could ever be
said of the Condtitution.®

Thevery judges, who professto derive al their authority fromthe
Condtitution—from aninstrument that nobody ever signed—would spurn
any other instrument, not signed, that should be brought beforethem for
adjudication.

Moreover, awritten instrument must, in law and reason, not only be
signed, but must also bedelivered to the party (or to someonefor him), in
whosefavor itismade, beforeit can bind the party makingit. Thesigning
isof no effect, unlesstheinstrument bealso delivered. And aparty isat
perfect liberty to refuseto deliver awritteninstrument, after hehassigned
it. Heisasfreetorefuseto deliver it, asheistorefuseto signit. The
Constitution was not only never signed by anybody, but it was never
dedlivered by anybody, or to anybody’sagent or attorney. It cantherefore
be of no morevalidity asacontract, than can any other instrument, that
wasnever signed or delivered.

\Y

Asfurther evidenceof thegenerd senseof mankind, astothepractical
necessity thereisthat all men’simportant contracts, especially thoseof a
permanent nature, should be both written and signed, thefollowing facts
arepertinent.

For nearly two hundred years—that is, since 1677 —there hasbeen
onthe statute book of England, and the same, in substance, if not precisely
inletter, hasbeenre-enacted, andisnow inforce, innearly or quiteal the
States of thisUnion, astatute, the genera object of whichisto declare

¢ The very men who drafted it, never signed it in any way to bind themselves by it, as
a contract. And not one of them probably ever would have signed it in any way to bind
himself by it, as a contract.
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that no action shall be brought to enforce contractsof the moreimportant
class, unless they are put in writing, and signed by the parties to be
held chargeable upon them.

Theprincipleof thestatute, beit observed, is, not merely that written
contractsshall besigned, but alsothat al contracts, except those specialy
exempted —generdly thosethat arefor smal amounts, and aretoremain
inforcebut for ashort time—shall be both written and signed.

Thereason of the statute, onthispoint, is, that itisnow so easy athing
for mento put their contractsinwriting, and signthem, and their failureto
do so opensthe door to so much doubt, fraud, and litigation, that men
who neglect to havetheir contracts— of any considerableimportance—
written and signed, ought not to have the benefit of courtsof justiceto
enforce them. And this reason isawise one; and that experience has
confirmed itswisdom and necessity, isdemonstrated by thefact that it has
been acted upon in England for nearly two hundred years, and hasbeen
so nearly universally adopted inthis country, and that nobody thinks of

repedingit.

41 have personally examined the statute books of the following States, viz.: Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York, New Jersey,
Pennsylvania, Delaware, Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, Alabama,
Mississippi, Tennessee, Kentucky, Ohio, Michigan, Indiana, lllinois, Wisconsin, Texas,
Arkansas, Missouri, lowa, Minnesota, Nebraska, Kansas, Nevada, California, and Oregon,
and find that in all these States the English statute has been reenacted, sometimes with
modifications, but generally enlarging its operations, and is now in force.

The following are some of the provisions of the Massachusetts statute: “No action shall
be brought in any of the following cases, that is to say: ...

“To charge a person upon a special promise to answer for the debt, default, or misdoings
of another: ...

“Upon a contract for the sale of lands, tenements, hereditaments, or of any interest in,
or concerning them; or

“Upon an agreement that is not to be performed within one year from the writing
thereof:

“Unless the promise, contract, or agreement, upon which such action is brought, or
some memorandum or note thereof, is in writing, and signed by the party to be charged
therewith, or by same person thereunto by him lawfully authorized,”

“No contract for the sale of goods, wares, or merchandise, for the price of fifty dollars
or more, shall be good or valid, unless the purchaser accepts and receives part of the
goods so sold, or gives something in earnest to bind the bargain, or in part payment; or
unless some’ note or memorandum in writing of the bargain is made and signed by the
party to be charged thereby, or by some person thereunto by him lawfully authorized.”
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Weall know, too, how careful most men areto havetheir contracts
written and signed, even when thisstatute doesnot requireit. For example,
most men, if they have money duethem, of no larger amount thanfiveor
tendollars, arecareful totakeanotefor it. If they buy evenasmal bill of
goods, payingfor it at thetime of delivery, they takearece pted bill for it.
If they pay asmall balance of abook account, or any other small debt
previoudy contracted, they takeawrittenreceipt for it.

Furthermore, the law everywhere (probably) in our country, aswell
asin England, requiresthat alarge classof contracts, such aswills, deeds,
etc., shal not only bewritten and signed, but also sealed, witnessed, and
acknowledged. And inthe case of married women conveying their rights
inreal estate, thelaw, in many States, requiresthat thewomen shall be
examined separate and apart from their husbands, and declarethat they
signtheir contractsfree of any fear or compulsion of their husbands.

Such are someof the precautionswhich thelawvsrequire, and which
individua s—frommotivesof common prudence, evenin casesnot required
by law —take, to put their contractsin writing, and havethem signed, and,
toguard againg dl uncertaintiesand controversesinregard totheir meaning
and validity. And yet we have what purports, or professes, or isclaimed,
to beacontract —the Constitution —made el ghty yearsago, by menwho
arenow all dead, and who never had any power to bind us, but which (it
isclaimed) has neverthel essbound three generations of men, consisting of
many millions, andwhich (itisclaimed) will bebinding upondl themillions
that are to come; but which nobody ever signed, seded, delivered,
witnessed, or acknowledged; and which few persons, compared with the
wholenumber that are claimed to be bound by it, have ever read, or even
seen, or ever will read, or see. And of thosewho ever haveread it, or ever
will readit, scarcely any two, perhapsno two, have ever agreed, or ever
will agree, astowhat it means.

Moreover, thissupposed contract, which would not bereceivedin
any court of justicesitting under itsauthority, if offered to prove adebt of
five dollars, owing by one man to another, isone by which—asitis
generally interpreted by those who pretend to administer it —all men,
women and childrenthroughout the country, and through al time, surrender
not only al their property, but also their liberties, and evenlives, intothe
hands of menwho by thissupposed contract, are expressly madewholly
irresponsiblefor their disposa of them. Andwearesoinsane, or sowicked,
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astodestroy property and liveswithout limit, infighting to compel mento
fulfill asupposed contract, which, inasmuch asit hasnever been signed by
anybody, is, on generd principlesof law and reason—such principlesas
weareall governed by in regard to other contracts—the merest waste
paper, binding upon nobody, fit only to be thrown into thefire; or, if
preserved, preserved only to serve asawitnessand awarning of thefolly
and wickednessof mankind.

VI.

Itisno exaggeration, but aliteral truth, to say that, by the Constitution
—not asl interpret it, but asit isinterpreted by those who pretend to
administer it—the properties, liberties, and lives of the entire people of
the United States are surrendered unreservedly into the hands of men
who, itisprovided by the Constitutionitself, shall never be* questioned”
asto any disposal they make of them.

Thusthe Constitution (Art. I, Sec. 6) providesthat, “for any speech
or debate (or vote), inether house, they (the senatorsand representatives)
shdl not be questioned in any other place.”

The whole law-making power is given to these senators and
representatives (when acting by atwo-thirdsvote)®; and thisprovision
protectsthem from all responsibility for thelawsthey make.

The Condtitution al so enablesthem to securethe execution of dl their
laws, by giving them power to withhold the salaries of, and to impeach
and remove, al judicial and executive officers, who refuseto execute
them.

Thusthewhole power of the government isin their hands, and they
aremade utterly irresponsiblefor the usethey makeof it. What isthisbut
absolute, irresponsible power?

Itisno answer tothisview of the caseto say that these men areunder
oath to usetheir power only within certain limits; for what carethey, or
what should they care, for oathsor limits, whenitisexpressy provided,

eAnd this two-thirds vote may be but two-thirds of a quorum — that is two-thirds
of a majority — instead of two-thirds of the whole.
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by the Congtitution itsdlf, that they shall never be* questioned,” or heldto
any respong bility whatever, for violating their oaths, or transgressing those
limits?

Neither isit any answer tothisview of the caseto say that the particular
individuals holding thispower can be changed onceintwo or six years,
for the power of each set of menisabsol uteduring theterm for whichthey
holdit; and when they can hold it nolonger, they are succeeded only by
men whose power will beequally absoluteandirresponsible.

Neither isit any answer to thisview of the caseto say that the men
holding thisabsol ute, irresponsi ble power, must be men chosen by the
people (or portions of them) to hold it. A manisnonethelessadave
because heisallowed to choose anew master oncein aterm of years.
Neither areapeopleany thelessdavesbecause permitted periodically to
choose new masters. What makesthem slavesisthefact that they now
are, and are always hereafter to be, in the hands of men whose power
over themis, and dwaysisto be, absoluteand irresponsible

Theright of dbsoluteandirresponsibledominionistheright of property,
andtheright of property istheright of absolute, irrespons ble dominion.
Thetwo areidentical; the one necessarily implying the other. Neither can
exist without the other. If, therefore, Congress have that absolute and
irrespons blelaw-making power, which the Constitution —according to
their interpretation of it —givesthem, it can only be becausethey own us
asproperty. If they own usas property, they are our masters, and their
will isour law. If they do not own usas property, they are not our masters,
andtheir will, assuch, isof no authority over us.

But thesemen who claim and exercisethisabsoluteand irresponsible
dominionover us, darenot becons stent, and claim ether to beour masters,
or to own us as property. They say they are only our servants, agents,
attorneys, and representatives. But thisdeclaration involvesan absurdity,
a contradiction. No man can be my servant, agent, attorney, or
representative, and be, at the same time, uncontrollable by me, and
irresponsibleto mefor hisacts. It isof noimportancethat | appointed
him, and put all power inhishands. If | made him uncontrollable by me,
and irresponsibleto me, heisno longer my servant, agent, attorney, or

fof what appreciable value is it to any man, as an individual, that he is allowed a voice
in choosing these public masters? His voice is only one of several millions.
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representative. If | gave him absolute, irresponsible power over my
property, | gave himthe property. If | gave him absolute, irresponsible
power over myself, | made him my master, and gave myself tohimasa
dave. Anditisof noimportancewhether | called him master or servant,
agent or owner. Theonly questionis, what power did | put into hishands?
Wasit an absolute and irresponsible one? or alimited and responsible
one?

