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NO TREASON
 Part 1  (1867)

HE question of treason is dis-
tinct from that of slavery, and
is the same that it would have

been, if free States, instead of slave
States, had seceded.

On the part of the North, the war
was carried on, not to liberate the
slaves, but by a government that had
always perverted and violated the
Constitution to keep the slaves in
bondage ... and was still willing to do
so if the slaveholders could be thereby
induced to stay in the Union.

The principle, on which the war was
waged by the North, was simply this:
That men may rightfully be compelled
to submit to, and support, a
government that they do not want;
and that resistance, on their part,
makes them traitors and criminals.

No principle, that is possible to be
named, can be more self-evidently
false than this; or more self-evidently
fatal to all political freedom. Yet it
triumphed in the field, and is now
assumed to be established. If it be
really established, the number of

T

by Lysander Spooner (1808–1887)

slaves, instead of having been
diminished by the war, has been
greatly increased; for a man, thus
subjected to a government that he
does not want, is a slave. And there is
no difference, in principle -but only in
degree - between political and chattel
slavery. The former, no less than the
latter, denies a man’s ownership of
himself and the products of his labor;
and asserts that other men may own
him, and dispose of him and his
property, for their uses, and at their
pleasure.

Previous to the war, there were
some grounds for saying that our
government - in theory, at least, If not
in practice – was a free one; that it
rested on consent. But nothing of that
kind can be said now, if the principle
on which the war was carried on by
the North, is irrevocably established.

If that principle be not the principle
of the Constitution, the fact should be
known. If it be the principle of the
Constitution, the Constitution itself
should be at once overthrown.

NO TREASON
Part 1.

I.
Notwithstanding all the proclama-

tions we have made to mankind,
within the last ninety years, that our
government rested on consent, and
that that was the only rightful basis
on which any government could rest,
the late war has practically demon-
strated that our government rests
upon force – as much so as any gov-
ernment that ever existed.

The North has thus virtually said
to the world: It was all very well to
prate of consent, so long as the ob-
jects to be accomplished were to lib-
erate ourselves from our connexion
with England, and also to coax a scat-
tered and jealous people into a great
national union; but now that those
purposes have been accomplished,
and the power of the North has be-

“Notwithstanding all the proclamations we have made to
mankind, within the last ninety years, that our government
rested on consent, and that that was the only rightful basis on
which any government could rest, the late war has practically
demonstrated that our government rests upon force - as much
so as any government that ever existed.”

INTRODUCTORY.

(Spooner published NO TREASON in
three parts - part 1, part 2, and part 6.
Part #1 is reprinted in this issue. Part
#2 will appear in the next issue of TAC.
Spooner then published part 6
intending to publish parts 3-5 later. He
died, however, before he could publish
parts 3-5. Providentially, the three
published sections proved to be quite
complete in themselves.

NO TREASON, The Constitution Of No
Authority (i.e., part 6) is available in
reprint from ACM-$6.00).
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come consolidated, it is sufficient for
us – as for all governments - simply
to say: Our power is our right.

In proportion to her wealth and
population, the North has probably
expended more money and blood to
maintain her power over an unwilling
people, than any other government
ever did. And in her estimation, it is
apparently the chief glory of her suc-
cess, and an adequate compensation
for all her own losses, and an ample
justification for all her devastation and
carnage of the South, that all pretence
of any necessity for consent to the
perpetuity or power of the govern-
ment, is (as she thinks) forever ex-
punged from the minds of the people.
In short, the North exults beyond
measure in the proof she has given,
that a government, professedly rest-
ing on consent, will expend more life
and treasure in crushing dissent, than
any government, openly founded on
force, has ever done.

And she claims that she has done
all this in behalf of liberty! In behalf of
free government! In behalf of the prin-
ciple that government should rest on
consent!

