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During the Federalist Debates, the founding fathers decide that both the State governments and the
new Federal government can not impose any same kind of tax at the same time. If one government
imposes a property tax, the other can not; if one has an income tax, the other can not, etc. Any taxing
authority not delegated to the federal government will be reserved for the States. Congress will be
responsible for collecting national taxes from the States who will collect the taxes from their citizens.
The Debates also resolves that State taxes are to be classified as internal taxes and National taxes are to
be classified as external taxes.

1787: A few members of the newly created U.S. Congress immediately try to transfer Congress' power
to collect taxes to the Treasury Department. The bill is declared unconstitutional and fails to become
law. July 14, 1798: In preparation for a war with France, the Federal government imposes a $2 million
direct tax. The tax is apportioned among the States who collect the tax from property owners. July 22,
1812: To help pay for the costs of the 1812 war, the Federal government imposes a $3 million direct
income tax. The tax is apportioned among the States who collected the tax from property owners. The



law that imposed this tax provided a 15 percent discount to States that paid their apportioned tax up
front. The following month, the Federal government creates tax districts, each with it’s own private tax
assessor and collector who earn a commission from the taxes they collect.

January 9, 1815: Again because of the 1812 War, the Federal government imposes a $6 million direct tax
which was apportioned among the States. This tax allowed tax collectors to sell property of citizens that
did not pay their share of the tax, however, essential property like homes, tools of trade and household
utensils were exempt. To protect the public from abusive tax collectors, penalties applied to collectors
who used extortion or otherwise broke the law to make collections.

August 5, 1861: The outbreak of Civil War leads the Federal government to impose a $20 million
apportioned direct tax. The Act which created this war tax also included a new form of taxation; the
income tax as we better know it today. This first general income tax was set at 1-3% which applied to
less than 1 percent of the US population who had incomes over $800. To avoid apportionment
requirements by the U.S. Constitution the new income tax was classified as an indirect tax. instead of the
proper classification of a direct tax. The new income tax was not challenged until 1871.

That delay allowed a precedent with Congress to incorrectly classify taxes to bypass Constitution
restrictions on federal taxes. States were allowed to deduct 10 to 15 percent if they paid their share of
the tax for their citizens up front. Also, because of the war, Congress was able to pass tax collection
laws that would normally violate Constitutional Rights. To enforce the tax, Congress creates the
position of Commissioner of Tax, a position that included the authority to hire an unlimited number of
assistants.

1884: The Federal government imposes another income tax.

1895: In Pollock vs Farmers’ Loan & Trust Co, the Supreme Court rules that general income taxes are
unconstitutional because they are unapportioned direct taxes. To this day, the ruling has not been over-
turned.

June 15, 1909: After the Supreme Court ruled general income taxes unconstitutional, President Taft
proposes three new taxes to Congress. A graduated inheritance tax, another general income tax, and a
new corporate tax. In the attempt to bypass the Supreme Court’s Pollack ruling, Taft also proposes the
16th Amendment with the intention of taxing profits made from commercial activity.

1913: With the ratification of the 16th Amendment, Congress creates the federal internal income tax and
the Federal Reserve Bank to fight the inflation caused by paper currency. All income tax collections are
forwarded to the Federal Reserve to pay the interest on it's publicly circulated money. The withdrawal of
currency from public circulation through the new tax and the new Federal Reserve stabilizes inflation.
January 24, 1916: In Brushaber vs. Union Pacific Railroad, the Supreme Court ruled: that the 16th
Amendment doesn’t over-rule the Court’s ruling in the Pollock case which declared general income
taxes unconstitutional; The 16™ Amendment applies only to gains and profits from commercial and
investment activities: The 16th Amendment only applies to excises taxes; The 16th Amendment did not
Amend the U.S. Constitution; The 16th Amendment only clarified the federal governments existing
authority to create excise taxes without apportionment. 1939: Congress passes the Public Salary tax,
taxing the wages of federal employees.

1940: Congress passes the Buck Act authorizing the federal government to tax federal workers living in
the States.

1942, Congress passes the Victory Tax under Constitutional authority to support the WWII effort.
President Roosevelt proposes a voluntary tax withholding program allowing workers across the nation
to pay the tax in installments. The program is a success and the number of tax payers increases from 3
percent to 62 percent of the U.S. population.