For gtill another reason they areneither our servants, agents, attorneys,
nor representatives. And that reason is, that we do not make ourselves
responsiblefor their acts. If amanismy servant, agent, or attorney, |
necessarily makemyself responsiblefor al hisactsdonewithinthelimits
of thepower | haveintrusted to him. If | haveintrusted him, asmy agent,
with either absolute power, or any power at all, over the persons or
propertiesof other men than myself, | thereby necessarily make myself
responsi bleto those other personsfor any injurieshe may do them, so
long asheactswithin thelimitsof the power | have granted him. But no
individual who may be injured in his person or property, by acts of
Congress, can cometo theindividual eectors, and hold them responsible
for theseactsof their so-called agentsor representatives. Thisfact proves
that these pretended agents of the people, of everybody, arereally the
agentsof nobody.

If, then, nobody isindividually responsiblefor theactsof Congress,
themembers of Congressare nobody’sagents. And if they arenobody’s
agents, they arethemselvesindividually responsiblefor their own acts,
and for the acts of all whom they employ. And the authority they are
exercigngisamply their ownindividud authority; and, by thelaw of nature
—thehighest of all laws—anybody injured by their acts, anybody whois
deprived by them of hisproperty or hisliberty, hasthe sameright to hold
themindividually responsible, that he hasto hold any other trespasser
individually responsible. He hasthe sameright to resist them, and their
agents, that he hasto resist any other trespassers.

VII.

Itisplain, then, that on general principlesof law and reason—such
principlesasweall act uponin courtsof justiceand in common life—the
Constitution is no contract; that it binds nobody, and never did bind
anybody; and that all thosewho pretend to act by itsauthority, arerealy
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acting without any legitimateauthority at dl; that, on genera principlesof
law and reason, they are mere usurpers, and that everybody not only has
theright, but ismorally bound, to treat them as such.

If the peopleof thiscountry wishto maintain such agovernment asthe
Constitution describes, thereisno reason in theworld why they should
not sign theinstrument itself, and thus make known their wishesinan
open, authentic manner; in such manner as the common sense and
experience of mankind have shown to be reasonable and necessary in
such cases; and in such manner asto make themsel ves (asthey ought
to do) individually responsiblefor the acts of the government. But the
people have never been asked to signit. And the only reason why they
have never been askedto signit, hasbeenthat it hasbeen known that they
never would signit; that they were neither such foolsnor knavesasthey
must needs have beento bewillingto signit; that (at least asit hasbeen
practicaly interpreted) it isnot what any sensibleand honest man wantsfor
himsdlf; nor such ashehasany right toimposeupon others. Itis toal mord
intentsand purposes, asdegtitute of obligation asthe compactswhichrobbers
and thievesand piratesenter into with each other, but never sgn.

If any considerable number of the people believethe Constitution to
be good, why do they not sign it themselves, and make laws for, and
administer them upon, each other; leaving al other persons (who do not
interferewith them) in peace? Until they havetried the experiment for
themselves, how can they have thefacetoimposethe Congtitution upon,
or evento recommend it to, others? Plainly the reason for such absurd
and incons stent conduct isthat they want the Congtitution, not solely for
any honest or legitimate useit can be of to themselves or others, but for
thedishonest and illegitimate power it givesthem over the personsand
propertiesof others. But for thislatter reason, all their eulogiumsonthe
Condtitution, all their exhortations, and al their expenditures of money
and blood to sustainit, would bewanting.

VIII.

The Congtitutionitself, then, being of no authority, on what authority
doesour government practically rest? On what ground can those who
pretend to administer it, claimtheright to seizemen’sproperty, torestrain
them of their natural liberty of action, industry, and trade, and tokill all
who deny their authority to dispose of men’sproperties, liberties, and
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livesat their pleasureor discretion?

Themost they can say, in answer to thisquestion, is, that some half,
two-thirds, or three-fourths, of the male adults of the country haveatacit
under standing that they will maintain agovernment under the Condtitution;
that they will select, by ballot, the personsto administer it; and that those
personswho may receiveamgjority, or aplurality, of their ballots, shall
act astheir representatives, and administer the Constitutionintheir name,
and by their authority.

But thistacit understanding (admitting it to exist) cannot at al justify
theconclusiondrawnfromit. A tacit understanding between A, B, and C,
that they will, by ballot, depute D astheir agent, to deprive me of my
property, liberty, or life, cannot at al authorize D to do so. Heisnonethe
less arobber, tyrant, and murderer, because he clams to act as their
agent, than hewould beif he avowedly acted on hisown responsibility
done.

Neither am | bound to recognize him as their agent, nor can he
legitimately claim to betheir agent, when he bringsnowritten authority
from them accrediting him assuch. I am under no obligationtotake his
word asto who hisprincipalsmay be, or whether hehasany. Bringing no
credentids, | havearight to say hehasno such authority evenasheclams
to have: and that heisthereforeintending to rob, endlave, or murder me
on hisown account.

Thistacit understanding, therefore, among the voters of the country,
amountsto nothing asan authority to their agents. Neither do theballots
by which they select their agents, avail any more than doestheir tacit
understanding; for their ballotsare given in secret, and thereforein away
to avoid any personal respongbility for theactsof their agents.

No body of men can be said to authorize aman to act astheir agent,
totheinjury of athird person, unlessthey doitin so openand authentica
manner asto makethemselves personally responsiblefor hisacts. None
of thevotersin thiscountry appoint their political agentsin any open,
authentic manner, or in any manner to make themselvesresponsiblefor
their acts. Thereforethese pretended agents cannot legitimately claimto
be really agents. Somebody must be responsible for the acts of these
pretended agents; and if they cannot show any open and authentic
credentialsfromtheir principals, they cannot, inlaw or reason, besaidto
have any principals. Themaxim applieshere, that what does not appear,
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doesnot exit. If they can show no principals, they have none.

But even these pretended agents do not themsel ves know who their
pretended principalsare. Theselatter act in secret; for acting by secret
ballot isacting in secret asmuch asif they wereto meet in secret conclave
inthedarknessof thenight. And they are personally asmuch unknownto
the agentsthey select, asthey areto others. No pretended agent therefore
can ever know by whoseballotsheisselected, or consequently who his
real principasare. Not knowing who hisprincipasare, hehasnoright to
say that he has any. He can, at most, say only that he isthe agent of a
secret band of robbersand murderers, who are bound by that faith which
prevailsamong confederatesin crime, to stand by him, if hisacts, donein
their name, shdl beresisted.

Men honestly engaged in attempting to establish justicein theworld,
have no occasion thusto act in secret; or to appoint agentsto do actsfor
whichthey (the principas) arenot willing to beresponsible.

The secret ballot makesasecret government; and asecret government
isasecret band of robbersand murderers. Open despotismisbetter than
this. The singledespot standsout intheface of al men, and says: | anthe
State: My will islaw: | amyour magter: | taketheresponsibility of my acts:
Theonly arbiter | acknowledgeisthesword: If anyonedeniesmy right, let
himtry conclusonswithme.

But asecret government islittlelessthan agovernment of ns.
Under it, aman knowsnot who histyrantsare, until they have struck, and
perhapsnot then. Hemay guess, beforehand, asto someof hisimmediate
neighbors. But hered ly knowsnothing. Theman towhom hewould most
naturaly fly for protection, may prove an enemy, whenthetimeof tria
COmes.

Thisisthekind of government we have; anditistheonly oneweare
likely tohave, until menareready to say: Wewill consent to no Condtitution,
except such an oneasweare neither ashamed nor afraid to sign; and we
will authorize no government to do anythingin our namewhichwearenot
willing to be persondly responsiblefor.

IX.

What isthemotiveto the secret ballot? This, and only this: Like other
confederatesin crime, thosewho useit are not friends, but enemies; and
they areafraid to beknown, and to havetheir individua doingsknown,
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even to each other. They can contrive to bring about a sufficient
understanding to enablethem to act in concert against other persons; but
beyond thisthey haveno confidence, and no friendship, anong themsdlves.
Infact, they are engaged quiteasmuch in schemesfor plundering each
other, asin plundering thosewho are not of them. Andit isperfectly well
understood among them that thestrongest party among themwill, incertain
contingencies, murder each other by the hundreds of thousands (asthey
lately did do) to accomplish their purposes against each other. Hencethey
darenot beknown, and havetheir individua doingsknown, evento each
other. And thisisavowedly the only reason for the ballot: for a secret
government; agovernment by secret bands of robbersand murderers.
And we areinsane enough to call thisliberty! To be amember of this
secret band of robbers and murderersis esteemed a privilege and an
honor! Without thisprivilege, amanisconsidered adave; but withit afree
man! Withit heiscons dered afree man, because he hasthe same power
to secretly (by secret balot) procuretherobbery, endavement, and murder
of another man, and that other man hasto procure hisrobbery, endavement,
and murder. And thisthey call equa rights!

If any number of men, many or few, claim theright to govern the
peopleof thiscountry, let them make and sign an open compact with each
other to do so. L et them thus make themselvesindividually known to
thosewhom they proposeto govern. And let them thus openly takethe
legitimaterespongbility of their acts. How many of thosewho now support
the Constitution, will ever do this? How many will ever dare openly
proclamtheir right to govern?or takethelegitimateresponsbility of their
acts?Not one!

X.

Itisobviousthat, on general principlesof law and reason, thereexists
no such thing asagovernment created by, or resting upon, any consent,
compact, or agreement of “the peopl e of the United States” with each
other; that theonly visible, tangible, responsiblegovernment that exists, is
that of afew individualsonly, who act in concert, and call themselvesby
the several names of senators, representatives, presidents, judges,
marshals, treasurers, collectors, generals, colonels, captains, etc., etc.

Ongenerd principlesof law and reason, itisof noimportancewhatever
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that thosefew individual s professto be the agents and representatives of
“the people of the United States’; since they can show no credentials
from the people themselves; they were never appointed as agents or
representativesin any open, authentic manner; they do not themselves
know, and have no means of knowing, and cannot prove, who their
principas(asthey cdl them) areindividualy; and consequently cannot, in
law or reason, besaid to haveany principalsat all.

It isobvious, too, that if these aleged principals ever did appoint
these pretended agents, or representatives, they appointed them secretly
(by secret balot), andinaway toavoid al personal responsibility for their
acts, that, at most, these alleged principal s put these pretended agents
forwardfor themaost crimina purposes, viz.: to plunder the people of their
property, and restrain them of their liberty; and that theonly authority that
these alleged principashavefor so doing, issmply atacit under standing
among themsel vesthat they will imprison, shoot, or hang every manwho
resiststhe exactionsand restraintswhich their agents or representatives
may impaose uponthem.

