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THE 

MEMORIAL 
OF T H E 

Society of People 
<H? N E W - L E B A N O N , I N T H E C O U N T Y OF COLUMBIA, ANJ> 

W A T E R V L I E T , I N T H E C O U N T Y OF A L B A N Y , 

COMMONLY C A L L E D 

To the respectable Legislature qf the State of 

New-York. 

WE, the members of a religious society, associated upoa 
the principles of duty to God, and peace and good will to man; 
feeling ourselves greatly oppressed and aggrieved by the opera-
tion of the present militia laws of this state, respectfully submit 
to the consideration of the Legislature, our sentiments on this 
important subject, which so nearly affects our religious liberty, 
and rights of conscience. 

We consider the duty of conscience a matter of special 
concern between a man and his Maker; and in all free govern-
ments, it is acknowledged as a self-evident truth, that the lib-
erty of conscience is an unalienable right; consequently, no 
human authority has a right to claim any jurisdiction over the 
conscience, either to control or interfere with its sacred re-

\ 



quirements, in any manner, or under any pretence whatever. 
And it is well known, that compulsion in matters of conscience 
is entirely contrary to those liberal principles, laid down by 
those venerable patriots of freedom, wfyo formed and establish-
ed the fundamental laws of our state and nation. 

According to these well known and generally acknowledg-
ed principles of liberty, we are persuaded that nothing more 
can be required, than a full proof of sincerity, to entitle any in-
dividual or society of people, to the free enjoyment of any 
principle of conscience, which, in its nature, can do no moral 
injury to others. 

We therefore come forward, with a confident reliance up-
on the liberal sentiments of this respectable body, to urge our 
conscientious objections to bearing arms, and to plead for as 
exemption from those acts which virtually operate against the 
free exercise and enjoyment of our rights. 

The conscience iB formed according to the different con-
ceptions of the human mind, and the different degrees of light 
planted in the soul; and we helieve it to be the indispensable 
duty of man strictly to obey the light of his own conscience, 
how much soever this light may lead him to differ from general 
opinion or practice. It is a well known truth, that, in all ages, 
the greatest portion of virtue has been found among a chosen 
few; and hence, agreeable to the measure of divine light re-
vealed to us, we do, in many important things, make a sacri-
fice of that which is most agreeable to our natural inclinations, 
for conscience' sake; and we believe that there are many, a -
mong the children of men, to whom some of these things have 
never yet been revealed j such therefore, may be justified where 
*e cannot. 



Until the appearance of Jesus Christ upon earth, we have 
So account that the lawfulness of war was ever called in ques-
tion. But when Christ came, he taught, both by precept and 
example, to love our enemies, to render good for evil, and to 
do to others as we would that they should do to us. He de-
clared that his kingdom was not of this world ; but Was a king-
dom of peace; and therefore his immediate servants would not 
fight. Ever since that period, there have been many who have 
considered these precepts binding upon them, as the most posi-
tive injunctions. Agreeable to these principles, thou^^Is have 
chosen rather to sacrifice all things, even life itself, than to bear 
arms, and shed human blood. And such as have maintained 
this character, have been acknowledged, even by their enemies, 
as the most honest and upright in their conduct of any class of 
men whatever. These facts are too well known to be disputed, 
Being confirmed by the history of all ages since the Christian 
era. Our faith is sincerely and firmly established upon these 
principles; and since it is supported by so ancient and respec-
table authority, is it not entitled to respect from the govern-
ment of this enlightened state, although it may not accord 
with the opinions of the individuals who compose this govern-
ment? 

According to the predictions of scripture, mankind are 
looking for a day of universal peace, when nations shall learn 
war no more. We believe this work is begun in this our day, 
and that Christ has called us into this kingdom, wherein dwel-
leth righteousness, peace and good will to man; aud he has im-
pressed upon us that feeling in regard to our fellow creatures, 
that we can by no means injure them; even if we are smitten, 
we may not smite again; much less learn the arts of war, or 
shed human blood under any pretext whatever; indeed we 
should lose our own lives rather thau take the lives of others. 