If the successors of Roger Will-
iams, within a hundred years after their
State had been founded upon the prin-
ciple of free religious toleration, and
when the Baptists had become strong
on the credit of that principle, had
taken to burning heretics with a fury
never before seen among men; and
had they finally gloried in having thus
suppressed all question of the truth of
the State religion; and had they fur-
ther claimed to have done all this in
behalf of freedom of conscience, the

inconsistency between profession and
conduct would scarcely have been
greater than that of the North, in car-
rying on such a war as she has done,
to compel men to live under and sup-
port a government that they did not
want; and in then claiming that she
did it in behalf of the principle that
government should rest on consent.

This astonishing absurdity and self-
contradiction are to be accounted for
only by supposing, either that the lusts
of fame, and power, and money, have
made her utterly blind to, or utterly
reckless of, the inconsistency and
enormity of her conduct; or that she
has never even understood what was
implied in a government’s resting on
consent. Perhaps this last explanation
is the true one. In charity to human
nature, it is to be hoped that it is.

II.

What, then, is implied in a
government’s resting on consent?

If it be said that the consent of
the strongest party, in a nation, is all
that is necessary to justify the estab-

lishment of a government that shall
have authority over the weaker party,
it may be answered that the most des-
potic governments in the world rest
upon that very principle, viz: the con-
sent of the strongest party. These gov-
ernments are formed simply by the
consent or agreement of the stron-
gest party, that they will act in con-
cert in subjecting the weaker party to
their dominion. And the despotism,
and tyranny, and injustice of these
governments consist in that very fact.
Or at least that is the first step in their
tyranny; a necessary preliminary to
all the oppressions that are to follow.

If it be said that the consent of
the most numerous party, in a na-
tion, is sufficient to justify the estab-
lishment of their power over the less
numerous party, it may be answered:

First. That two men have no more
natural right to exercise any kind of
authority over one, than one has to
exercise the same authority over two.
A man’s natural rights are his own,
against the whole world; and any in-
fringement of them is equally a crime,
whether committed by one man, or
by millions; whether committed by
one man, calling himself a robber (or
by any other name indicating his true
character), or by millions calling them-
selves a government.

Second. It would be absurd for the
most numerous party to talk of estab-
lishing a government over the less
numerous party, unless the former
were also the strongest, as well as the
most numerous; for it is not to be sup-
posed that the strongest party would
ever submit to the rule of the weaker
party, merely because the latter were

In proportion to her wealth
and population, the North has probably

expended more money and blood
to maintain her power

over the unwilling people, than
any other government ever did.

... the North exults beyond measure in
the proof she has given, that a

government, professedly resting on
consent, will expend more life and treasure
in crushing dissent, than any government,
openly founded on force, has ever done.
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the most numerous. And as matter of
fact, it is perhaps never that govern-
ments are established by the most
numerous party. They are usually, if
not always, established by the less
numerous party; their superior
strength consisting in their superior
wealth, intelligence, and ability to act
in concert (conspiracy).

Third. Our Constitution does not
profess to have been established sim-
ply by the majority; but by “the
people”: the minority, as much as the
majority.

Fourth. If our fathers, in 1776,
had acknowledged the principle that
a majority had the right to rule the
minority, we should never have be-
come a nation; for they were in a small
minority, as compared with
those who claimed the right
to rule over them.

Fifth. Majorities, as such,
afford no guarantees for jus-
tice. They are men of the
same nature as minorities.
They have the same pas-
sions for fame, power, and
money, as minorities; and
are liable and likely to be
equally - perhaps more than
equally, because more boldly
- rapacious, tyrannical and
unprincipled, if entrusted with
power. There is no more rea-
son, then, why a man should
either sustain, or submit to,
the rule of a majority, than
of a minority. Majorities and minori-
ties cannot rightfully be taken at all
into account in deciding questions of
justice. And all talk about them, in
matters of government, is mere ab-
surdity. Men are dunces for uniting to
sustain any government, or any laws,
except those in which they are all
agreed. And nothing but force and
fraud compel men to sustain any
other. To say mat majorities, as such,
have a right to rule minorities, is
equivalent to saying that minorities
have, and ought to have, no rights,
except such as majorities please to
allow them.