Thusitisobviousthat theonly vigble, tangible government wehaveis
made up of these professed agents or representatives of asecret band of
robbersand murderers, who, to cover up, or glossover, their robberies
and murders, havetakento themsalvesthetitle of * the people of the United
States”; and who, on the pretense of being “the people of the United
States,” assert their right to subject to their dominion, and to control and
disposeof at their pleasure, al property and personsfound in the United
States.

XI.

On general principles of law and reason, the oaths which these
pretended agents of the peopletake*to support the Constitution,” are of
no validity or obligation. And why? For this, if for no other reason, viz.,
that they are given to nobody. Thereisno privity (asthelawyerssay) —
that is, no mutual recognition, consent, and agreement — between those
who take these oaths, and any other persons.

If I go upon Boston Common, and in the presence of a hundred
thousand people, men, women and children, withwhom | haveno contract
on the subject, take an oath that | will enforce upon them the laws of
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Moses, of Lycurgus, of Solon, of Justinian, or of Alfred, that oathis, on
generd principlesof law and reason, of no obligation. Itisof noobligation,
not merely becauseitisintrinsicaly acrimina one, but also becauseitis
given to nobody, and consequently pledges my faith to nobody. It is
merely giventothewinds.

It would not alter the case at all to say that, among these hundred
thousand persons, in whose presence the oath was taken, there were
two, three, or five thousand male adults, who had secretly — by secret
ballot, and in away to avoid making themselvesindividually known to
me, or to theremainder of the hundred thousand — designated me astheir
agent to rule, control, plunder, and, if need be, murder, these hundred
thousand people. Thefact that they had designated me secretly, andina
manner to prevent my knowing them individualy, preventsall privity
between them and me; and consequently makesit impossiblethat there
can beany contract, or pledgeof faith, on my part towardsthem; forit‘is
impossiblethat | can pledgemy faith, inany legal sense, toamanwhom|
neither know, nor have any meansof knowing, individualy.

So far as| am concerned, then, these two, three, or five thousand
personsare asecret band of robbersand murderers, who have secretly,
and in away to save themselves from all responsibility for my acts,
designated me astheir agent; and have, through some other agent, or
pretended agent, madetheir wishesknownto me. But being, neverthel ess,
individually unknown to me, and having no open, authentic contract with
me, my oathis, ongenerd principlesof law and reason, of novalidity asa
pledge of faith to them. And being no pledge of faith to them, itisno
pledgeof faithto anybody. Itismereidiewind. At mos, itisonly apledge
of faith to an unknown band of robbersand murderers, whoseinstrument
for plundering and murdering other people, | thuspublicly confessmyself
tobe. Andit hasno other obligation than asmilar oath givento any other
unknown body of pirates, robbers, and murderers.

For these reasons the oaths taken by members of Congress, “to
support the Congtitution,” are, on general principlesof law and reason, of
no vdidity. They arenot only criminal inthemselves, and thereforevoid,;
but they areal so void for thefurther reason that they are given to nobodly.

It cannot besaid that, inany legitimateor legal sense, they aregivento
“the people of the United States”; because neither the whole, nor any
large proportion of thewhole, people of the United States ever, either
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openly or secretly, appointed or designated these men astheir agentsto
carry the Congtitution into effect. Thegreat body of the people—that is,
men, women and children —were never asked, or even permitted, to
signify, inany formal manner, either openly or secretly, their choice or
wish on the subject. Themost that these membersof Congresscansay, in
favor of their appointment, issmply this: Each onecan say for himsaif:

| have evidence satisfactory to myself, that there exists, scattered
throughout the country, aband of men, having atacit understanding with
each other, and calling themsel ves*the peopl e of the United Sates,” whose
general purposes are to control and plunder each other, and all other
personsinthecountry, and, sofar asthey can, evenin neighboring countries;
andtokill every manwho shall attempt to defend his person and property
against their schemes of plunder and dominion. Who these men are,
individually, I have no certain meansof knowing, for they sign no papers,
and giveno open, authentic evidence of their individua membership. They
arenot known individually even to each other. They are apparently as
much afraid of being individua ly knownto each other, asof being known
to other persons. Hencethey ordinarily haveno modeeither of exercising,
or of making known, their individua membership, otherwisethan by giving
their votes secretly for certain agentsto do their will. But although these
men areindividualy unknown, both to each other and to other persons, it
isgenerally understood in the country that none but male persons, of the
ageof twenty-oneyearsand upwards, can bemembers. Itisasogenerdly
understood that all male persons, born in the country, having certain
complexions, and (insomelocalities) certain amountsof property, and (in
certain cases) even personsof foreign birth, are permitted to bemembers.
But it appearsthat usually not morethan one-half, two-thirds, or, in some
cases, three-fourths, of al who arethus permitted to become members of
theband, ever exercise, or consequently prove, their actual membership,
intheonly modeinwhichthey ordinarily can exerciseor proveit, viz., by
givingther votessecretly for the officersor agentsof theband. The number
of these secret votes, sofar aswe have any account of them, variesgreatly
fromyear to year, thustending to provethat the band, instead of being a
permanent organization, isamerely pro tempore affair with thosewho
chooseto act withit for thetime being. The gross number of these secret
votes, or what purportsto betheir grossnumber, indifferent localities, is
occasiondly published whether thesereportsare accurate or not, wehave
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no meansof knowing. Itisgeneraly supposed that great fraudsare often
committed in depositing them. They are understood to be received and
counted by certain men, who are themsel ves appointed for that purpose
by the same secret process by which all other officersand agents of the
band are sel ected. A ccording to the reports of thesereceiversof votes
(for whose accuracy or honesty, however, | cannot vouch), and according
tomy best knowledge of thewholenumber of maepersons”inmy didrict,”
who (it issupposed) were permitted to vote, it would appear that one-
half, two-thirds or three-fourths actually did vote. Who the men were,
individually, who cast these votes, | have no knowledge, for thewhole
thing was done secretly. But of the secret votesthus given for what they
call a“member of Congress,” thereceiversreported that | had amgority,
or at least alarger number than any other one person. Anditisonly by
virtueof such adesignationthat | am now hereto act in concert with other
personssimilarly selected in other partsof the country. It isunderstood
among thosewho sent me here, that al the persons so selected, will, on
coming together at the City of Washington, take an oath in each other’s
presence “to support the Constitution of the United States.” By thisis
meant acertain paper that wasdrawn up eighty yearsago. It wasnever
signed by anybody, and apparently hasno obligation, and never had any
obligation, asacontract. Infact, few personsever read it, and doubtless
much thelargest number of thosewho voted for me and the others, never
even saw it, or now pretend to know what it means. Nevertheless, itis
often spoken of inthe country as*the Constitution of the United States”;
and for some reason or another, the men who sent me here, seem to
expect that |, and all withwhom | act, will swear to carry thisConstitution
into effect. | anthereforeready to takethisoath, and to co-operate with
all others, similarly selected, who are ready to take the same oath.

Thisisthemost that any member of Congresscan say in proof that he
hasany congtituency; that herepresentsanybody; that hisoath “to support
the Constitution,” isgiven to anybody, or pledges hisfaith to anybody.
Hehasno open, written, or other authentic evidence, such asisrequired
inall other cases, that hewasever appointed the agent or representative
of anybody. Hehasnowritten power of attorney fromany sngleindividua.
Hehasno suchlega knowledgeasisrequiredinal other cases, by which
he canidentify asingleoneof thosewho pretend to have appointed himto
represent them.
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Of course his oath, professedly given to them, “to support the
Condtitution,” is, ongenera principlesof law and reason, an cath givento
nobody. It pledges hisfaithto nobody. If hefailstofulfill hisoath, not a
single person can comeforward, and say to him, you have betrayed me,
or brokenfaithwithme.

No onecan comeforward and say to him: | gppointed you my attorney
to act for me. | required you to swear that, as my attorney, you would
support the Constitution. You promised methat you would do so; and
now you haveforfeited the oath you gaveto me. No singleindividua can
say this.

No open, avowed, or responsi ble association, or body of men, can
comeforward and say to him: We appointed you our attorney, to act for
us. Werequired you to swear that, asour attorney, you would support the
Constitution. You promised usthat you would do so; and now you have
forfeited the oath you gaveto us.

No open, avowed, or responsi ble association, or body of men, can
say thisto him; because thereisno such association or body of menin
existence. If anyone should assert that thereissuch anassociation, let him
prove, if he can, who composeit. Let him produce, if he can, any open,
written, or other authentic contract, signed or agreed to by these men;
forming themsd vesinto an association; making themsalvesknown assuch
to the world; appointing him as their agent; and making themselves
individually, or asan association, responsiblefor hisacts, doneby their
authority. Until al thiscan beshown, no onecan say that, inany legitimate
sense, thereisany such association; or that heistheir agent; or that he
ever gave hisoath to them; or ever pledged hisfaithto them.

Ongenerd principlesof law and reason, it would beasufficient answer
forhimtosay, todl individuds, and dl pretended associationsof individuas,
who should accuse him of abreach of faith to them:

| never knew you. Whereisyour evidencethat you, ether individualy
or collectively, ever appointed meyour attorney?that you ever required
meto swear toyou, that, asyour attorney, | would support the Congtitution?
or that | have now broken any faith | ever pledged to you?You may, or
you may not, be membersof that secret band of robbersand murderers,
who act in secret; appoint their agents by a secret ballot; who keep
themselvesindividualy unknown evento the agentsthey thusappoint; and
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who, therefore, cannot claimthat they have any agents; or that any of their
pretended agents ever gave his oath, or pledged his faith, to them. |
repudiate you altogether. My oath was given to others, with whomyou
havenothingto do; or it wasidlewind, given only totheidlewinds. Begone!

XI1.

For the samereasons, the oaths of all the other pretended agents of
thissecret band of robbersand murderersare, on general principlesof
law and reason, equally destitute of obligation. They aregivento nobody;
but only tothewinds.

The oaths of the tax-gatherers and treasurers of the band, are, on
genera principlesof law and reason, of novdidity. If any tax gatherer, for
example, should put themoney hereceivesinto hisown pocket, and refuse
to part withit, themembersof thisband could not say to him: You collected
that money asour agent, and for our uses; and you sworeto pay it over to
us, or to those we should appoint to receiveit. You have betrayed us, and
brokenfaithwith us.