We believe that Christ is come to save life, and not to de< 
stroy it; and that he has called us, in a special manner, to fol-
low his example, and to stand as living witnesses that the king-
dom of peace has come nigh unto man; therefore we count all 
things of this life, yea, even life itself as dross in comparison 
to a justified conscience. We believe it to be our indispensa-
ble duty to improve our time and talents, while in this world, 
in such a manner that we may leave it in peace ; therefore our 
labor is to do good, in our day and generation, to all meh, a9 
far as wJPre able, by faithfulness and frugality in the works of 
our hands; by relieving the necessitous; by setting examples 
of virtue, humanity, and charity; by works of public conven-
ience and utility, and by promoting good order in society. 

We sincerely respect the government and those benign in-
stitutions, established in this land, for the security of civil and 
religious liberty. The good and wholesome laws, established 
for the punishment of evil doers, are no terror to us; for those 
laws we have never violated; and we do give special heed to 
the voice of the rulers of our land, by peaceable obedience to 
all wholesome laws, and by cheerfully rendering every support 
to government that we are able to do, short of infringing upon 
our duty to God by the violation of our consciences. But this 
we cannot do ; because we consider that no human authority 
can palliate nor take away the guilt caused by a breach of this 
divine law planted in the soul. 

We desire to follow peace with all men; and herein do wo 
exercise ourselves to have always a conscience void of offence 
towards God and man. Agreeable to this faith, we have con-
scientiously sacrificed all our natural inclinations which stand 
in competition with our duty to God, and have devoted our-
selves and all that we possess, to minister in the Temple of 



Peace, which we are confident that Christ is establishing in thi3 
our day, and from whence we fully believe the blessed influ-
ence of peace will, in due time, extend to all uations. There-
fore, since we have consecrated ourselves and all our property 
to religious and charitable purposes, upon the principles of 
peace, we consider it the highest degree of sacrilege to devote 
either to the cause of war. 

It is well known that in all ages of the world^dedicatefl 
property has been regarded as sacred; and at the present day, 
in this state, a certain portion of the dedicated property of 
other societies is not even taxed, although many of them hold 
property to a much larger amount than ours 5 yet we freely ad-
mit our property to be equitably assessed to support the poor, 
and all other necessary charges of a just and wholesome gov-
ernment ; and we believe that it yields a greater amount in tax-
es than it would do, if parcelled out among the members ac-
cording to the ordinary state of society. And when it is con-
sidered that, in ancient days, and even under heathen mon-
archs, the ministers and all the servants of the Jewish temple, 
(which was but a type of the temple of peace,) were exempted 
from all custom or tribute, we cannot believe that the govern-
ment of a free state, in this enlightened age, will think it un-
reasonable that we should be exempted from military services, 
and from all fines and taxes in lieu thereof, since this is all we 
ask. 

That we have honestly devoted ourselves and our proper-
ty to labor in that kingdom which is not of this world, and to 
minister in the things of peace, and have no motives of world-
ly gain, or of screening ourselves from any expense which we 
conceive may be beneficial to mankind, must appear from the 
following considerations: 



1st. We abstain from all the politics of the world, and 
from all posts of honor, trust and profit; and also from all 
commercial and other speculations, from which wars generally 
originate. 

2d. From the nature and tendency of our institutions, we 
ere enabled to save the towns to which we belong from the 
burden of supporting the poor of our denomination; and in ad-
dition to tins, we pay our equal proportion of the poor rates. 

3d. Our public donations, since the establishment of our 
society in this state, have amounted to more than four thousand 
dollars. 

4th. Our labor and expenses on the public highways, over 
and above our legal assessments, have amounted to five thou-
sand dollars. 

5th. We have never been chargeable to any other people,, 
in any mission or any other emergency whatever. 

Lastly, AH that we gain by honest industry, more than for 
our own support, and for the support of gospel labors, we be-
stow to charitable uses, agreeable to our covenant. 

Since, therefore, we have devoted ourselves and all that 
we possess, for the sole purpose of doing good, can it be just 
or constitutional to require any thing of us as a penalty for re-
fusing to violate our consciences ? We consider it unjust for 
us to bear the imputation of crime, which is necessarily attach-
ed to fines and imprisonments to which we are exposed; nor 
can we consider a tax, as an equivalent, in any other light than 
as muster-fines in disguise—a price to be paid for the liberty 



of conscience, to which we have a natural and constitutional 
right. As we cannot, in conscience, bear the arms of war, to 
be compelled to pay military fines, or to have our consecrated 
property exposed to distraint, is to us a grievance and an op-
pression ; and can we view such an oppression of conscience 
in any other light than as persecution ? 