1944: The Victory Tax and Voluntary Withholding laws are repealed as required by the U.S.
Constitution, however, the federal government continues to collect the tax claiming it’s authority under
the 1913 income tax and the 16™ Amendment.

Today: A mixture of the 1913 income tax, the 16th Amendment. the Public Salary Act and the Victory
tax has embedded itself as a legitimate tax on the people of the U.S. in spite of the long standing rulings
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by the Supreme Court that strictly limit the scope of any income tax. This is your new beginning, a fresh
look at the world and yourself. Rather than flailing and raging at the world it is often more empowering
to look at yourself and how you meet the challenges this world presents. A New Beginning is a practical
Course in Miracles that is at once commercial, political, secular, social and spiritual. This is a practicum,
not just talk and theory. This is a laboratory of ideas, attitudes and practices that you can test in the
world around you. And along the way you will discover a great wealth awaiting you that has always
been yours. But you didn't know it existed. You didn't know, so you had no right to it. Even if you know
it exists but you don't know HOW to get it, you still have no right to it. The New Beginnings Practical
Course in Miracles is one of the tools you can use to bridge the

chasm of deception, illusion and ignorance. You will find professionals who can help you with mortgage
elimination, to help you eliminate credit card debt, student loan debt, and eliminate taxes you have been
volunteering to pay. That might seem like a significant miracle to you but it is real and available. This
course will help you open your eyes, your mind, and your heart to receive the gift of being you.

This administrative process works well but the banks are not honoring the terms of the mortgage
agreement. When the debt is discharged they are refusing to reconvey the deed. If you wish to use the
consumer protection laws passed by Congress, signed by the President and the regulations set out by the
Federal Reserve, we can help you stop Predatory Lending by the banks, show you how to obtain
monetary awards from the fines and possibly get your home free and clear of debt read about Mortgage
Analysis Compliance.

Now that you have given them notice that you know that you are sovereign and that you now control
your strawman corporation, AND that you have cancelled the debt of that corporation by using your
credit, you can establish YOUR law. Your law will be the SUPREME LAW OF THE LAND. First we
will go back to the original law, the Ten Commandments, that started the current line of laws that we
have today in order to understand just what they were REALLY about.

I bet you thought that the Ten Commandments were written for you to obey another of a higher
authority, right? Of course, we should adhere to their principals, but did you know that the Ten
Commandments were written for us to use so that our creation can obey US? The Ten Commandments
are structured so that YOU say them from YOUR viewpoint. You have probably never heard of this
before, have you? Well, that is because we have gotten into our creation (our physical world) so deep
we think “we are the creation.” Well, as you have learned in course 3, we are the creators of

everything we see and do and think. What we see is just the reflection of our own mind, and the Ten

Commandments are the reflection of what we as gods actually command to our creation. Go to Exodus
20.
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Just imagine you are looking into the mirror and saying the first commandment,

1. You shall have no other gods before me.Who is saying those words and making that reflection in the
mirror? An entity called Yahweh, Jahovah, Elohim, etc.,etc., etc.? Nope, guess again, how about, YOU?
It appears that we have turned reality upside down and backwards toget out of taking responsibility. We
have done the impossible - making the image real and then obeying it. We have even made an image with



initials "US" so that we might escape responsibility and say "the world must obey US (UNITED
STATES)"! In reality, our own world (our image including the UNITED SATES) must obey each one of
us!

Since our creation is also a reflection of ourselves, we also must heed this universal principal. We can
have no other gods before us so that we worship (create worth) anything else more than we value
ourselves. We are responsible for our universe alone and not another — how can they be? How can
another be responsible for your actions and your deeds — it is an impossibility. Did another think your
thoughts, DO your actions and move your body. Even though a number of major religions will “argue”
otherwise, YOU ARE GUILTY.

Go to the mirror and say the first commandment to your reflection (your creation). Now have your
study partner stand beside you and have them say it LOOKING DIRECTLY AT YOUR REFLECTION.
Did you feel that they were talking to you? Was your partner talking to you or YOUR REFLECTION.
Trade saying this back and forth in the mirror until you have a cognition or realization. You shall not
make unto you any graven image, or any likeness of anything that is in heaven above, or that is in the
earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth, you shall not bow down yourself to them, nor
serve them Graven Heb pecel — idol, to carve wood or stone, grave, hew.