It would be asufficient answer for himto say to them:

| never knew you. You never madeyoursalvesindividualy knownto
me. | never gavemy oath to you, asindividuas. You may, or youmay not,
be members of that secret band, who appoint agentsto rob and murder
other people; but who are cautious not to makethemsel vesindividual ly
known, either to such agents, or to those whom their agents are
commissioned to rob. If you are members of that band, you have given
meno proof that you ever commissioned meto rob othersfor your benefit.
| never knew you, asindividuas, and of course never promised you that |
would pay over to you the proceeds of my robberies. | committed my
robberieson my own account, and for my own profit. If you thought | was
fool enough to allow you to keep yoursel ves concealed, and use me as
your tool for robbing other persons; or that | would takeall the personal
risk of the robberies, and pay over the proceeds to you, you were
particularly smple. Asl took all therisk of my robberies, | proposeto
takedl theprofits. Begone! You arefools, aswell asvillains. If | gavemy
oathto anybody, | gaveit to other personsthanyou. But | really gaveit to
nobody. | only gaveit to thewinds. It answered my purposesat thetime.
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It enabled meto get themoney | wasafter, and now | proposeto keepit.
If you expected meto pay it over toyou, you relied only upon that honor
that issaid to prevail among thieves. You now understand that that isa
very poor reliance. | trust you may become wise enough to never rely
uponitagain. If | haveany duty inthematter, itisto give back themoney
tothosefromwhom | took it; not to pay it over to such villainsasyou.

XI11.

Ongeneral principlesof law and reason, the oathswhich foreigners
take, on coming here, and being “ naturalized” (asitiscalled), areof no
validity. They are necessarily given to nobody; because thereisno open,
authentic association, to which they can join themselves; or towhom, as
individuas, they can pledgetheir faith. No such association, or organization,
as"“the people of the United States,” having ever been formed by any
open, written, authentic, or voluntary contract, thereis, ongenerd principles
of law and reason, no such association, or organization, in existence. And
all oathsthat purport to be given to such an association are necessarily
givenonly tothewinds. They cannot be said to be given to any man, or
body of men, asindividuals, because no man, or body of men, can come
forward with any proof that the oathswere givento them, asindividuals,
or to any association of which they are members. To say that thereisa
tacit understanding among aportion of themae adultsof the country, that
they will call themselves* the people of the United States,” and that they
will act in concert in subjecting the remainder of the peopl e of the United
Statesto their dominion; but that they will keep themselvespersonally
conceded by doing dl their actssecretly, iswholly insufficient, on genera
principlesof law and reason, to provetheexistence of any such association,
or organi zation, as*the peopl e of the United States’ ; or consequently to
provethat the oaths of foreignersweregiven to any such association.

XIV.

Ongenerd principlesof law and reason, dl the oathswhich, sincethe
war have been given by Southern men, that they will obey thelaws of
Congress, support the Union, and thelike, are of no validity. Such oaths
areinvalid, not only becausethey were extorted by military power, and
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threats of confiscation, and becausethey arein contravention of men's
natural right to do asthey please about supporting the government, but
al so because they were given to nobody. They were nominally givento
“theUnited States.” But being nominadly givento“theUnited States,” they
were necessarily givento nobody, because, on genera principlesof law
and reason, therewereno “United States,” to whom the oaths could be
given. That isto say, therewasno open, authentic, avowed, legitimate
association, corporation, or body of men, known as*the United States,”
or as"the people of the United States,” to whom the oaths could have
been given. If anybody saystherewas such acorporation, let him state
who weretheindividua sthat composedit, and how and when they became
acorporation. WereMr. A, Mr. B, and Mr. C membersof it?If so, where
aretheir sgnatures? Wherethe evidence of their membership? Wherethe
record? Wherethe open, authentic proof ? Thereisnone. Therefore, in
law and reason, there was no such corporation.

On general principles of law and reason, every corporation,
association, or organized body of men, having alegitimate corporate
existence, and legitimate corporate rights, must consst of certain known
individuals, who can prove, by legitimate and reasonable evidence, their
membership. But nothing of this kind can be proved in regard to the
corporation, or body of men, who call themselves*the United States.”
Not aman of them, indl the Northern States, can proveby any legitimate
evidence, such as is required to prove membership in other legal
corporations, that he himself, or any other man whom he can name, isa
member of any corporation or association called “the United States,” or
“the peopleof the United States,” or, consequently, that thereisany such
corporation. And since no such corporation can be proved to exigt, it
cannot of course be proved that the oaths of Southern menweregivento
any such corporation. Themost that can be claimed isthat the oathswere
givento asecret band of robbersand murderers, who called themselves
“the United States,” and extorted those oaths. But that certainly isnot
enough to provethat the oaths are of any obligation.

XV.

On genera principlesof law and reason, the oaths of soldiers, that
they will serveagiven number of years, that they will obey the orders of
their superior officers, that they will bear truealegianceto thegovernment,
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and soforth, are of no obligation. Independently of thecriminality of an
oath, that, for agiven number of years, hewill kill all whom hemay be
commanded tokill, without exercising hisown judgment or conscienceas
tothejusticeor necessity of suchkilling, thereisthisfurther reesonwhy a
soldier’'soathisof noobligation, viz., thet, liked | the other oathsthat have
now been mentioned, it isgiven to nobody. Therebeing, innolegitimate
sense, any such corporation, or nation, as “the United States,” nor,
consequently, in any legitimate sense, any such government as “the
government of the United States,” asoldier’soath givento, or contract
madewith, such nation or government, isnecessarily an oath givento, or
acontract made with, nobody. Consequently such oath or contract can
be of no obligation.

XVI.

Ongenerd principlesof law and reason, thetresaties, so caled, which
purport to be entered into with other nations, by personscalling themsdves
ambassadors, secretaries, presidents, and senators of the United States,
inthename, andin behalf, of “the peopleof the United States,” are of no
validity. These so-called ambassadors, secretaries, presidents, and
senators, who claimto bethe agents of “the people of the United States,”
for making thesetreaties, can show no open, written, or other authentic
evidencethat either thewhole* people of the United States,” or any other
open, avowed, respons blebody of men, calling themselvesby that name,
ever authorized these pretended ambassadors and othersto maketreaties
in the name of, or binding upon anyone of, “the people of the United
States,” or any other open, avowed, responsible body of men, calling
themselves by that name, ever authorized these pretended ambassadors,
secretaries, and others, intheir nameand behaf, to recognize certain other
persons, calling themsalvesemperors, kings, queens, and thelike, asthe
rightful rulers, sovereigns, madters, or representativesof thedifferent peoples
whom they assumeto govern, to represent, and to bind.

The “nations,” as they are called, with whom our pretended
ambassadors, secretaries, presidents, and senators profess to make
treaties, are asmuch mythsasour own. On genera principlesof law and
reason, thereareno such “nations.” That isto say, neither thewhole people
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of England, for example, nor any open, avowed, responsible body of
men, calling themsavesby that name, ever, by any open, written, or other
authentic contract with each other, formed themsel vesinto any bonafide,
legitimate association or organization, or authorized any king, queen, or
other representativeto maketreatiesin their name, or to bind them, either
individualy, or asan association, by suchtresties.

Our pretended tregties, then, being made with no legitimate or bona
fidenations, or representatives of nations, and being made, on our part,
by personswho have nolegitimate authority to act for us, haveintringcally
no morevalidity than apretended treaty made by the Man inthe Moon
withtheking of the Pleiades.

XVII.

Ongenerd principlesof law and reason, debts contracted inthe name
of “theUnited States,” or of “the people of the United States,” areof no
validity. Itisutterly absurd to pretend that debtsto the amount of twenty-
fivehundred millionsof dollarsarebinding uponthirty-fiveor forty millions
of people, whenthereisnot aparticle of |egitimate evidence—such as
would berequired to prove aprivate debt —that can be produced against
anyone of them, that either he, or hisproperly authorized attorney, ever
contracted to pay one cent.

Certanly, naither thewhol e peopleof the United States, nor any number
of them, ever separately or individually contracted to pay acent of these
debts.

Certainly, dso, neither thewhol e people of the United States, nor any
number of them, ever, by any open, written, or other authentic and voluntary
contract, united themselvesasafirm, corporation, or association, by the
name of “the United States,” or “the people of the United States,” and
authorized their agentsto contract debtsin their name.

Certainly, too, there isin existence no such firm, corporation, or
association as“the United States,” or “the people of the United States,”
formed by any open, written, or other authentic and voluntary contract,
and having corporate property with which to pay these debts.

How, then, isit possible, on any general principleof law or reason,
that debtsthat are binding upon nobody individualy, can bebinding upon
forty millions of people collectively, when, on general and legitimate
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principlesof law and reason, theseforty millionsof peopleneither have,
nor ever had, any corporate property? never made any corporate or
individual contract? and neither have, nor ever had, any corporate
exisence?

Who, then, created these debts, in the name of “the United States’?
Why, at most, only a few persons, calling themselves “members of
Congress,” etc., who pretended to represent “the people of the United
States,” but who really represented only a secret band of robbers and
murderers, who wanted money to carry on the robberiesand murdersin
whichthey werethen engaged; and whointended to extort from thefuture
people of the United States, by robbery and threats of murder (and real
murder, if that should prove necessary), the meansto pay these debts.

Thisband of robbersand murderers, who weretherea principasin
contracting these debts, isasecret one, becauseits membershave never
entered into any open, written, avowed, or authentic contract, by which
they may beindividualy knownto theworld, or evento each other. Their
real or pretended representatives, who contracted these debtsin their
name, wereselected (if selected at all) for that purpose secretly (by secret
ballot), and in away to furnish evidence against none of the principals
individually; and these principalswerereally knownindividually neither
to their pretended representatives who contracted these debtsin their
behalf, nor to those who lent the money. The money, therefore, wasall
borrowed and lent in the dark; that is, by men who did not see each
other’s faces, or know each other’s names; who could not then, and
cannot now, identify each other asprincipal sin thetransactions, and who
consequently can prove no contract with each other.

Furthermore, the money was all lent and borrowed for criminal
purposes, that is, for purposes of robbery and murder; and for thisreason
the contractswereall intrinsically void; and would have been so, even
though thereal parties, borrowersand lenders, had comefaceto face,
and madetheir contractsopenly, in their own proper names.