Sixth. It is not improbable that
many or most of the worst of govern-

ments - although established by force,
and by a few, in the first place - come,
in time, to be supported by a major-
ity. And if they do, this majority is
composed, in large part, of the most
ignorant, superstitious, timid, depen-
dent, servile, and corrupt portions of
the people; of those who have been
over-awed by the power, intelligence,
wealth, and arrogance; of those who
have been deceived by the frauds of
the few who really constitute the gov-
ernment; and of those who have been
corrupted by their inducements. Such
majorities, very likely, could be found
in, perhaps, nine-tenths of all the
countries on the globe. What do they
prove? Nothing but the tyranny and
corruption that has reduced so large

portions of the people to their present
ignorance, servility, degradation, and
corruption - an ignorance, servility,
degradation, and corruption that are
best illustrated in the simple fact that
they do willingly sustain the govern-
ments that have so oppressed, de-
graded, and corrupted them. They do
nothing towards proving whether the
governments themselves are legiti-
mate; or whether they ought to be
sustained, or even endured, by those
who understand their true character.
The mere fact, therefore, that a gov-
ernment chances to be sustained by
a majority, of itself, proves nothing
that is necessary to be proved in or-
der to know whether such government

should be sustained, or not.
Seventh. The principle that the

majority have a right to rule the mi-
nority, practically resolves all govern-
ment into a mere contest between two
bodies of men, as to which of them
shall be masters, and which of them
slaves; a contest, that - however
bloody - can, in the nature of things,
never be finally closed, so long as man
refuses to be a slave.

III.
But to say that the consent of ei-

ther the strongest party, or the most
numerous party, in a nation, is a suf-
ficient justification for the establish-
ment or maintenance of a government
that shall control the whole nation,

does not obviate the diffi-
culty. The question still re-
mains: how comes such a
thing as “a nation” to exist?
How do many millions of
men, scattered over an ex-
tensive territory – each gifted
by nature with individual
freedom; required by the law
of nature to call no man, or
body of men, his masters;
authorized by that law to
seek his own happiness in
his own way, to do what he
will with himself and his
property so long as he does
not trespass upon the equal
liberty of others; authorized
also, by that law, to defend

his own rights, and redress his own
wrongs; and to go to the assistance
and defense of any of his fellow men
who may be suffering any kind of in-
justice - how do many millions of such
men come to be a nation, in the first
place? How is it that each of them
comes to be stripped of all his natural
God-given rights, and to be incorpo-
rated, compressed, compacted, and
consolidated into a mass with other
men, whom he never saw; with whom
he has no contract; and towards many
of whom he has no sentiments but
fear, hatred, or contempt? How does
he become subjected to the control
of men like himself, who, by nature,
had no authority over him; but who

If our fathers, in 1776, had
acknowledged the principle that a

majority had the right to rule
the minority, we should nver have

become a nation; for they were
in a small minority, as compared
with those who claimed the right

to rule over them.
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command him to do this, and forbid
him to do that, as if they were his sov-
ereigns, and he their subject; and as if
their wills and their interests were the
only standards of his duties and his
rights; and who compel him to sub-
mission under peril of confiscation,
imprisonment, and death?

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

By what right, then, did we be-
come “a nation”? By what right do
we continue to be “a nation?” And
by what right do either the strongest,
or the most numerous, party, now
existing within the territorial limits,
called “The United States,” claim that
there really is such “a nation” as the
United States? Certainly they are
bound to show the rightful
existence of a “nation,” before
they can claim, on that
ground, that they themselves
have a right to control it; to
seize, for their purposes, so
much of every man’s property
within it, as they may choose;
and, at their discretion, to
compel any man to risk his
own life (in war), or take the
lives of other men, for the
maintenance of their power.

To speak of either their
numbers, or their strength, is
not to the purpose. The ques-
tion is ... by what right does
the nation exist? And by what
right are so many atrocities
committed by its authority? or
for its preservation?

The answer to this question must
certainly be, that such a nation exists
by no right whatever.