God, hi his all-wise providence, has put it into the hearts 
of the patriotic framers of our state and national constitutions 
to secure to the people of America those civil and religious 
rights of man which are the fundamental principles of the A-
merican government. The Declaration of Independence haa 
asserted these truths to be self-evident: That liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness are unalienable rights; and that govern-
ments derive their just powers from the consent of the govern-
ed. The constitution of the United States declares, that 
" Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of 
religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof." The con-
stitution of this state declares, " That the free exercise and 
enjoyment of religious profession and worship, without dis-
crimination or preference, shall for ever hereafter be allowed 
within this state to all mankind." 

Is it possible to find words more e^ressive of free and 
perfect liberty of conscienee ? Liberty and the pursuit of hap-
piness are unalienable rights; any thing, then, of a coercive 
nature, under whatever name, practised against conscience, 
must be a pointed violation of these rights. Fines, taxes, or 
imprisonments, imposed upon conscience, can be nothing less 
than an abridgment of these rights; then where is liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness P can they be any tiling more than an 
empty name ? 



It reflects honor tipon the states of Massachusetts and 
New-IIampshire, that they have for many years, recognized the 
rights of conscience established by the constitution, and exon-
erated our brethren in those states, from all military requisi-
tions, and from any equivalent whatever; and upon the state 
of Kentucky,"which has recently done the same. And we con-
fidently trust, that the enlightened state of New-York, so em-
inent for its liberality of principle, and so distinguished in its 
regard for theStterties of its citizens, will not hesitate to r e 
cognize a right wtfich constitutes the very first principle of lib-
erty, and from whence all other rights originate. And we hope 
that, upon due consideration of the subject, as it respects our 
society, the respectable Legislature will exempt us from those 
requisitions so contrary to all our views of religious liberty* 
and so grievous and oppressive to our consciences. 

"Signed by order, and ii/l>ehaU' of tUs s.^picty. 

RICHARD SPIER, 
MORRELL BAKER, 
PETER DODGE, ^Trustees, 
CALVIN GREEN, j 
SETH Y. WELLS, j 

Watereliet, Fmuary 13,1816. 

Churchill # Mboy, Printera, 9:'i Stut.p-streel. tttbany. 



IN SENATE, 
January 10, 1826. 

T 

(Presented by Mr. JORDAN.) 

The memorial of the United Society, (com-
monly called Shakers,) of New-Lebanon 
and Watervliet. 

T O T H E LEGISLATURE OF T H E S T A T E O F NEW-YORK. 

T h e memorial of the United Society, (commonly called Shakers,) of New 
Lebanon and Watervliet, 

R E S P E C T F U L L Y S H E W E T H — 

T h a t whereas in consequence of the ninth section of the act, entitled " a n 
act to organize the militia," passed April 23d, 1823, and also an amendment 
of said act, passed April, 1824, all such members of our society as are liable, 
according to law, are subjected to militia fines, or a commutation in lieu there-
of, or in default, to suffer imprisonment; which must, of course, have a pecu-
liar bearing upon the religious feelings of the Society, and cause affliction to 
its members. We therefore feel it our duty to make known our sentiments, 
and request the candid consideration of the legislature on this subject, and 
earnestly solicit relief. 

Many members of this honorable body are doubtless unacquainted with our 
faith and praetice respecting this subjec t ; it may therefore be necessary to 
state our conscientious objections to the militia system, as far as it respects our 
society. 

We consider our duty to God as paramount to all other duties. Hence, in 
obedience to the light of God implanted in our souls, through the influence of 
the Divine Spirit, precepts and example of HIM whose mission was " peace on 
earth and good will to men," the United Society, from its first rise, have ab-
satined from violence and war, and from all warlike pursuits. Admitting that 
it may appear right, and even necessary, for those whose consciences have nc-
ver dictated otherwise, to engage in military pursuits ; still it cannot alter the 
dictates of Divine Light to us, nor lessen our obligations of obedience to it. 
Tha t God who " hath made of one blood all nations of men," hath, in his infi-
nite mercy, implanted in us that sense of duty and love to our fellow men, which 
utterly prohibits us from seeking their destruction, or injuring them in any 
manner whatever. Why then should we be required to violate this Divine 
law. 