Image — there is no word for image, it was added to aid in understanding of GRAVEN.

Likeness Heb temunah — something portioned or fashioned out, a shape, phantom, embodiment or
manifestation; representation.

Bow Heb shachah — to depress, prostrate (in homage to royalty), fall down, humbly beseech, obey, make
to stoop, worship; related to sachah — make to swim, inundate.

Serve Heb abad — to work, serve, till, enslave, keep in bondage or service (this is the same root word as
Exodus 2:5 “there was not man to till the ground”, and same as “bondman” when Israel was in Egypt.
Remember, you are saying this to the mirror - to your creation. So why would we want to make a law
like this? Well, what if you started submitting to the image in the mirror (your creation) and you obeyed
it every time it spoke to you or gave you a ticket or got a nasty letter from it? "The government says
this....", or "the TV said that...", "this statute says we cannot do...", "the LAW says we must
conform...", "the Bank says they are going to take my house...".

WHY ARE YOU LISTENING TO AND WORSHIPPING YOUR OWN CREATION???? Who is
running your universe anyway - You or them?

Secondly, it does not say "you shall NOT make graven images". It says - don't make them then give
them authority over you and serve them. You see, you can make anything you want as long as you take
responsibility for it. You may be thinking, "Wow, that is not what I was told, this is just too simple, it
must be more complex"! .... NOT.

Drill: With the above definitions in mind, what does an attorney “represent” in the court room? How
about a judge, a corporation, or a title? How have you “bowed down to or served them”?

3. You shall not take the name of the Lord in vain; for the Lord will not hold him guiltless that takes his
name in vain.

Lord Heb Yehovah — self-existant, eternal; from hayah — to exist, to be, to become, come to pass,
accomplished; related to Chaldean havah — to exist, to judge.

Name: Heb shem - definite and conspicuous position, honor, authority, character, to put; from shamayim
- aloft in the sky.

Vain Heb shawv - desolating, evil, to rush over, tempest.

Have you ever wondered why you cannot be held guiltless or be forgiven for sinning against the Holy
Spirit? The Holy Spirit translates to "the mind", and when you lie to yourself (your mind) then you
cannot get well. You are stuck in a lie and as long as you do not confront that problem in your face, it
will continue forever!

We have told ourselves countless times that we are "only human", "chaff in the wind", or "a vessel of
God". Is this true? Are you a vessel or is your body a vessel? If you drive your car - are you a car? How
many lies have we told ourselves over our entire existence ANSWER: A LOT!!



Then if you truly understand that you are a god who has created all that one sees and experiences, and
you say "I can't do that...", or "why would they listen to me?", what are you really saying? You are
saying that you have not created this circumstance and you do not want to take responsibility for it. You
are saying that you are not "Lord" over

your creation and therefore you have desolated your definite and conspicuous position, your honorable,
lofty name as Lord and master of your creation. You have DISHONORED your name. You have taken
your name as Lord in vain.

Replace phrases like “I can’t” with “I can” or even better “it is done”.

Drill: Write down several examples of negative phrases that you say that LIMIT you or degrade you.
Now write them again like they already EXIST right now, in the present. Discuss this with your study
mate and make an agreement to remind you to talk IN THE PRESENT like your actions already exist.
4. Remember the Sabbath day to keep it holy. Six days shall you labor, and do all your work, but the
seventh day is the Sabbath of the Lord, in it you shall not do any work, you nor your son, nor daughter,
your manservant, nor your maidservant, nor your cattle, nor your stranger that is in your gates; For in
six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh day;
wherefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day and hallowed it.

Remember Heb zakar - to mark, to remember, to mention, record, memorial.

Sabbath Heb - intermission, to repose, desist from exertion, cease, celebrate, rest, put away, take away,
rid.

Labor Heb abad - to work, to serve, till, enslave, keep in bondage, be bondmen, compel, dress, execute,
husbandman, become a servant, do service, transgress, worshipper. Son Heb ben - to build, make,
create. Again you are commanding your creation when you say this, "You will serve me and I will
enslave you, keep you in bondage and I will compel you to become a servant and you and your own
offspring or creations will worship me".