We are, therefore, driven to the
acknowledgment that nations and
governments, if they can rightfully
exist at all, can exist only by consent.

IV.
The question, then, returns,

“What is implied in a government’s
resting on consent?”

Manifestly this one thing (to say
nothing of others) is necessarily im-
plied in the idea of a government rest-
ing on consent, viz: the separate, in-

dividual consent of every man who is
required to contribute, either by taxa-
tion or personal service, to the sup-
port of the government. All this, or
nothing, is necessarily implied, be-
cause one man’s consent is just as
necessary as any other man’s. If, for
example, A claims that his consent is
necessary to the establishment or
maintenance of government, he
thereby necessarily admits that B’s and
every other man’s are equally neces-
sary; because B’s and every other
man’s rights are just as good as his
own. On the other hand, if he denies
that B’s or any other particular man’s
consent is necessary, he thereby nec-
essarily admits that neither his own,
nor any other man’s is necessary; and

that government need not be founded
on consent at all.

There is, therefore, no alternative
but to say, either that the separate,
individual consent of every man, who
is required to aid in any way in sup-
porting the government, is necessary,
or that the consent of no one is nec-
essary.

Clearly this individual consent is
indispensable to the idea of treason;
for if a man has never consented or
agreed to support a government, he
breaks no faith in refusing to support
it. And if he makes war upon it, he
does so as an open enemy, and not
as a traitor – that is, as a betrayer, or

treacherous friend.
All this, or nothing, was neces-

sarily implied in the Declaration made
in 1776. If the necessity for consent,
then announced, was a sound prin-
ciple in favor of three millions of men,
it was an equally sound one in favor
of three men, or of one man. If the
principle was a sound one in behalf
of men living on a separate continent,
it was an equally sound one in behalf
of a man living on a separate farm,
or in a separate house.

Moreover, it was only as separate
individuals, each acting for himself,
and not as members of organized gov-
ernments, that the three millions de-
clared their consent to be necessary
to their support of a government; and,

at the same time, declared
their dissent to the support of
the British Crown. The gov-
ernments, then existing in the
Colonies, had no constitu-
tional power, as govern-
ments, to declare the separa-
tion between England and
America. On the contrary,
those governments, as gov-
ernments, were organized
under charters from, and ac-
knowledged allegiance to, the
British Crown. Of course the
British king never made it one
of the chartered or constitu-
tional powers of those govern-
ments, as governments, to
absolve the people from their
allegiance to himself. So far,

therefore, as the Colonial Legislatures
acted as revolutionists, they acted only
as so many individual revolutionists,
and not as constitutional legislatures.
And their representatives at Philadel-
phia, who first declared Indepen-
dence, were, in the eye of the consti-
tutional law of that day, simply a com-
mittee of Revolutionists, and in no
sense constitutional authorities or the
representatives    of constitutional au-
thorities.

It was also, in the eye of the law,
only as separate individuals each act-
ing for himself, and exercising simply
his natural rights as an individual, that
the people at large assented to, and

Clearly individual
consent is indispensable
to the idea of treason;
for if a man has never
consented or agreed to
support a government,
he breaks no faith in
refusing to support it.
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ratified the Declaration.
It was also only as so many indi-

viduals, each acting for himself, and
exercising simply his natural rights,
that they revolutionized the constitu-
tional character of their local govern-
ments (so as to exclude the idea of
allegiance to Great Britain); changing
their forms only as and when their
convenience dictated.

The whole Revolution, therefore,
as a Revolution, was declared and ac-
complished by the people, acting
separately as individuals, and exercis-
ing each his natural rights, and not by
their governments in the exercise of
their constitutional powers.

It was, therefore, as individuals,
and only as individuals,
each acting for himself
alone, that they declared
that their consent – that
is, their individual con-
sent, for each one could
consent only for himself
– was necessary to the
creation or perpetuity of
any government that they
could rightfully be called
on to support.