Furthermore, this secret band of robbers and murderers, who were
therea borrowersof thismoney, having no legitimate corporate existence,
haveno corporate property with whichto pay thesedebts. They doindeed
pretend to own largetractsof wild lands, lying between theAtlantic and
Pacific Oceans, and between the Gulf of Mexico and theNorth Pole. But,
ongenera principlesof law and reason, they might aswell pretendto own
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theAtlantic and Pacific Oceansthemsel ves; or the atmosphere and the
sunlight; and to hold them, and dispose of them, for the payment of these
debts.

Having no corporate property with whichto pay what purportsto be
their corporate debts, thissecret band of robbersand murderersarereally
bankrupt. They have nothing to pay with. Infact, they do not proposeto
pay their debts otherwise than from the proceeds of their futurerobberies
and murders. Theseare confessedly their solerdliance; and wereknown
to be such by thelenders of the money, at the timethe money waslent.
Anditwas, therefore, virtudly apart of the contract, that the money should
berepaid only from the proceeds of these future robberiesand murders.
For thisreason, if for no other, the contractswerevoid from the beginning.

Infact, these apparently two classes, borrowersand lenders, were
redly oneand thesame class. They borrowed and lent money fromandto
themselves. They themselveswerenot only part and parcel, but thevery
lifeand soul, of thissecret band of robbersand murderers, who borrowed
and spent the money. Individually they furnished money for acommon
enterprise; taking, inreturn, what purported to be corporate promisesfor
individual loans. The only excuse they had for taking these so-called
corporate promisesof, for individual |oans by, the same parties, wasthat
they might have some apparent excuse for the future robberies of the
band (that is, to pay the debtsof the corporation), and that they might also
know what shares they were to be respectively entitled to out of the
proceedsof their futurerobberies.

Finally, if these debts had been created for the most innocent and
honest purposes, and in the most open and honest manner, by thereal
partiesto the contracts, these parties coul d thereby have bound nobody
but themselves, and no property but their own. They could have bound
nobody that should have comeafter them, and no property subsequently
created by, or belonging to, other persons.

XVIII.

The Constitution having never been signed by anybody; and there
being no other open, written, or authentic contract between any parties
whatever, by virtue of which the United Statesgovernment, so-called, is
maintained; and it beingwell known that none but male persons, of twenty-
oneyearsof ageand upwards, arealowed any voiceinthegovernment;
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and it being also well known that alarge number of these adult persons
seldom or never voteat al; and that all thosewho do vote, do so secretly
(by secret ballot), and inaway to prevent their individual votesbeing
known, either to theworld, or even to each other; and consequently ina
way to make no one openly responsiblefor the acts of their agents, or
representatives, —al thesethingsbeing known, the questionsarise: “Who
composetherea governing power inthe country?Who arethemen, the
respons ble men, who rob usof our property? Restrain usof our liberty?
Subject usto their arbitrary dominion? And devastate our homes, and
shoot usdown by the hundreds of thousands, if weresist?How shall we
find these men?How shall we know them from others? How shall we
defend ourselvesand our property against them?Who, of our neighbors,
aremembersof thissecret band of robbersand murderers? How canwe
know whicharetheir houses, that wemay burn or demolishthem?Which
their property, that wemay destroy it?* Which their persons, that we may
kill them, and rid theworld and oursel ves of such tyrantsand monsters?

Theseare questionsthat must be answered, before men can befree;
beforethey can protect themsel ves against this secret band of robbers
and murderers, who now plunder, endave, and destroy them.

Theanswer to these questionsis, that only those who havethewill
and the power to shoot down their fellow men, arethereal rulersinthis,
asinal other (so-caled) civilized countries; for by no otherswill civilized
men berobbed, or endaved.

Among savages, mere physical strength, onthe part of oneman, may
enablehimto rob, endave, or kill another man. Among barbarians, mere
physical strength, onthepart of abody of men, disciplined, and actingin
concert, though with very littlemoney or other wealth, may, under some
circumstances, enablethemto rob, endave, or kill another body of men,
asnumerous, or perhapseven morenumerous, thanthemsalves. Andamong
both savagesand barbarians, merewant may sometimescompel oneman
tosdl himsdf asadaveto another. But with (so-called) civilized peoples,
among whom knowledge, wealth, and the means of acting in concert,
have become diffused; and who haveinvented such weapons and other
means of defenseasto render mere physical strength of lessimportance;
and by whom soldiersin any requisite number, and other instrumentdlities
of war inany requisiteamount, can dwaysbehad for money, thequestion
of war, and consequently the question of power, islittleelsethanamere
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guestion of money. Asanecessary consequence, thosewho stand ready
tofurnishthismoney, arethered rulers. Itissoin Europe, anditissoin
thiscountry.

InEurope, thenominal rulers, theemperorsand kingsand parliaments,
areanything but thereal rulersof their respective countries. They arelittle
or nothing €l sethan meretool s, employed by thewedlthy to rob, endave,
and (if need be) murder thosewho havelesswealth, or noneat al.

The Rothschilds, and that class of money-lenders of whomthey are
therepresentatives and agents—men who never think of lending ashilling
totheir next-door neighbors, for purposesof honest industry, unlessupon
themost amplesecurity, and a the highest rate of interest —stand readly, at
all times, to lend money in unlimited amounts to those robbers and
murderers, who call themsalvesgovernments, to beexpendedin shooting
down thosewho do not submit quietly to being robbed and endaved.

They lend their money inthismanner, knowing that itisto beexpended
inmurdering their fellow men, for smply seeking their liberty and their
rights; knowing also that neither theinterest nor the principal will ever be
paid, except asit will be extorted under terror of the repetition of such
murdersasthosefor which themoney lent isto be expended.

Thesemoney-lenders, theRothschilds, for example, say tothemsdves:
If welendahundred millionssterling to the queen and parliament of England,
itwill enablethemto murder twenty, fifty, or ahundred thousand peoplein
England, Ireland, or India; and the terror inspired by such wholesale
murder, will enablethem to keep thewhole people of those countriesin
subjection for twenty, or perhapsfifty, yearsto come; to control al their
tradeand industry; and to extort from them largeamounts of money, under
the name of taxes; and from thewealth thusextorted from them, they (the
gueen and parliament) can afford to pay usahigher rate of interest for our
money than we can get in any other way. Or, if welend thissumtothe
emperor of Austria, it will enablehimto murder so many of hispeopleas
tostriketerror into therest, and thusenable him to keep themin subjection,
and extort money from them, for twenty or fifty yearsto come. And they
say the sameinregard to the emperor of Russia, theking of Prussia, the
emperor of France, or any other ruler, so called, who, intheir judgment,
will be able, by murdering areasonable portion of hispeople, tokeepthe
rest in subjection, and extort money fromthem, for along timeto come, to
pay theinterest and principal of themoney lent him.
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Andwhy arethese men so ready to lend money for murdering their
fellow men? Solely for thisreason, viz., that such loans are considered
better investmentsthan loansfor purposes of honest industry. They pay
higher ratesof interest; and it islesstroubletolook after them. Thisisthe
wholemeatter:

The question of making theseloansis, with theselenders, amere
question of pecuniary profit. They lend money to be expended inrobbing,
endaving, and murdering their fellow men, solely because, onthewhole,
such loans pay better than any others.

They areno respectersof persons, no superdtitiousfools, thet reverence
monarchs. They care no morefor aking, or an emperor, thanthey dofor
a beggar, except as he is a better customer, and can pay them better
interest for their money. If they doubt hisability to make hismurders
successful for maintaining hispower, and thus extorting money fromhis
peopleinfuture, they dismisshimasunceremonioudy asthey would dismiss
any other hopel ess bankrupt, who should want to borrow money to save
himsdf from openinsolvency.

When these greet lenders of blood-money, likethe Rothschilds, have
loaned vast sumsinthisway, for purposes of murder, to an emperor or a
king, they sdll out the bondstaken by them, in small amounts, to anybody,
and everybody, who are disposed to buy them at satisfactory prices, to
hold asinvestments. They (the Rothschil ds) thussoon get back their money,
with great profits, and arenow ready to lend money inthesameway again
to any other robber and murderer, called an emperor or aking, who, they
think, islikely to be successful in hisrobberiesand murders, and ableto
pay agood pricefor the money necessary to carry them on.

Thisbusinessof lending blood-money isone of themost thoroughly
sordid, cold-blooded, and criminal that was ever carried on, to any
considerable extent, amongst human beings. Itislikelending money to
davetraders, or to common robbersand pirates, to berepaid out of their
plunder. And themen who |oan money to governments, so-caled, for the
purpose of enabling thelatter to rob, enslave, and murder their people,
areamong the greatest villainsthat theworld hasever seen. And they as
much deserveto be hunted and killed (if they cannot otherwisebegot rid
of) asany davetraders, robbers, or piratesthat ever lived.

When these emperorsand kings, so-called, have obtained their loans,
they proceedto hireand trainimmense numbersof professional murderers,

42



NO TREASON

called soldiers, and employ them in shooting down all who resist their
demandsfor money. In fact, most of them keep large bodies of these
murdererscongtantly intheir service, astheir only meansof enforcing their
extortions. Therearenow, | think, four or fivemillionsof theseprofessond
murderers constantly employed by the so-called sovereigns of Europe.
Theendaved peopleare, of course, forced to support and pay all these
murderers, aswell asto submit to all the other extortionswhich these
murderersarc employed to enforce.

Itisonly inthisway that most of the so-called governments of Europe
aremaintained. Theseso-called governmentsareinredity only great bands
of robbersand murderers, organi zed, disciplined, and constantly onthe
alert. And the so-called sovereigns, in these different governments, are
smply the heads, or chiefs, of different bands of robbersand murderers.
Andtheseheadsor chiefsare dependent uponthelendersof blood-money
for the meansto carry on their robberiesand murders. They could not
sustain themselves amoment but for the loans made to them by these
blood-money loan-mongers. Andtheir first careisto maintaintheir credit
with them; for they know their end iscome, theinstant their credit with
them fails. Consequently the first proceeds of their extortions are
scrupuloudly applied to the payment of theinterest ontheir loans.

