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Man Without A Country Citizenship Papers
by Carl Watner

Clement Vallandigham (1820-1871), a Democratic Congress-
man from Ohio, was an opponent of both the Confederacy and
the Union during the Civil War. In his January 14, 1863 farewell
speech to the Mouse of Representatives he predicted that the
conquest of the South was impossible, and "(h)e warned those
who attempted it that their only trophies would be defeat, debt,
taxation, (and) sepulchers." Vallandigham was right on the last
three of his predictions, and there are some in the South that
still claim the verdict is not yet in on the first. On May 5, 1863,
he was arrested by order of General Ambrose Burnside, Union
commander in Ohio, for his "habit of declaring sympathy for the
enemy." He was tried before a military court, whose jurisdiction
he did not recognize, convicted, and sentenced to imprisonment
for the duration of the war. President Lincoln commuted the
sentence to one of "banishment to the Confederacy." Although
Vallandigham was eventually chosen as the Democratic
candidate for governor in the Ohio elections, Lincoln had him
delivered across the Confederate lines.

Edward Everett Hale (1822-1909) a clergyman from Boston,
Massachusetts, was provoked by Vallandigham's anti-patriotic
sentiments, especially when he heard that Vallandigham did not
want to live in a country led by Abraham Lincoln. Hale composed
a short "political polemical," masquerading as patriotic fiction.
By the time his story, "The Man Without a Country," appeared
in THE ATLANTIC MONTHLY (December 1863) Vallandigham had
already been defeated in the elections. Nevertheless, the article
lived on and "quickly became the great and popular artistic
embodiment of American patriotic sentiment" and American
nationalism.

The plot of "The Man Without a Country" is straightforward.
Caught up in Aaron Burr's plot to establish a new state in
Louisiana or Mexico, Philip Nolan, the principal character,
demonstrates disloyalty to his native country. When asked at his
court martial trial whether he has any statement to make, Nolan
spurts out, "Damn the United States! 1 wish I may never hear of
the United States again!" Found guilty, Nolan is sentenced to
never again hear the name of his native land. In the story, this
is accomplished by his being placed on board various naval ships,
with instructions that all those who come into contact with him
refrain from mentioning the United States in any way.

These opening examples shed some light on the main theme
of this issue of THE VOLUNTARYIST, namely citizenship and
expatriation. The ties that bind us to our place of birth are not
by nature political (though the State does everything in its power
to make it so. They are familial, commercial, religious, and
ethnic). A person does not usually choose the country in which
he becomes a citizen. In the system of nation-states under which
we live, simply being born in a political jurisdiction is enough
to make one a citizen of that nation-state. In other words, the
individual does not and need not consent to his status of
"citizen." No burden of proof is placed on the State to prove that
its native-born subjects have chosen or accepted citizenship.
Conversely, in many countries of the world, a citizen is unable
to divest himself of citizenship without the consent of his native
government. This was the situation in England until 1870. Even
in those countries which do accept unilateral expatriation (that
is, the government does not demand that its consent shall be
required to divest one's self of its nationality), one must take
positive steps to renounce one's citizenship. This entails not only
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by Clark Hanjian
(Editor's Note: The following article is excerpted from the booklet
CITIZENSHIP PAPERS, which was originally published in
September 1988. This booklet, which also contains a brief essay
entitled "Contemporary Anarchism," is available from the author
at Box 971, Richmond, Indiana, 47375.)

A few years back, I found that my growing interest in global
citizenship included a growing dissatisfaction with any national
citizenship. Eventually I decided that I could not continue on my
journey in good faith if I were to remain a citizen of any particular
nation. Hence, without placing myself before any other govern-
ment, I renounced my United States citizenship. I chose to be
stateless. ...

A. "A NOTE TO THE STATE"
The following "note" is my formal statement of expatriation. On
September 1,1985,1 submitted a copy of this letter to the Presi-
dent of the United States, Ronald Reagan, and to the Secretary
of State, George Shultz. As one might have expected, neither par-
ty issued a response.

(After setting forth his views on the nature of man and the
nature of government, the author concludes that "the state
blatantly violates each of" his "major premises". He then
continues, writing—)

Whereas I apparently do not operate on the same premises as
the state does, yet our lives necessarily intersect, I would suggest
that I have four possible options for meaningful response to this
situation.

First, I could avoid the state. This option is certainly attrac-
tive. I could easily mind my own business, be self-employed, live
in seclusion or with others of a like mind and, most importantly,
I could be free of any direct confrontations with the government.
In essence, I could lead my own life, periodically dodging tax
collectors, and intentionally ignoring what is happening beyond
my own little community. The problem is that (except for tax
evasion) this is what the majority of people do. This mass
avoidance of the state, which is a global phenomenon, is
singularly the most significant facilitator of any state's atrocious
activities. Indeed, most citizens "avoid" the state by routinizing
their relationship with it—even down to the matter of offering
financial support! Such social irresponsibility is abhorrent to me.
Avoidance of the state is merely quiet ignoble support of its
activities. Since I despise the activities of the state, I refuse to
offer it my support in any form.

Second, I could work to overthrow the state. This option is
hardly an effective means. The most I could reasonably hope for
would be the adjustment or cessation of various state activities.
Any imposition of a new government or no government is unlikely
to change anyone's mind or heart. Furthermore, such subver-
sive activity is hardly a means consistent with the end desired.
There is clearly no integrity in the compulsion of a new standard
which calls for the abolition of compulsion! Consequently, I
refuse to participate in such dubious activity.

Third, I could work to refine the state. Adin Ballou (whom I
credit with helping me to shape these categories) has commented
that, "Where there is nothing but dross, there is nothing to
refine." Indeed, I have tried to be faithful within the system (e.g.,
voting, lobbying, writing letters, etc.), but it has become clear
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