It is strenuously urged by some, that, as we are protected by the government, 
it becomes our duty to bear our equal proportion towards its support and de-
fence. T h e former we admit; but we view the latter in a very different light. 
It is well known that no people in the state are more ready to render to the go-
vernment all its just claims upon them, nor any who pay their taxes more 
promptly, than this society. It may with propriety be asserted, that, in consc 



quence of this prompti tude in the payment of their taxes, and the compact sit-
uation of their property, ityi&lds a far greater amount to the support of public 
burdens than it would do if parcelled out as in the ordinary state of society; 
not only because there are no losses at tending the expense of collection ; but 
because the articles exempted from taxation are much less numerous in propor-
tion to the amount of property. In this view, it must be admitted that our in-
stitutions a re beneficial to the public. 

It is also well known, that we invariably maintain our own poor, exclusive of 
paying our full proportion of taxes for the support of paupers. Including those 
members who have taken their residence out of the state, to avoid the oppres-
sion of the militia laws, the Society consists of about 700. Allowing but one 
pauper to every seventy persons, we must of course support ten. And allow-
ing each to be supported at the moderate rate of fifty dollars a year, the amount 
would be 500 dollars. Tak ing the state at large, and considering all cirum-
stances, we think this must be admitted as a moderate estimate. But as it re-
spects our Society, the true estimate is found to be much greater than is here-
in stated. T h e greatest amount of our militia fines has never exceeded 160 
dollars in any one year ; consequently the above mentioned sum of 500 dol-
lars is more than three times the amount of an equivalent. Is it then reasona-
ble that the whole Society should be harrassed and oppressed, year after year, 
for this small pittance ? 

Another subject worthy of consideration is, the amount due to those of the 
Society who are entitled to military pensions and bounty lands, which have 
been relinquished by the legal claimants. T h e s e pensions, at a moderate cal-
culation, amount to 10,000 dollars, exclusive of the bounty lands, which are 
very considerable. Th is sum, at the moderate ra te of five per cent interest, 
would produce a n j n c o m e o f500 dollars a year . During the sessions of 1823, 
4 and 5, committees of the legislature, af ter due examination, reported that 
they had sufficient evidence of the jus t ice of these c la ims; and it has been ge-
nerally acknowledged, that these considerations furnished much more than an 
equivalent for any demands that the militia laws could have upon the Society. 
And since an equivalent of some sort has been so strenuously insisted upon, we 
would ask why these things cannot be considered as such by the government ? 

As a large portion of the burdens of the general government is borne by this 
state, we should suppose that the quota saved to the state would at least be 
equal to the commutation required. And does the fact, that this relinquish-
ment proceeded from a principle of conscience, render it impossible that the 
government should consider it as an equivalent? Or does the fact, that the 
support of our own poor is a voluntary act of the Society, proceeding from the 
nature of its institutions, and not from legal compulsion, render it unworthy of 
any consideration ? It is the nature of our institutions which enables the So-
ciety to accomplish this, as well as other benevolent acts, which are generally 
acknowledged, exclusive of paying its poor rates and all other civil taxes. 
And can it be supposed that voluntary acts, proceeding from a principle of 
virtue, are not worthy of more consideration than those which are the effect of 
compulsory laws ? 

T h e last amendment of the militia act directs that the commutation money 
shall be paid over for the use of the poor. If, then, more than this is volunta-
rily rendered, hbw can there be any reasonable claim for any thing fur ther? 
Sums of money are often granted by the government, as compensations to in-
dividuals, and for the purpose of assisting companies and institutions; in all of 
which we bear our proportion. Yet it is a fact, that no member of our Society 
has ever received any of the public monies for any purpose whatever ; nor have 
we ever asked any thing of the kind. We have ever abstained from all political 
and commercial speculations, from which wars generally originate. W e en-
gage not in the pursuits of ambit ion; we desire nei ther posts of honor, trust nor 



profit. All we ask is, that natural and inherent right which is denied us by 
(lie present militia law-—the fret exercise and enjoyment of our consciences. This 
will cost the state nothing. 