Remember the circle and how it has seven actions? Six of the steps are creating something, then
consuming or enjoying it and when you finally duplicate it and digest it into your mind, what happens to
it on the seventh day? It disappears! What does the Sabbath mean in the viewpoint of the creation? To
repose, to cease, put away, take away, RID - that sounds terminal doesn't it? You are basically saying to
your creation, "remember, I brought you into this world and I can take you out!"

I want to point out that the commandments are not for “ruling” other gods — they are for ruling your
creation. This is important to remember. The intention of this exercise is not to become a megalomaniac
(look it up), but to be responsible for what you are creating.

5. Honour your father and your mother; that your days may be long upon the land which the Lord gives
you. Honour Heb kabad - to be heavy, honourable, weighty, glorify,

Father Heb ab - father, chief, principal. Mother Heb em - a mother as the bond of the family.

Who is your creation's father and mother? Who is the principal of your creation

(#3)? Who spawned it? That would be #1 on the circle...you. How was it created, conceived and bound
through a contract, and where did it first take place? Right, #2 on the circle - your mind. So what are
you telling your creation?

You are telling it "let my words be heavy upon you for I am the principal, take heed to me, your maker,
and obey my contract so that your days may be long upon the land that I have given you."

Can you imagine speaking to a Banker or a government official like that? You are the Creditor of this
country and the fiction called the UNITED STATES and all other corporations. You have given all that
is substance in this country including THE LAND and the production. You have given them your credit
which enabled them to make ALL

of their “money” and “power” which appear they have and factually owe to you. Without you and the
other soverans they would not even exist. Take ownership of this fact right now at this very moment!

6. You shall not kill.

Kill Heb ratsach - to dash in pieces, kill, murder, slay.

Why would you be commanding your creation not to murder? Because only you can say what creation
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can continue or end - NOT the creation. Only you can consume your creation or destroy it or take it
away - not the Bank or the Secret Service or the IRS — it is not their call, it is not their job, it is NONE
OF THEIR BUSINESS!

If a corporation is giving you a problem, remember you gave them credit, you gave them life. Without
you they could not exist. If they do not recognize this fact, then you will have to “kill” the corporation.
And how does one do that? Remember in the Wizard of OZ when Dorothy, Scarecrow, Tin Man, and
the cowardly Lion all came before the Wizard and wanted something? What did the Wizard tell them?
“Bring me the broom of the Wicked Witch of the West and I will give you what you ask”. Dorothy
exclaimed, “But we may have to kill her to get the broom!” If you remember the Wizard did not answer.
It was like he was saying to himself, “exactly!” So they went to the witch’s castle and how did they get
the broom? They poured water (maritime law) on the WEST (to be security) and liquidated her
(Bankruptcy Liquidation — Chapter 7)! When they completed this task, they all actually realized that
they already had what they wanted. “Dorothy, you could always go back to Kansas”.

Drill: Where is the above story of liquidation on the circle? Is it a coincidence it is in the west in the
water?

7. You shall not commit adultery.

Adultery Heb na'aph - to commit adultery, apostatize.

Apostatize: [Greek apostasia - a standing away from a defection, apo - from + sta - to stand] an
abandonment of what one has professed; a total desertion or departure from one's faith, principles or
party; traitorous.

Of course one would want their creation not to depart from obeying them. You now have your own
religion and your creation must be faithful to you if they want to "live long upon the land". This is
covered in detail in the last part

of Course 3.

8. You shall not steal.

Steal Heb ganab - thieve, to deceive, carry away, secretly bring, get by stealth.

You do not want your creation to carry away, or get by stealth ANYTHING in your realm, in your
universe including other being's creations.

9. You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor.

Witness Heb ed - a witness, testimony, recorder, prince.

Neighbor Heb rea - an associate, a thought (as association of ideas); from ra'ah - to tend to a flock, to
pasture it, to rule, to associate with as a friend, companion, wander, waste.

Here again we have an indication that our creation originates from our thoughts. It truly appears that
our creation has a mind of its own, and it will rule us if we do not take responsibility for it and rule it our
selves. Otherwise, it could start lying to us and telling us that we must obey our creation which is of
course a "false testimony".

10. You shall not covet your neighbor's house, you shall not covet your neighbor's wife, nor his
manservant, nor his maidservant, nor his ox, nor his ass, nor any thing that is your neighbor's.

Covet Heb chamad - to delight in, beauty, greatly beloved, covet, delectable thing, desire, lust, pleasant,
precious, to long for or wish for.