Inaddition to paying theinterest on their bonds, they perhapsgrant to
thehol dersof them great monopoliesin banking, likethe Banksof England,
of France, and of Vienna; with the agreement that thesebanksshall furnish
money whenever, in sudden emergencies, it may be necessary to shoot
downmoreof their people. Perhapsal so, by meansof tariffson competing
imports, they give great monopoliesto certain branchesof industry, in
which theselendersof blood-money areengaged. They aso, by unequal
taxation, exempt wholly or partially the property of theseloan-mongers,
and throw corresponding burdens upon those who aretoo poor and weak
toresis.

Thusitisevident that all these men, who call themselvesby thehigh-
sounding names of Emperors, Kings, Sovereigns, Monarchs, Most
Chrigtian Mgjesties, Most Catholic Mg esties, High Mightinesses, Most
Serene and Potent Princes, and the like, and who claimto rule* by the
graceof God,” by “ DivineRight”— that is, by specid authority from Heaven
—areintringcaly not only the merest miscreants and wretches, engaged
solely in plundering, endaving, and murdering their fellow men, but that
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they are also the merest hangers on, the servile, obsequious, fawning
dependents and tool s of these blood-money loan-mongers, onwhomthey
rely for themeansto carry ontheir crimes. Theseloan-mongers, likethe
Rothschilds, laughintheir deeves, and say tothemsalves: Thesedespicable
creatures, who call themselvesemperors, and kings, and majesties, and
most serene and potent princes; who professto wear crowns, and sit on
thrones; who deck themsel veswith ribbons, and feathers, andjewels, and
surround themselveswith hired flatterersand lickspittles; and whomwe
suffer to strut around, and palm themsel ves of f, upon foolsand daves, as
sovereignsand lawgivers specially appointed by Almighty God; and to
hold themsel ves out asthe sole fountains of honors, and dignities, and
wealth, and power —all these miscreants and impostors know that we
makethem, and usethem,; that in usthey live, move, and havetheir being;
that werequirethem (asthepriceof their pogitions) to take upon themselves
al thelabor, dl thedanger, and dl theodium of al thecrimesthey commit
for our profit; and that wewill unmakethem, strip them of their gewgaws,
and send them out into the world as beggars, or give them over to the
vengeance of the peoplethey have endaved, the moment they refuseto
commit any crimewerequire of them, or to pay over to us such share of
the proceeds of their robberies aswe seefit to demand.

XIX.

Now, what istruein Europe, issubstantially truein thiscountry. The
differenceistheimmaterial one, that, inthiscountry, thereisno-visible,
permanent head, or chief, of these robbers and murderers, who call
themselves“the government.” That isto say, thereisno one man, who
callshimself the state, or even emperor, king, or sovereign; no onewho
claimsthat heand hischildrenrule by the Grace of God,” by “Divine
Right,” or by special appointment from Heaven. Thereareonly certain
men, who call themsealves presidents, senators, and representatives, and
claim to be the authorized agents, for the time being, or for certain
short periods, of all “the people of the United States’; but who can show
no credentials, or powersof attorney, or any other open, authentic evidence
that they are so; and who notoriously are not so; but arereally only the
agentsof asecret band of robbersand murderers, whom they themselves
do not know, and have no means of knowing, individually; but who, they
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trust, will openly or secretly, whenthecrisscomes, sustainthemindl their
usurpationsand crimes.

What isimportant to be noticed is, that these so-called presidents,
senators, and representatives, these pretended agentsof al “the people of
the United States,” themoment their exactions meet with any formidable
resistancefromany portion of “the people’ themselves, areobliged, like
their co-robbersand murderersin Europe, to fly at onceto thelendersof
blood money, for the meansto sustain their power. And they borrow their
money on the same principle, and for the same purpose, viz., to be
expended in shooting down al those* people of the United States’ —their
own constituentsand principals, asthey professto call them—whoresist
the robberies and end avement which these borrowers of themoney are
practising upon them. And they expect to repay theloans, if at al, only
from the proceeds of thefuture robberies, which they anticipateit will be
easy for them and their successorsto perpetrate through along series of
years, upon their pretended principals, if they can but shoot down now
some hundreds of thousands of them, and thus striketerror into therest.

Perhapsthefactswere never made more evident, in any country on
theglobe, than in our own, that these soullessblood-money |oan-mongers
aretherea rulers; that they rule from the most sordid and mercenary
motives; that the ostensi ble government, the presidents, senators, and
representatives, so called, are merely their tools; and that noideasof, or
regardfor, justice or liberty had anythingto doininducingthemtolend
their money for thewar. In proof of al this, look at thefollowing facts.

Nearly ahundred years ago we professed to havegot rid of all that
religious superstition, inculcated by aservileand corrupt priesthood in
Europe, that rulers, so-called, derived their authority directly from Heaven;
and that it was consequently areligiousduty on the part of the peopleto
obey them. We professed long ago to have learned that governments
couldrightfully exist only by thefreewill, and onthevoluntary support, of
thosewho might chooseto sustainthem. Wedll professed to haveknown
long ago, that the only legitimate objects of government were the
maintenanceof liberty andjusticeequdly for al. All thiswehad professed
for nearly a hundred years. And we professed to look with pity and
contempt upon thoseignorant, superstitious, and enslaved peopl es of
Europe, whowere so easily kept in subjection by thefraudsand force of
priestsand kings.
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Notwithstanding all this, that we had learned, and known, and
professed, for nearly acentury, theselendersof blood-money had, for a
long seriesof yearspreviousto thewar, been thewilling accomplices of
thedave-holdersin perverting thegovernment from the purposesof liberty
and justice, to the greatest of crimes. They had been such accomplices
for a purely pecuniary consideration, towit, acontrol of themarketsin
the South; in other words, the privilege of holding the slave-holders
themsavesinindustria and commercid subjectionto themanufacturers
and merchantsof the North (who afterwardsfurnished themoney for the
war). And these Northern merchants and manufacturers, theselenders of
blood-money, werewilling to continueto betheaccomplicesof thedave-
holdersinthefuture, for the same pecuniary consderation. But thedave-
holders, either doubting thefidelity of their Northern allies, or feeling
themselves strong enough to keep their slaves in subjection without
Northern assistance, would no longer pay the pricewhichtheseNorthern
men demanded. And it wasto enforcethispriceinthefuture—that is, to
monopolize the Southern markets, to maintain their industrial and
commercial control over the South —that these Northern manufacturers
and merchants|ent someof the profitsof their former monopoliesfor the
war, in order to secureto themselvesthe same, or greater, monopoliesin
thefuture. These—and not any loveof liberty or justice—werethemotives
onwhichthemoney for thewar waslent by theNorth. In short, theNorth
saidtothedave-holders: If you will not pay usour price (giveuscontrol
of your markets) for our ass stance against your daves, wewill securethe
same price (keep control of your markets) by hel ping your davesagainst
you, and using them as our toolsfor maintaining dominion over you; for
thecontrol of your marketswewill have, whether thetoolswe usefor that
purpose be black or white, and be the cost, in blood and money, what it

Onthisprinciple, and fromthismotive, and not fromany loveof liberty,
or justice, the money waslent in enormous amounts, and at enormous
rates of interest. And it was only by means of theseloansthat the objects
of thewar were accomplished.

And now these lenders of blood-money demand their pay; and the
government, so called, becomestheir tool, their servile, davish, villainous
tool, to extort it from the labor of the endaved peopl e both of the North
and the South. It isto be extorted by every form of direct, and indirect,
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and unequd taxation. Not only the nomina debt and interest —enormous
asthelatter was—areto bepaidinfull; but these holders of the debt are
to bepaid till further —and perhaps doubly, triply, or quadruply paid—by
suchtariffsonimportsaswill enable our home manufacturerstoreaize
enormouspricesfor their commodities; a so by such monopoliesinbanking
aswill enablethem to keep control of, and thusendave and plunder, the
industry and trade of the great body of the Northern peoplethemselves.
In short, theindustrial and commercial slavery of the great body of the
people, North and South, black and white, isthe pricewhich theselenders
of blood-money demand, and insist upon, and are determined to secure,
inreturnfor themoney lent for thewar.

This programme having been fully arranged and systematized, they
put their sword into the hands of the chief murderer of the war,” and
charge himto carry their schemeinto effect. And now he, speaking as
their organ, says. “ Let us have peace.”

Themeaning of thisis: Submit quietly to al therobbery and davery
we have arranged for you, and you can have“peace.” But in caseyou
resist, the samelenders of blood-money, who furnished the meansto
subduethe South, will furnish themeansagainto subdueyou.

These are the terms on which alone this government, or, with few
exceptions, any other, ever gives* peace” toitspeople.

Thewholeaffair, onthe part of those who furnished the money, has
been, and now is, adeliberate scheme of robbery and murder; not merely
to monopolize the markets of the South, but also to monopolize the
currency, and thus control theindustry and trade, and thus plunder and
enslave the laborers, of both North and South. And Congress and the
president aretoday the merest toolsfor these purposes. They areobliged
to be, for they know that their own power, asrulers, so-called, isat an
end, themoment their credit with the blood-money |oan-mongersfails.
They arelikeabankrupt inthe hands of an extortioner. They dare not say
nay to any demand made upon them. And to hide at once, if possible,
both their servility and their crimes, they attempt to divert public attention,
by crying out that they have® Abolished Savery!” That they have* Saved
the Country!” That they have " Preserved our GloriousUnion!” and that,
innow paying the“National Debt,” asthey cal it (asif the people

’[Undoubtedly a reference to General Grant, who had just become president.]
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themselves, all of themwho areto betaxed for itspayment, had really
and voluntarily joinedin contracting it), they aresmply “Maintaining the
Nationa Honor!”

By “maintaining the national honor,” they mean simply that they
themselves, open robbers and murderers, assumeto bethe nation, and
will keep faith with those who lend them the money necessary to enable
themto crushthegreat body of the peopleunder thair feet; and will faithfully
appropriate, from the proceeds of their future robberiesand murders,
enoughto pay dl their loans, principa andinterest.