In the same way each
declared, for himself, that
his own will, pleasure,
and discretion were the
only authorities he had
any occasion to consult,
in determining whether
he would any longer sup-
port the government under which he
had always lived. And if this action of
each individual were valid and rightful
when he had so many other individu-
als to keep him company, it would
have been, in the view of natural jus-
tice and right, equally valid and right-
ful, if he had taken the same step
alone. He had the same natural right
to take up arms alone to defend his
own property against a single tax-
gatherer, that he had to take up arms
in company with three millions of oth-
ers, to defend the property of all
against an army of tax-gatherers.

Thus the whole Revolution turned
upon, asserted, and, in theory, estab-
lished, the right of each and every

man, at his discretion, to release him-
self from the support of the govern-
ment under which he had lived. And
this principle was asserted, not as a
right peculiar to themselves, or to that
time, or as applicable only to the gov-
ernment then existing; but as a uni-
versal right of all men, at all times,
and under all circumstances.

George The Third called our an-
cestors traitors for what they did at
that time. But they were not traitors
in fact,     whatever he or his laws may
have called them. They were not trai-
tors in fact, because they betrayed
nobody, and broke faith with nobody.
They were his equals, owing him no
allegiance, obedience, nor any other

duty, except such as they owed to
mankind at large. Their political rela-
tions with him had been purely vol-
untary. They had never pledged their
faith to him that they would continue
these relations any longer than it
should please them to do so; and
therefore they broke no faith in part-
ing with him. They simply exercised
their natural right of saying to him,
and to the English people, that they
were under no obligation to continue
their political connexion with them,
and that, for reasons of their own,
they chose to dissolve it.

What was true of our ancestors,
is true of revolutionists in general. The
monarchs and governments, from

whom they choose to separate, at-
tempt to stigmatize them as traitors.
But, in fact, they are not traitors inas-
much as they betray, and break faith
with, no one. Having pledged no faith,
they break none. They are simply
men, who, for reasons of their own -
whether good or bad, wise or unwise
-choose to exercise their natural right
of dissolving their connexion with the
governments under which they have
lived. In doing this, they no more com-
mit the crime of treason - which nec-
essarily implies treachery, deceit,
breach of faith - than a man commits
treason when he chooses to leave a
church, or any other voluntary asso-
ciation, with which he has been con-

nected.
This principle was a

true one in 1776. It is a
true one now. It is the only
one on which any rightful
government can rest. It is
the one on which the Con-
stitution itself professes to
rest. If it does not really rest
on that basis, it has no right
to exist; and it is the duty
of every man to raise his
hand against it.

If the men of the Revo-
lution designed to incorpo-
rate in the Constitution the
absurd ideas of allegiance
and treason, which they
had once repudiated –
against which they had

fought, and by which the world had
been enslaved - they thereby estab-
lished for themselves an indisputable
claim to the disgust and detestation of
all mankind.

If the men of the Revolution
designed to incorporate in the

Constitution the absurd ideas of
allegiance and treason, which they

had once repudiated – against which
they had fought, and by which the

world had been enslaved – they
thereby established for themselves an
indisputable claim to the disgust and

destestation of all mankind.

In subsequent numbers, the author
hopes to show that, under the

principle of individual consent, the
little government that mankind

needs, is not only practicable, but
natural and easy; and that the

Constitution of the United States
authorizes no government except

one depending wholly on
voluntary support.

 – Lysander Spooner, 1867
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DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCES
Church Institutions are contrary to Christian society. They obscure truth and undermine Scripture. Some of
the more obvious conflicts are listed below. Supporting or attending a church is IDOLATRY and ANTI-CHRISTIAN!

“If there come any to you, and bring not this doctrine receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed!”