Desire [Latin desidero from de to take away + sidus a star] to wish, to be in a state of anxiety about
something; an emotion or excitement of the mind, directed to the attainment or possession of an object
from which pleasure is expected.

Now just so you know, all of these laws apply to us as well when we deal with each other as honorable
people. We must respect each other. This being the case, why would you want another's property when
you can create your own? Why is it not OK to desire something - like a car or a house? When you desire
something, you are repeating in

your mind over and over again, "that thing that I want in my mind is what I do not have". Why are you
creating that you do not have it - why are you creating lack? Wouldn't it be more logical to actually
create in your mind that you
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actually have it? I can hear you now, "but | DON'T HAVE IT"! And you know what? You are right,
because you are a god and you can have it your way by continuing to create what just came out of your
mouth. But consider this, if you never

have it in your mind first, YOU WILL NEVER GET IT IN THE PHYSICAL UNIVERSE.

Remember what value means?

Value: Greek time (tee-may) - a value, money paid, valuables, esteem, dignity itself; from tino - to pay a
price (as a penalty), to be punished with.

When you value something and you desire it, you are saying, "I do not have the thing that I want so bad
and therefore I am punishing myself with it until I get it". What is the product of "TRYING to get
something done for a thousand years"? You get a thousand years of TRYING, but you do not get the
product do you?

I think that this last commandment is one of the most important rules - You shall not covet. This is
where we start remembering how to create again. This is where we take control of our universe and take
responsibility for everything we think and say and do. For if we do not guide our own thoughts and our
own actions then we will get

exactly what we are allowing to be floating around in our minds. If you create "I have" then the physical
universe must obey you, and conversely, if you say "I don't have" then the physical universe will also
obey you. How many times have we said "I don't have enough money to pay the bills", or "I have a
piece of junk for a

car", or "my job sucks"? I just have one question - WHY ARE YOU CREATING THAT? Are you
allowing your creation to dictate to you? Are you basing your life on a piece of paper with ink on it
(called a bank statement) that you interpret as "you do not have enough money"? All I've got to say is ...
Wow, that is an incredible thing that a god can actually create lack! A god can create anything, however
you are creating that you DON'T HAVE anything - that is an impossibility. Pat yourself on the back,
congratulations - you are actually doing the impossible!!! I must say that you are doing something
incredibly challenging. Wouldn't it be more fun if you decided you wanted something and took
responsibility for it from its beginning to its end, that you could imagine you already having it - say a
new car. Imagine you seeing your reflection in the shine of the hood, then getting in the car, feeling the
cushion of the seat, the aroma of "new car", the steering wheel in your hands, you turning the key,
driving away with

the wind in you face down a scenic country road, pushing the pedal to the floor for that rush of speed,
all the while having a smile on your face. Feels good doesn't it? You have just created a thought that if
nourished and embellished upon will result in that dream.

You cannot allow physical barriers to get in the way of your dreams. Matter, energy, space and time are
but considerations.

Consideration [Latin considero, con together + sidus a star] to fix the mind on; to respect; to take into
view or account; to meditate on; to regard; to reflect; important or valuable; making allowance for. So if
you are taking into account, meditating, regarding as important or fixing the mind on a barrier to your
dream, then your mind will reflect it into the physical universe and of course, you will get what you
make real — your

worst fears. It's an honest and true universal principle - crap in/crap out, quality in/quality out. And what
if you do not apply the ten commandments to your creation?

Deuteronomy 28:68 And the Lord shall bring you into Egypt again with ships, by the way whereof |
spoke unto you, You shall see it no more again; and there you shall be sold unto your enemies for
bondmen and bondwomen, and no man shall buy you

What does the Power Elite call UNITED STATES? New Egypt! And it is a fiction — you shall see it no
more again. And you have been brought into slavery by way of artificial vessels (ships) called a
strawman. And no man bought us as slaves — WE SOLD OURSELVES INTO BONDAGE to our
enemies who never paid a dime for us andour credit.

Now you have learned that you do create law every time you think and say a word. You are creating
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whether you want to or not, it just depends on what you are allowing to be in your mind.

Drill: Go to a mountain or large hill so that you can see a panoramic view of "your world" and read the
Ten Commandments out loud one at a time to your creation. Say it like you mean it, like you are talking
to the whole universe, repeat the first commandment until you feel it all the way through you, feeling so
exhilarated that you just want to explode with emotion and be at one with your universe. Your universe
has waited a long time for you to take your throne.