Should the legislature admit a continuance of the fore-mentioned voluntary 
acts to be sufficient without any other equivalent, they will doubtless grant the 
exemption we claim, or enact some law for our relief; butiLnot, under what-
ever name or in whatever shape fines may be imposed, whether called militia 
fines, or a commutation for the support of government, or for the use of the 
poor, since the object is the same, in our view it remains the same thing in ef-
fect—an oppression of the conscience, which we can consider in no other light than 
as persecution. Fo r what is a commutation in this case, collected by a compul-
sory process, but muster fines in disguise, or a legal infliction of penalties as the 
forfeit or punishment fpr the exercise of conscience ? Can people in this en-
lightened age and nation be influenced by names and sounds, and not sec the 
reality ? 

As the exemption solicited is supposed to be inconsistent with a particular 
clause of the constitution, and as that clause is considered by some as binding 
the legislature in this respect, it may be proper to add a few remarks on the 
subject. 

T h e 3d section of the 7th article declares, that " T h e free exercise and en-
joyment of religious profession and worship, without discrimination or prefe-
rence, shall forever be allowed in this state to all mankind." Here is liberty 
of conscience without restraint, and greater liberty we do not ask. And altho' 
we had enjoyed this liberty for a season, previous to the adoption of the pre-
sent constitution ; yet, in consequence of an article in the present militia law, 
which was predicated on the 5th section of the said 7th article of the constitu-
tion, our liberty of conscience has again been abridged. If the conscientious 
man must be deprived of the free enjoyment of his religious profession by virtue 
of this section, then it must appear obvious that the 3d and 5th sections stand 
in pointed contradiction to each other. T h e former guarantees the free exer-
cise and enjoyment of religious profession, as well as that of worship, without discri-
mination or preference. In the latter, it is first premised that the conscientious 
shall be excused from bearing arms, for conscience' sake, it would seem; but 
what follows? A tax is to be levied upon him for the exercise of conscience ; 
therefore the / ree exercise of conscience is not tolerated. 

Again: If this tax be not paid, the person is liable to suffer an arbitrary dis-
traint of property or imprisonment. Fo r what ? For the exercise ofconscience. 
Can this, with any consistency, be termed the " free exercise and enjoyment of 
religious profession, without discrimination or preference?" Is it not rather 
setting a price upon the liberty of conscience, and holding its subjects in bond-
age ? T h e imposition of a fine implies a transgression. What then is a fine 
imposed upon the exercise of conscience but a legal declaration that obedi-
ence to the law of Christ, manifested through the sacred dictates ofconscience, 
is a transgression punishable by law ? Can any professor of the christian 
name give sanction to such a principle as this ? Those who are conscientious-
ly averse to bearing arms, feel the most undoubted confidence, that every thing 
pertaining to the nature and practice of war is incompatible with the nature of 
Christ, and that they are utterly forbidden by his gospel to have any part there-
in. Yet, for the exercise of this profession, they must be subjected to fines 
and imprisonment. Can any thing be more inconsistent with the free exercise 
of their religious profession ? 

According to the 5th section, those who are averse to bearing arms from 
, scruples of conscience, by paying an equivalent in money, shall be excused there-

from. Excused from what? From bearing arms. And is not every citizen 
excused upon the same conditions ? None are compelled to bear arms, provid* 



ed they will pay an equivalent. W h e r e then is the difference ? Cerlainly it 
is not in favor of the conscientious man : for although it is alleged that he is le-
gally excused, yet he must pay an equivalent or suffer the legal penalty. Wha t 
more is required of any man ? Hence , according to this construction, it ap-
pears evident that this section holds out a pre/cwrferf liberty of conscience, while 
in reality it allows none, and of course stands in direct opposition to the 3d sec-
tion, which expressly allows it to all mankind without discrimination. 

In this view of the subject , it appears impossible to support both of the above 
mentioned sections. If then, the legislature are bound to support the consti-
tution, which of these sections ought they to maintain? Is it not that which 
stands first, and is of the most general import ? W e understand it to be a max-
im in law, that, in points of doubtful construction, the interpretation of the law 
shall incline to the side of mercy, even in criminal cases. Is not then the con-
scientious man entitled to as much favor as a criminal ? W h o then can hesi-
tate to decide between two clashing principles, when one is in favor of religious 
liberty, and the other directly against it ? In a government professedly found-
ed upon the principles of civil and religious liberty, are we not reasonably to 
expect the most liberal construction to be put upon the constitution ? Can it 
then be possible that such a government will hesitate to decide in favor of that 
construction which supports liberty of conscience? 