– 2 John 1:10

THE CHURCHES: THE BIBLE;
1. God’s law is cancelled by grace ….............. God’s law is immutable. Grace cancels debt – not law. (Matt 5:17-19:2

2. God changes …............................................   God never changes. (Psa 102, Mal 3:6, Heb 1:12, Jas 1:17)

3. Chosen people = Jews ................................ Chosen people – Israel 1Chr 16:13, Psa 135:4, Isa 41:8, Isa 44:1)

4. Israel = Jews .............................................. Israel = “led by God” [“Isra” to lead, “El” God] (Gen 35:10-12, Deu 28:1-14,
     Deu 32:26, lsa 41:8-9, Isa 51:1-2, Isa 62:2-3, Matt 2:5-6, Matt 10:5-6, Matt 15:24, Jn 10:24-27, Heb 8:10,
     Heb 10:16-17, Rev 2:9, Rev 3:9, Rev 7:4)

5. Dead goto heaven or hell ........................... Dead rest in grave until raised (Job 14:12, Psa 6:5, Ecc 3:19, Ecc 9:5-10, Jn 11:11-14, 43-44)

6. Evil is caused by the devil .......................... Man’s heart is source of evil (Gen 8:21, Ecc 9:3, Jer 7:9, Matt 15:19, Mar 7:21, Jas 1:14-15)

7. Soul of man is immortal ............................. Soul dies (Ez 18:20)

8. Spirit is a separate life entity ...................... Spirit is motive; disposiion; it inspires and animates (Jn 3:6-8, Jn 6:63, 1 Jn 4:1-6)

9. God loves everyone .................................... God hates wickedness (II Chr 19:2, Psa 5:5, Psa 11:5, Psa 45:7, Pro 8:13, Amo 5:15, Zec 8:17, Mal 1:3,
Rom 9:13)

10. Do not judge ............................................. Judge righteous judgment (Lev 19:15, Num 35:24, Deu 25:1, Pro17:15, Pro 21:3, Isa 1:17, Jer 5:28,
   Luk 12:57, Jn 7:24, Rom 16:17, 1 Cor 6:2-3, 1 Cor 14:29)

11. Society controlled by church and state .....   Society directed by God (Psa 22:28, Mat 2:6, Man 28:18, Rom 13:1,1 Cor 15:25)

12. Obey government ..................................... Obey God (Gen 3:17,1 Sam 15:24, Mar 7:7-9, Act 4:5-19, Act 5:29, Rev 14:9-12)

13. Sin undefined ........................................... Sin defined (I Jn 3:4)

14. All men are brothers ................................. A brother does God’s will (Matt 12:50, Mar 3:35, Luk 8:21)

15.  Love and tolerate all enemies ................. Do not love God’s enemies. (II Chr 19:2, Psa 97:10, isa 66:6,14, Mic 7:6, Nah 1:2, Matt 10:36,
   Luke 19:27, Jas 4:4,1 Jn 2:15)

16. Sodomy (homosexuality) tolerated ........... Sodomy condemned (Gen 19:5, Lev 18:22, Lev 20:13, Jud 19:22, Rom 1:27-32)

17. Usury (interest) approved .......................... Usury condemned (Exo 22:25, Lev 25:36037, Deu 23:19-20, Pro 28:8, Eze 18:13)

18. Everyone descended from Adam .............. Everything after its kind (Gen 1:11-12,Gen 1:21-25)

19. One end-time Antichrist ............................ Many anti-Christs (1Jn 2:18-22, 1Jn 4:3, 2Jn 1:7)

20. Saints removed from earth (“Rapture”) .....    Wicked removed - not saints (Jer 27:9-10, Mic 4:10, Mic 13:41-49, Matt 24.29-31, Mar 13:24-27)

21. Christ established a church ....................... Christ established “Ecclesia” - i.e., a body politic ... not a church (Matt 18:17, Act 8:3,
    Act 11:26, Act 12:5, Act 19:32,39,1 Cor 6:4, Eph 1:22, Eph 5:24,1 Tim 3:5)

22. Jesus crucified for religious reasons .........   Jesus crucified for political reasons (Matt 2:6, Matt 21:38, Matt 26:3-4, Mar 13:9, Luk 19:47-48,
     Luk 21:12, Luk 23:12, Luk 24:20, Jn 1:49, Jn 7:32-45, Jn 11:47-48, Jn 18:13, Jn 19:6-7, Act 4:26,
    Eph 6:12)

23. Jesus is God .............................................. Jesus is the Son of God (Matt 3:17, Heb 2:14-18)

24. Sabbath the day of worship ...................... Sabbath day of rest; Worship on all days (Exo 31:15, Exo 35:2, Lev 23:3, Deu 6:5, Deu 10:12, Deu
     30:6, Matt 22:37, Mar 12:30)

25. Hell = place of fire and torment ................    Hell means “grave” and is often translated thus (Gen 37:35, Gen 42:38, Job 14:13, Isa38:18)
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JEFFERSON...