A DECLARATION AND TREATY OF PEACE

Now that you know that you are separate from your creation, you must put it in writing what you want
your creation to do. Since you are your own Sovereign, you are your own nation and thus you have the
responsibility to tell the nations around you what is expected of them. First you must notice the people
that are affecting you the most such as the key local, state, national and international officials. They have
already published their job descriptions and oaths that they promise to do for you. These actions

are called "offers" (offerings) and you as a god must accept them in order to maintain your own honor.
If you do not accept them, then you will go into dishonor and YOU will be consumed instead of the
offering. You will be required to read and understand the instructions in order to enact your Treaty as
the "Supreme Law of the Land".It would be beneficial to get some background as to why America is in
this present situation. Following is a speech by Representative Traficant who Reports On The
Bankruptcy Of The United States,

=5 : J 'Representative Traficant

United States Congressional Record, March 1, 1993 VOL. 33, page H-1303 The Speaker - Rep. James
Traficant, Jr.

(Ohio) addressing the House. When you have finished examining what is furnished to you here, you will
know WHY James Traficant was "convicted" and sentenced to eight years in federal prison. HE WILL
NEVER EMERGE ALIVE because he KNOWS TOO MUCH AND TRIED TO TELL THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE.

He spoke on the House Floor on March 17, 1993, and I heard part of the speech on C-SPAN. It was
interrupted and no reason was given; C-SPAN went directly to coverage of another event.

Friday, August 09, 2002 11:55 PM

Mr. Speaker, we are here now in chapter 11. .. Members of Congress are official trustees presiding over
the greatest reorganization of any Bankrupt entity in world history, the U.S. Government. We are setting
forth hopefully, a blueprint for our future. There are some who say it is a coroner's report that will lead
to our demise. It is an established fact that the United States Federal Government has been dissolved by
the Emergency Banking Act,

March 9, 1933, 48 Stat. 1, Public Law 89-719; Declared by President Roosevelt, being bankrupt and
insolvent. H. J. R.

192, 73rd. Congress in session June 5, 1933 - Joint Resolution To Suspend The Gold Standard and
Abrogate The Gold Clause dissolved the Sovereign Authority of the United States and the official
capacities of all United States Government Offices, Officers and Departments and is futher evidence that
the United States Federal Government exists today in name only.

The receivers of the United States Bankruptcy are the International Bankers, via the United Nations, the
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World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. All United States Offices, Officials, and Departments
are now operating within a defacto status in name only under Emergency War Powers. With the
Constitutional Republican form of Government now dissolved, the receivers of the Bankruptcy have
adopted a new form of government for the United States. This new form of government is known as a
Democracy, being an established Socialist/Communist order under a new governor for America. This act
was instituted and established by transferring and/or placing the Office of the Secretary of Treasury to
that of the Governor of the International Monetary Fund. Public Law 94-564, page 8, Section H. R.
13955 reads in part:"The U.S. Secretary of Treasury receives no compensation for representing the
United States?"

Gold and silver were such a powerful money during the founding of the United States of America, that
the founding fathers declared that only gold and silver coins can be "money" in America. Since gold and
silver coinage were heavy and inconvenient for a lot of transactions, they were stored in banks and a
claim check was issued as a money substitute. People traded their coupons as money, or "currency."
Currency is not money, but a money substitute. Redeemable currency must promise to pay a dollar
equivalent in gold or silver money. Federal Reserve Notes (FRN's) made no such promises, and are not
"money." A Federal Reserve Note is a debt obligation of the federal United States government, not
"money." The federal United States government and the U.S. Congress were not and have never been
authorized by the Constitution for the United States of America to issue currency of any kind, but only
lawful money, - gold and silver coin. It is essential that we comprehend the distinction between real
money, and paper money substitute. One cannot get rich by accumulating money substitutes, one can
only get deeper in debt. We the People no longer have any "money." Most Americans have not been paid
any "money" for a very long time, perhaps not in their entire life. Now do you comprehend why you feel
broke? Now, do you understand why you are "bankrupt," along with the rest of the country?