The pretensethat the " abolition of davery” waseither amotive or
justification for the war, is afraud of the same character with that of
“maintaining the nationa honor.” Who, but such usurpers, robbers, and
murderersasthey, ever established davery? Or what government, except
oneresting upon the sword, like the onewe now have, wasever capable
of maintaining davery?And why did these men abolish davery?Not from
any loveof liberty in general —not asan act of justiceto the black man
himself, but only “as awar measure,” and because they wanted his
assgtance, andthat of hisfriends, incarrying onthewar they had undertaken
for maintaining and intensifying that political, commercia, andindustrial
davery, towhich they have subjected the great body of the people, both
white and black. And yet these impostors now cry out that they have
abolished the chattel davery of theblack man—although that wasnot the
motive of thewar —asif they thought they could thereby conceal, atone
for, or justify that other davery which they werefighting to perpetuate,
andto render morerigorousand inexorablethanit ever wasbefore. There
wasno difference of principle—but only of degree—betweenthedavery
they boast they have abolished, and the slavery they were fighting to
preserve; for al restraintsupon men’snatura liberty, not necessary for the
smplemaintenanceof justice, areof the nature of davery, and differ from
each other only in degree.

If their object had redlly been to abolish davery, or maintainliberty or
justicegeneraly, they had only to say: All, whether white or black, who
want the protection of thisgovernment, shall haveit; and all who do not
want it, will beleft in peace, solong asthey leave usin peace. Had they
said this, davery would necessarily have been abolished at once; thewar
would have been saved; and athousand times nobl er union than we have
ever had would havebeentheresult. It would have been avoluntary union
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of free men; such aunion aswill oneday exist among all men, theworld
over, if thesevera nations, so called, shall ever get rid of the usurpers,
robbers, and murderers, called governments, that now plunder, endave,
and destroy them.

Still another of thefraudsof thesemenis, that they arenow etablishing,
and that thewar was designed to establish, “agovernment of consent.”
Theonly ideathey have ever manifested asto what isagovernment of
consent, isthis—that it isoneto which everybody must consent, or be
shot. Thisideawasthe dominant one on which thewar wascarried on;
and it isthe dominant one, now that we have got what iscalled “ peace.”

Their pretensesthat they have* Saved the Country,” and “ Preserved
our GloriousUnion,” arefraudslikeadl therest of their pretenses. By them
they mean smply that they have subjugated, and maintained their power
over, an unwilling people. Thisthey call “ Saving the Country”; asif an
endaved and subjugated people—or asif any people kept in subjection
by thesword (asitisintended that all of usshall be hereafter ) —could be
said to have any country. This, too, they call “ Preserving our Glorious
Union”; asif there could be said to be any Union, gloriousor inglorious,
that wasnot voluntary. Or asif there could be said to beany union between
masters and slaves; between those who conquer, and those who are
subjugated.

All these cries of having “ abolished davery,” of having “saved the
country,” of having “ preserved theunion,” of establishing “agovernment
of consent,” and of “maintaining the national honor,” are al gross,
shameless, transparent cheats— so transparent that they ought to deceive
no one—when uttered asjustificationsfor thewar, or for the government
that has succeeded thewar, or for now compelling the peopleto pay the
cost of thewar, or for compelling anybody to support agovernment that
he does not want.

Thelessontaught by al thesefactsisthis: Aslong asmankind continue
to pay “nationa debts,” so-called—that is, solong asthey are such dupes
and cowards as to pay for being cheated, plundered, enslaved, and
murdered —solong astherewill be enough to lend the money for those
purposes, and with that money aplenty of tools, called soldiers, can be
hired to keep themin subjection. But when they refuseany longer to pay
for being thuscheated, plundered, endaved, and murdered, they will cease
to have cheats, and usurpers, and robbers, and murderers and blood-
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money loan-mongersfor masters.
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APPENDI X.

Inasmuch asthe Constitution was never signed, nor agreed to, by
anybody, asacontract, and therefore never bound anybody, and isnow
binding upon nobody; and is, moreover, such an one asno peoplecan
ever hereafter be expected to consent to, except asthey may beforced to
do so at the point of the bayonet, it is perhaps of noimportancewhat its
truelegal meaning, asacontract, is. Nevertheless, thewriter thinksit
proper to say that, in hisopinion, the Congtitutionisno suchinstrument as
it hasgenerally been assumed to be; but that by falseinterpretations, and
naked usurpations, thegovernment hasbeen madein practiceavery widdly;,
and amog wholly, different thing fromwhat the Condtitutionitself purports
to authorize. He has heretoforewritten much, and could write much more,
to provethat suchisthetruth. But whether the Congtitution really beone
thing, or another, thismuchiscertain—that it haseither authorized sucha
government aswe have had, or hasbeen powerlessto preventiit. Ineither
case, itisunfittoexis.

51






A LETTER

TO

THOMAS F. BAYARD:

CHALLENGING HISRIGHT — AND THAT OF ALL THE

OTHER SO-CALLED SENATORSAND REPRESENTATIVES

IN CONGRESS — TO EXERCISE ANY LEGISLATIVE POWER WHATEVER

OVER THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES.

By LYSANDER SPOONER.

BOSTON, MASS.:
PUBLISHED BY THE AUTHOR

1882






A Letter to
Thomas F. Bayard

“ Challenging his right — and that of all the other so-called senators
and representatives in Congress — to exercise any legislative power
whatever over the people of the United Sates.”

ToThomasF. Bayard, of Delaware:

Sir — | have read your letter to Rev. Lyman Abbott, in which you
expresstheopinionthat itisat least possiblefor amanto bealegidator
(under the Constitution of the United States) and yet be an honest man.

Thisproposition impliesthat you hold it to be at |east possible that
some four hundred men should, by some process or other, become
invested withtheright to makelawsof their own—that is, lawswholly of
their own device, and therefore necessarily distinct fromthelaw of nature,
or theprinciplesof natura justice; and that theselawsof their ownmaking
shall bereally and truly obligatory upon the people of the United States,
andthat, therefore, the people may rightfully be compelled to obey them.

All thisimpliesthat you are of the opinion that the Congress of the
United States, of which you areamember, has, by some processor other,
become possessed of someright of arbitrary dominion over the people
of theUnited States, whichright of arbitrary dominionisnot given by, and
is, therefore, necessarily in conflict with, thelaw of nature, the principles
of natural justice, and the natura rightsof men, asindividuals. All thisis
necessarily implied intheideathat the Congress now possessesany right
whatever to make any laws whatever, of its own device —that is, any
lawsthat shall beeither more, less, or other than that natura law, whichit
can neither make, unmake, nor alter —and cause them to be enforced
upon the people of the United States, or any of them, against their will.
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You assumethat theright of arbitrary dominion—that is, theright of
making lawsof their own device, and compelling obediencetothem—isa
“trust” that has been delegated to those who now exercisethat power.
Youcal it “thetrust of public power.”

But, Sir, you are mistaken in supposing that any such power hasever
been delegated, or ever can be delegated, by any body, to any body.

Any such ddegation of power isnaturaly impossible, for thesereasons.

1. No man can delegate, or giveto another, any right of arbitrary
dominion over himsdlf; for that would begiving himsdlf away asadave.
And thisno one can do. Any contract to do so isnhecessarily an absurd
one, and hasnovalidity. To cdl such acontract a“ congtitution,” or by any
other high-sounding name, does not ater itscharacter asan absurd and
void contract.

2. No man can delegate, or give to another, any right of arbitrary
dominionover athird person; for that wouldimply aright inthefirst person,
not only to makethethird person hissave, but also aright to dispose of
him asadaveto till other persons. Any contract to do thisisnecessarily
acrimina one, and thereforeinvaid. Tocall suchacontract a“ congtitution”
doesnot at al lessenitscrimindity, or addtoitsvalidity.

Thesefacts, that no man can delegate, or giveaway; hisown, naturd
right to liberty, nor any other man’snatural right to liberty, provethat he
candelegatenoright of arbitrary dominionwhatever —or what isthe same
thing, no legidative power whatever —over himself or anybody else, to
any man, or body of men.

Thisimpossibility of any man’s delegating any legidl ative power
whatever, necessarily resultsfrom thefact that thelaw of naturehasdrawn
theline, and theonly line—andthat, too, alinethat can never be effaced
nor removed —between each man’sowninterest and inalienablerights of
person and property, and each and every other man’s inherent and
inalienablerightsof personand property. It, therefore, necessarily fixes
theundterablelimits, withinwhich every man may rightfully seek hisown
happiness, inhisownway, freefromall responsibility to, or interference
by, hisfellow men, or any of them.

All thispretended del egation of legidative power —that is, of apower,
onthe part of thelegislators, so-called, to make any lawsof their own
device, distinct fromthelaw of nature—isthereforean entirefalsehood; a
falsehood whose only purposeisto cover and hide apureusurpation, by
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onebody of men, of arbitrary dominion over other men.

That thislegidative power, or power of arbitrary dominion, isapure
usurpation, on the part of those who now exerciseit, and not a“trust”
delegated to them, istill further proved by thefact that the only delegation
of power, that iseven professed or pretended to be made, ismade secretly
—that is, by secret ballot —and not in any open and authentic manner; and
thereforenot by any men, or body of men, who makethemsdvespersonaly
responsible, asprincipals, for the acts of thoseto whom they professto
delegate the power.

All thispretended del egation of power having been made secretly —
that is, only by secret ballot —not asingleone of al thelegidators, so-
called, who professto be exercising only adel egated power, hashimself
any legd knowledge, or can offer any legal proof, asto who the particular
individua swerewho delegated it to him. And having no power toidentify
theindividualswho professed to del egate the power to him, he cannot
show any legal proof that anybody ever even attempted or pretended to
delegateittohim.

Plainly, amanwho exercisesany arbitrary dominion over other men
and who claimsto be exercising only ade egated power, but cannot show
who hisprincipasare, nor, consequently, provethat hehasany principds,
must be presumed, both in law and reason, to have no principals; and
thereforeto be exercising no power but hisown. And having, of right, no
such power of hisown, heis, bothinlaw and reason, anaked usurper.

Sir, asecret balot makesasecret government; and asecret government
isagovernment by conspiracy; inwhich the people at large can have no
rights. And that isthe only government wenow have. It isthegovernment
of whichyou areavoluntary member and supporter, and yet you clamto
bean honest man. If you are an honest man, isnot your honesty that of a
thoughtless, ignorant man, who merely driftswith the current, instead of
exercigng any judgment of hisown?

For gtill another reason, dl legidators, so-cdled, under the Condtitution
of theUnited, States, areexercisng smply anarbitrary andirresponsible
dominion of their own; and not any authority that has been delegated, or
pretended to have been del egated, to them. And that reason isthat the
Condtitutionitsdlf (Art. 1, Sec. 6) prescribesthat:

“For any speech or debate (or vote) in either house, they (the Senators
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and Representatives) shall not be questioned (held to any legal responsibility)
in any other place.”