ON GOVERNMENT: “Experience has
shown, that even under the best forms
[of government] those entrusted with
power have, in time, and by slow
operations, perverted it into tyranny.”

ON THE PRESS: “The man who never
looks into a newspaper is better
informed than he who reads them...
inasmuch as he who knows nothing is
nearer the truth than he whose mind is
filled with falsehoods and errors.”

ON HISTORY: “History, in general,
only informs us what bad government
is. Blessed is that Nation whose silent
course of happiness furnishes nothing
for history to say.”

ON REBELLION: “Resistance to
tyrants is obedience to God.”

“The tree of liberty must be refreshed
from time to time, with the blood of
patriots and tyrants.”

“God forbid we should ever be twenty
years without such a rebellion.”

ON BANKS & NATIONAL DEBT:
“I sincerely believe that the banking
establishments are more dangerous
than standing armies, and that the
principle of spending money to be paid
by posterity, under the name of funding,
is but swindling on a large scale.”

The Anti-Thought-Control Dictionary is a regular feature in
THE AMERICAN CHRISTIAN

PEACE
GOVERNMENT MEANING: Silence. Pacification. The lack of rebellion,
challenge, or dissent to government power. Wars bring peace by force.
TRUE MEANING: In relation to people and community, “peace” means much
more than “silence.” Governments equate “peace” with suppression, or
pacification - also death ... the classic by-product of government-forced
“peace.”
When Roman armies invaded and devastated Alba, in the 700’s, Calgicus
(a Celtic chieftain) stated: “They make a desert and call it peace.” This
statement was repeated again later by the Scots to describe the British military
policy called “pacification” whereby British troops invaded and laid waste to
the Scottish Highlands in the 1700’s.
Mao Tse-tung correctly stated that government authority “... comes from the
barrel of a gun.” By this principle governments (including “democracies”)
have gotten and kept power over people and nations. Thus, this form of
“peace” is achieved by government when it develops enough gun power to
suppress all dissent, domestic or foreign.
State oppression, force, and hostility bring silence by forcing the common
people to live in fear. But fear is not peace!
True peace requires that there be no masters and slaves; no nobles and
commons; no class of men who are above the law, and no class of men
systematically deprived of their natural rights. True “peace” is the lack of
hostilities ... a state which will never be achieved so long as governments
continue to be hostile to free men.

FREEDOM
GOVERNMENT MEANING: Freedom to establish and defend “government.”
Majority rule via central government. The privilege to participate in choosing
what form of government will rule you.
CHRISTIAN MEANING: Owing no debt or obligation to any man, or
institution of men, except that which is owed to all men - i.e., to respect their
freedom and rights equally with your own. “Owe no man any thing, but to
love one another: for he that loves another has fulfilled the law.” -

Freedom begins with a concept - a state of mind. The mind, once Freed,
then goes on to pursue physical freedom as well. In John 8:32, Jesus states:
“And you shall know the truth, and the truth shall set you free.” Freedom
comes from truth, and cannot come from central government - itself being a
fraud, and its methods primarily lies, tricks, and deceit.
God, by teaching us His law (truth), gave us the means for freedom. Jesus
reiterated it. “Truth” leads us towards freedom and away from slavery.
Freedom, like truth, is not inherited. It must be sought out by each generation
and garnered bit by precious bit. The pursuit of freedom and happiness is
every man’s birthright and individual responsibility. It cannot be transferred
or deferred to another, or a government. People who don’t accept individual
responsibility, and won’t fight for their own freedom, are known as slaves.