Federal Reserve Notes (FRN's) are unsigned checks written on a closed account. FRN's are an inflatable
paper system designed to create debt through inflation (devaluation of currency). Whenever there is an
increase of the supply of a money substitute in the economy without a corresponding increase in the
gold and silver backing, inflation occurs.

Inflation is an invisible form of taxation that irresponsible governments inflict on their citizens. The
Federal Reserve Bank who controls the supply and movement of FRN's has everybody fooled. They
have access to an unlimited supply of FRN's, paying only for the printing costs of what they need. FRN's
are nothing more than promissory notes for U.S. Treasury securities (T-Bills) - a promise to pay the debt
to the Federal Reserve Bank.

There is a fundamental difference between "paying" and "discharging" a debt. To pay a debt, you must
pay with value or substance (i.e. gold, silver, barter or a commodity). With FRN's, you can only
discharge a debt. You cannot pay a debt with a debt currency system. You cannot service a debt with a
currency that has no backing in value or substance. No contract in common law is valid unless it
involves an exchange of "good and valuable consideration." Unpayable debt transfers power and control
to the sovereign power structure that has no interest in money, law, equity or justice

because they have so much wealth already. Their lust is for power and control. Since the inception of
central banking, they have controlled the fates of nations.

The Federal Reserve System, is based on the Canon law and the principles of sovereignty protected in
the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. In fact, the international bankers used a "Canon Law Trust" as
their model, adding stock and naming it a "Joint Stock Trust." The U.S. Congress had passed a law
making it illegal for any legal "person" to duplicate a "Joint Stock Trust" in 1873. The Federal Reserve
Act was legislated post-facto (1870), although post-facto laws are strictly forbidden by the Constitution.
(1:9:3).

The Federal Reserve System is a sovereign power structure separate and distinct from the federal United
States government. The Federal Reserve is a maritime lender, and/or maritime insurance underwriter to
the federal United States operating exclusively under Admiralty/Maritime law. The lender underwriter
bears the risks, and the Maritime law compelling specific performance in paying the interest, or



14

premiums are the same.

Assets of the debtor can also be hypothecated (to pledge something as a security without taking
possession of it) as security by the lender or underwriter. The Federal Reserve Act stipulated that the
interest on the debt was to be paid in gold. There was no stipulation in the Federal Reserve Act for ever
paying the principal.

Prior to 1913, most Americans owned clear, allodial title to property, free and clear of any liens or
mortgages until Federal Reserve Act (1913).

"Hypothecated" all property within the federal United States to the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve, - in which the Trustees (stockholders) held legal title, the U.S. citizen (tenant, franchisee) was
registered as a "beneficiary" of the trust via his/her birth certificate. In 1933, the federal United States
hypothecated all of the present and future properties, assets and labor of their "subjects," the 14th.
Amendment U.S. citizens, to the Federal Reserve System. In return, the Federal Reserve System agreed
to extend the federal United States corporation all the credit "money substitute" it needed. Like any
other debtor, the federal United States government had to assign collateral and security to their creditors
as condition of the loan. Since the federal United States didn't have any assets, they assigned the private
property of their "economic slaves," the U.S. citizens, as collateral against the unpayable federal debt.
They also pledge the unincorporated federal territories, national parks and forests, birth certificates, and
nonprofit organizations, as collateral against the federal debt. All has already been transferred as
payment to the international bankers. Unwittingly, America has returned to its pre-revolution, feudal
roots whereby all land is held by a sovereign and the common people had no rights to hold allodial title
to property. Once again, We the People are the tenants and sharecroppers renting our own property
from a Sovereign in the guise of the Federal Reserve Bank. We the People have exchanged one master
for another.

This has been going on for over eighty years without the "informed" knowledge: of the American
people, without a voice protesting loud enough. Now it's easy to grasp why America is fundamentally
bankrupt. Why don't more people own their properties outright? Why are 90% of Americans mortgaged
to the hilt and have little or no assets after all debts and labilities have been paid? Why does it feel like
you are working harder and harder and getting less and less? We are reaping what has been sown, and
the result of our harvest is a painful bankruptcy, and a foreclosure on American property, precious
liberties, and a way of life. Few of our elected representatives in Washington, D.C. Have dared to tell the
truth. The federal United States is bankrupt. Our children will inherit this unpayable debt, and the
tyranny to enforce paying it.