But we are fully persuaded that whoever takes a just and liberal view of the 
constitution, will be convinced that it does not bind the legislature tov impose 
fines or commutations upon those who are conscientiously averse to bearing 
arms. It declares that they shall be excused therefrom by -paying an equiva-
lent ; but does not say they shall not be excused without paying an equivalent. 
T h e true import of this clause appears to be, that the conscientious shall not 
be compelled to personal service ; but it is left entirely to the option of the le-
gislature whether they shall pay an equivalent or not, or whether they shall be 
exempted on account of whatever the legislature may consider as an equiva-
lent. If it be not so, the conscientious cannot be considered as having an equal 
privilege with other citizens : for it is well known that the legislature do enact 
laws for the exemption of any class of citizens they choose, on account of be-
nefits (real or supposed) which such citizens confer on the public. And can 
it be supposed that the constitution has interposed an insurmountable barrier 
against exempting the conscientious man, whatever may be the benefits which 
he renders to the public, merely because he is conscientious ? . Shall a man's 
conscience be the only bar against exemption ? for this must certainly be the 
case, if the foregoing construction of the constitution be not admitted. 

But it is worthy of remark that the constitution of this state does not express-
ly authorise the exemption of any class of citizens excepting the conscientious, 
who are expressly exempted from personal service. Yet the power of exemp-
tion rests in the legislature ; because it is not prohibited by the constitution ; 
and this power is recognised by the militia law of the United States. Th is law. 
upon which the militia law of this state is predicated, expressly states what ci-
tizens shall compose the militia, and points out several classes of exempts, and 
among the exempts a re included " a l l persons who now are or may hereafter 
be exempted by the laws of the respective states." By this it appears that the 
legislatures of the respective states have full power to exempt whom they may 
think proper. T h e forementioned section of the constitution of th is state refers 
to the militia only. If therefore the legislature should pass a law to exempt 
the members of this Society, they could no longer be considered as a part of 
the militia, any more than any other class of exempts ; consequently this sec-
tion of the constitution could not take cognizance of them. 

But even admitting the most rigid construction of the forementioned section, 
we would ask what article of the constitution authorises laws of discrimination 
against the United Society, to distrain their consecrated property for the de<-



l inquency of individuals ? Is it consistent wifh the free exercise of religious pro-
fession, without discrimination? It is well knewn that there are many religious 
and charitable institutions which hold joint property; but perhaps there is no 
society whose members, strictly speaking, hold all their property in common ; 
certainly this is not the case with our society. If, then, this law should be en-
forced, according to the principles of the constitution, which pointedly disal-
lows any discrimination, would it not equally expose to distraint the joint pro*, 
perty of every such society and institution, for the delinquency of its members ? 
W h o cannot foresee the effects that such a principle is calculated to produce 
upon society. 

Wil l not the operation of this law violate an important article of the consti-
tution of the United States, which expressly declares that " the right of the peo-
ple to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects, against unrea-
sonable searches and seizures, shall not be violated." And what more unrea-
sonable seizure of effects can take place among a free people, than the seizure 
of the consecrated property of a society, for the delinquency of ari individual, 
who, perhaps, has never contributed one cent to that property, and never had 
any legal or just claim to i t? It is a fact that the most of those who have enter-
ed our society, are of the poorer class oi people; and we know of very few who 
are l iable to militia duty, that ever brought any property into the Soc ie ty; and 
none of them, consistent with their own religious covenant, can claim, by law, 
any property belonging to the Society. How then can the property of the So-
ciety be legally seized, on account of any individual, when that individual him-
self has no just nor legal claim to it ? 