Thisprovison makesthelegidatorsconstitutionaly irresponsibleto
anybody; either to those on whom they exercisetheir power, or to those
who may have, either openly or secretly, attempted or pretendedto delegate
power to them. And menwho arelegally responsibleto nobody for their
acts, cannot truly be said to be the agents of any body, or to beexercising
any power but their own; for al real agentsare necessarily responsible
both to those on whom they act, and to those for whom they act.

To say that the peopl e of thiscountry ever have bound, or ever could
bind, themsalvesby any contract whatever —the Congtitution, or any other
—tothusgiveaway all their naturd rightsof property, liberty, andlife, into
the hands of afew men—amere conclave—and that they should makeit
apart of the contract itself that these few men should be held legally
irresponsiblefor the disposal they should make of thoserights, isan utter
absurdity. Itisto say that they have bound themselves, and that they could
bind themselves, by an utterly idiotic and suicidal contract.

If such acontract had ever been made by one privateindividual to
another, and had been signed, sealed, witnessed, acknowledged, and
ddlivered; with all possiblelegal formalities, no decent court on earth—
certainly noneinthiscountry —would haveregarded it, for amoment, as
conveying any right, or del egating any power, or ashaving the dightest
legd validity, or obligation.

For al thereasonsnow given, and for still othersthat might begiven,
thelegidativepower now exercised by Congressis, inboth law and reason,
apurely persond, arbitrary, irresponsible, usurped dominion on the part
of the legislators themselves, and not a power delegated to them by
anybody.

Yet under the pretensethat thisinstrument givesthemtheright of
anabitrary andirrespong bledominion over thewhol e peopleof the United
States, Congresshasnow goneon, for ninety yearsand more, filling great
volumeswith lawsof their own device, which the peopleat large have
never read, nor even seen, nor ever will read or see; and of whoselegal
meaningsitismorally impossiblethat they should ever know anything.
Congresshasnever dared to requirethe people evento read theselaws.
Had it done so, the oppression would have been an intol erable one; and
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the people, rather than endure it, would have either rebelled, and
overthrown the government, or would havefled the country. Yet these
laws, which Congresshasnot dared to requirethe peopleeventoread, it
has compelled them, at the point of the bayonet, to obey.

Andthismoral, and legal, and political monstrosity isthe kind of
government which Congress claimsthat the Congtitution authorizesit to
impose upon the people.

Sir, canyou say that such an arbitrary andirresponsible dominion as
this, over theproperties, liberties, and livesof fifty millionsof people—or
evenover the property, liberty, or life of anyone of thosefifty millions—
can bejustified on any reason whatever?1f not, withwhat color of truth
canyou say that you yourself, or anybody €else, can act asalegidlator,
under the Constitution of the United States, and yet be an honest man?

To say that thearbitrary and irresponsibledominion, that isexercised
by Congress, hasbeen del egated to it by the Constitution, and not solely
by the secret ballots of the voters for the time being, is the height of
absurdity; for what isthe Constitution? It is, at best, awriting that was
drawn up morethan ninety yearsago; wasassented to at thetimeonly by
asmall number of men; generally those few white male adultswho had
prescribed amounts of property; probably not more than two hundred
thousandinal; or oneintwenty of thewhole population.

Those men have been long since dead. They never had any right of
arbitrary dominion over even their contemporaries; and they never had
any over us. Thar willsor wisheshave no morerightful authority over us,
than havethewillsor wishes of men who lived beforetheflood. They
never personally signed, sealed, acknowledged, or delivered, or dared to
sign, seal, acknowledge, or deliver, theinstrument which they imposed
upon the country aslaw. They never, inany open and authentic manner,
bound even themselves to obey it, or made themselves personally
responsiblefor the acts of their so-called agentsunder it. They had no
natural right toimposeit, aslaw, upon asingle human being. Thewhole
proceeding wasapure usurpation.

Inpractice, the Congtitution hasbeen an utter fraud from the beginning.
Professing to have been * ordained and established” by “ we, the people
of theUnited Sates,” it hasnever been submitted tothem, asindividuals,
for their voluntary acceptance or rejection. They have never been asked
tosign, sedl, acknowledge, or deliver it, astheir free act and deed. They
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have never signed, seded, acknowledged, or deliveredit, or promised, or
laid themsalvesunder any kind of obligation, to obey it. Very few of them
have ever read, or even seenit; or ever will read or seeit. Of itslegal
meaning (if it can besaidto have any) they redly know nothing; and never
did, nor ever will, know anything.

Why isit, Sir, that such an instrument asthe Constitution, for which
nobody hasbeen responsible, and of which few personshaveever known
anything, has been suffered to stand, for thelast ninety years, and to be
used for such audaciousand crimina purposes?Itissolely becauseit has
been sustained by the same kind of conspiracy asthat by whichit was
established; that is, by thewealth and the power of thosefew whowereto
profit by thearbitrary dominionit wasassumed to givethem over others.
While the poor, the weak, and the ignorant, who were to be cheated,
plundered, and endaved by it, have been told, and some of them doubtless
madeto believe, that itisasacred instrument, designed for the preservation
of their rights.

These cheated, plundered, and endaved persons have been madeto

fed, if not to believe, that the Constitution had such miraculous power,
that it could authorizethe mgority (or evenapluraity) of themaleadults,
for thetime being—amaj ority numbering at thistime, say, fivemillionsin
al —toexercise, throughtheir agents, secretly appointed, an arbitrary and
irresponsibledominion over the properties, liberties, and livesof thewhole
fifty millions; and that thesefifty millionshavenorightful dternativebut to
submit al their rightsto thisarbitrary dominion, or suffer such confiscation,
imprisonment, or death asthissecretly appointed, irresponsible cabal, of
so-called legidators, should seefit to resort to for the maintenance of its
power.
Asmight have been expected, and aswas, to alargedegree, at least,
intended, this Congtitution has been used from the beginning by ambitious,
rapacious, and unprincipled men, to enablethem to maintain, at the point
of the bayonet, an arbitrary and irresponsi ble dominion over thosewho
were too ignorant and too weak to protect themselves against the
conspiratorswho had thus combined to deceive, plunder, and enslave
them.

Doyouredly think, Sir, that such acongtitution asthiscan avail to
justify thosewnho, likeyoursdlf, areengaged inenforcingit?1sit not plain,
rather, that the membersof Congress, asalegidative body, whether they
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areconsciousof itor not, are, inreality, amerecabd of swindlers, usurpers,
tyrantsand robbers?Isit not plainthat they are stupendousblockheads, if
they imaginethat they are anything e sethan such acaba ?or that their so-
caledlawsimposetheleast obligation upon anybody?

If you havenever beforelooked at thismatter inthislight, | ask youto
do so now. And inthe hopeto aid youin doing so candidly, and to some
useful purpose, | taketheliberty to mail for you apamphlet entitled:

“NATURAL LAW; OR THE SCIENCE OF JUSTICE; a Treatise on Natural
Law, Natural Justice, Natural Rights, Natural Liberty, and Natural Society;
Showing That All Legislation Whatsoever Is an Absurdity, a Usurpation, and
a Crime. Part 1.”

In this pamphlet, | have endeavored to controvert distinctly the
proposition that, by any possible processwhatever, any man, or body of
men, can become possessed of any right of arbitrary dominion over other
men, or other men’s property; or, consequently, any right whatever to
make any law whatever, of their own —distinct from the law of nature—
and compel any other mento obey it.

| trust I need not suspect you, asalegidator under the Constitution,
and claiming to bean honest man, of any desireto evadetheissue presented
inthispamphlet. If you shall seefittomeet it, | hopeyouwill excuseme
for suggesting that —to avoid verbiage, and everything indefinite—you
giveat least asingle specimen of alaw that either heretofore has been
made, or that you conceiveit possiblefor legidatorsto make—that is,
somelaw of their own device—that either hasbeen, or shal be, really and
truly obligatory upon other persons, and which such other personshave
been, or may be, rightfully compelled to obey.

If you can either find or deviseany such law, | trust you will makeit
known, that it may beexamined, and the question of itsobligation befairly
settledinthepopular mind.

But if it should happen that you can neither find such alaw inthe
exigting statute booksof the United States, nor, in your ownmind, conceive
of suchalaw aspossibleunder the Condtitution, | giveyou leavetofindit,
if that be possible, in the constitution or statute book of any other people
that now exist, or ever have existed, ontheearth.
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If, finaly, you shal find no suchlaw, anywhere, nor beableto conceive
of any such law yourself, | take the liberty to suggest that it is your
imperativeduty to submit the questionto your associatelegidators; and, if
they cangivenolight onthe subject, that you cal uponthemtoburnal the
existing statute books of the United States, and then to go home and
content themsel veswith the exercise of only such rightsand powersas
nature hasgiven to themin commonwith therest of mankind.
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The American Letter Mail Company

Spooner’s Private Post Office

Lysander Spooner appearsat varioustimesin American affairs of
widely differing substancein the 19th century, with uniquely individua
published contributionstolega, economic, political and eventheological
theory. Thelargest part of such activitiesisknown only toasmall number
of studentsand researchers, and the history textbooks usualy do not even
mention hisname. The best known venture of Spooner, which hasbeen
memorialized by several commentators, washisprivatemail business, the
American Letter Mail Company. Thiswas one of many such enterprises
which competed successfully against thefederal government’ spost office,
but were driven out of business by an act of Congress which became
effectiveduly 1, 1845.

Spooner fought thisin the courtsand lost, but he always maintained
that the government adopted his lower rates. (See his The
Unconstitutionality of the Laws of Congress Prohibiting Private Mails
[New York, 1944], and Who Caused the Reduction in Postage?
[Boston, 1851].) He hasbeen repeatedly described as*thefather of cheap
postageinAmerica.” Apparently Spooner’scompany handled agenerous
volume of business, because coversbearing itsstamp and cancellation are
not considered “ of great rarity” eventoday, according to the specialist
Dondd S. Pattonin ThePhilatdist. (Onewill find of considerableinterest
with reference to Spooner and his post the article by Ernest A. Kehn,
Henry M. Goodkind and Elliott Perry, “ L ook BeforeYou Lick,” Reader’s
Digest [June, 1947], pp. 125-127, and Henry F. Unger’s* Spooner and
the Post Office,” Business Progress[March-April, 1964], p. 16.)
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