But if it must be considered that the constitution interposes an insurmounta-
ble barrier against granting relief to the conscientious, would it not be much 
more honorable to the state, and far more consistent with the genius of our go-
vernment, to have the objectionable clause repealed, or so amended, that the 
conscientious may be relieved from oppression, that the state may not fall be-
hind her s l a t e r s t a t e s I n l i b e r a l p r i n c i p l e 

In the constitution of the state of Maine, provision has been made to exempt 
those who are conscientiously averse to bearing arms, from all military requisi-
tions. T h e same has been done in the constitution of the state of Connecticut. 
T h e states of Massachusetts, New-Hampshire, and Kentucky, and we bel ieve 
several other states, have done the same by law. That the state of New-York 
has power to do the same, there can be no reasonable doubt; and tor the 
honor of the state, and the sacred cause of rational and religious freedom, we 
hope it will do it. 

It is not from avaricious motives that we object to a compliance with the mi-
litia system, but from a full conviction of its total opposition to the nature and 
spirit of the Christian religion; knowing that we are called by the gospel ot 
Christ who is the Prince of Peace , to abstain from all acts of violence against 
our fellow men. H e hath promulgated a law, which is binding upon us, and 
which no human authority can disannul. " My kingdom is not of this world; li 
it were, then would my servants fight.—Put up thy sword into its place—All 
they that take the sword, shall perish with the sword." Hence his imme-
diate servants will not fight. Ever since he appeared on earth, a people have 
existed under his name, who have constantly maintained the principles ot peace 
and abstained from war and all its pursuits. And it is worthy of remark, that 
for more than two centuries after his appearance on earth, such a character as 
a soldier, under the Christian name, was not known; and this was one principal 
cause of the severe persecutions raised against the primitive Christians, by a 
contentious world.-

Impressed with a firm bel ief that we are cal led into the k i n g d o m o f Christ, to 
fee his true followers, we feel ourselves under the most sacred obligations to 
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.r'abey his precepts—to abstain from all warlike pursuits, and to follow peace 
<cith all men. Th is is our faith and profession, which is most firmly established 
in ojur mipds, without the least doubt or scruple. And this principle of peace 
is d e a f e r "lb us than life itself; it is a principle which we can never consent to 
violate. W e are willing to submit to every requirement of government which 
is consistent with the sacred principle of conscience. W e are willing to " ren-
der to Caesar the things that are Caesar's;" but we must also " r e n d e r to God 
the things that are God's." And should we, in compliance with any law of 
government, do that which our consciences forbid, we should thereby render 
to Caesar the things that are God's. Th is we cannot do. T h e conscience is 
the throne of God, or the seat of Divine Light in m a n ; he, therefore, who 
usurps authority over the conscience, usurps the throne of God. W e claim 
the liberty of conscience as our natural and inherent right, given us of Gpd, 
which no human authority can have any just right to control or take away. 
W e are fully persuaded that the very source from whence the foundation of all 
the liberal institutions of our state and nation first proceeded, was this sacred 
pr inciple; and but for this, the people of these United States would never have 
been a free nation. Why then should this most invaluable principle ever be 
violated by any law whatever ? 

Impelled by conscientious motives, and urged by the solicitations of liberal-
minded men, we have made r epeated applications for relief; and since we have 
failed of success, those members of the Society who were exposed to the ope-
rations of the militia law, have taken their residence in Massachusetts, and be-
come citizens of that state, where they can enjoy the free exercise of their 
consciences. But their removal was a painful and afflicting event to the So-
ciety, and still remains a grievance of which we think we have just cause to 
complain, and which cannot be considered honorable to the charac ter of this 
state. 

W e now solemnly appeal to the candor and good sense of this respectable 
and enlightened legislature; and seriously ask, how long shall peaceable and 
conscientious people be oppressed iii their religious rights by the laws of a 
state so greatly famed for its l iberal improvements, and which boasts so highly 
of the freedom and liberality of its institutions? Can the legislature of such a 
state refuse to grant us the only favor we have ever asked of i t—a favor which 
we never should have asked, but for the love of peace and the sacred principle 
of conscience ? 

In behalf of the United Society of New-Lebanon and Watervliet , we sub-
scribe ourselves the friends of jus t ice , equity and peace. 

CALVIN G R E E N , 
S T E P H E N MUNSON, 
DANIEL J . HAWKINS, 
J O S E P H HODGSON, 
F R E E G I F T W E L L S . 

JVcw-Lebanon, January 2, 1826. 