The United States went "Bankrupt" in 1933 and was declared so by President Roosevelt by Executive
Orders 6073, 6102, 6111, and 6260, (See: Senate Report 93-549, pages 187 & 594) under the "Trading
With The Enemy Act" (Sixty-Fifth Congress, Sess. I, Chs. 105, 106, October 6, 1917), and as codified
at 12 U.S.C.A. 95a.

The several States of the Union then pledged the faith and credit thereof to the aid of the National
Government, and formed numerous committees, such as the "Council of State Governments", "Social
Security Administration", etc., to purportedly deal with the contrived economic "Emergency" caused by
the bankruptcy. These Organizations operated under the "Declaration of Interdependence" of January
22, 1937, and published some of their activities in " Book Of The States."

NOTE: The Council of State Governments has now been absorbed into such things as the "National
Conference Of Commissioners On Uniform State Laws", whose Headquarters Office is located at 676
North St. Clair Street, Suite 1700, Chicago, Illinois 60611, and "all" being "members of the Bar", and
operating under a different "Constitution and by-laws" has promulgated, lobbied for, passed, adjudicated
and ordered the implementation and execution of their purported statutory provisions, to "help
implement international treaties of the United States or where world uniformity would be desirable."
(See: 1990/1991 Reference Book, National Council of Commissioners on Uniform State Laws, pg. 2)
This is apparently what Robert Bork meant when he wrote "we are governed not by law or elected
representatives but by an unelected, unrepresentative, unaccountable committee of lawyers applying no
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will but their own." (See: The Tempting Of America, Robert H. Bork, pg. 130)

In view of Robert H. Bork's statement, it is more than worthy of note that there is an "Original" 13th
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution called the "Title of Nobility" Amendment that reads:

"If any citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive or retain any title of nobility or honor, or
shall, without the consent of congress, accept and retain any present, pension, office or emolument of
any kind whatever, from any emperor, king, prince or foreign power, such person shall cease to be a
citizen of the United States, and shall be incapable of holding any office of trust or profit under them, or
either of them."

In January, 1810, Senator Philip Reed of Maryland proposed the "Title of Nobility" Amendment (History
of Congress, Proceedings of the Senate, p. 529-530). On April 27, 1810, the Senate voted to pass this
13th Amendment by a vote of 26 to 1; the House resolved in the affirmative 87 to 3; and the resolve was
sent to the States for ratification: By Dec. 10, 1812, twelve of the required thirteen States had ratified as
follows: Maryland, Dec. 25, 1810; Kentucky, Jan. 31, 1811; Ohio, Jan. 31, 1811; Delaware, Feb. 2,
1811; Pennsylvania, Feb. 6, 1811; New Jersey, Feb. 13, 1811; Vermont, Oct. 24, 1811; Tennessee, Nov.
21, 1811; Georgia, Dec. 13, 1811; North Carolina, Dec. 23, 1811; Massachusetts, Feb. 27, 1812;New
Hampshire, Dec. 10, 1812. Before a thirteenth State could ratify, the War of 1812 broke out and
interupted this very rapid move for ratification.

On May 13, 1813, the State of Connecticut failed to ratify this original 13th Amendment, leaving it to
Virginia to be the required 13th state to ratify. Virginia ratified with the March 12, 1819 publication of
the Laws of Virginia. Connecticut then published it in four separate editions of "The Public Statute Laws
of the State of Connecticut" as a part of the U.S. Constitution in 1821, 1824, 1835 and 1839. Then,
without record or explanation, it mysteriously disappeared from subsequent editions prior to the Civil
War between the states. However, printing by a legislature is prima facie evidence of ratification, and it
has been found to have been printed as part of the Constitution by many of the other states until after the
Civil War and into the Reconstruction period - when it mysteriously disappeared from all subsequent
printings, the last official publication found being the 1876 Laws of the Territory of Wyoming Frontis
Page, Amendment 13.

The Reorganization of the bankruptcy is located in Title 5 of United States Codes Annotated. The
"Explanation" at the beginning of 5 U.S.C.A. is most informative reading. The "Secretary of Treasury"
was appointed as the "Receiver" in Bankruptcy. (See: Reorganization Plan No. 26, 5 U.S.C.A. 903,
Public Law 94-564, Legislative History, pg. 5967) Since a bankrupt loses control over his business, this
appointment to the "Office of Receiver" in bankruptcy had to have been made by the "creditors" who are
"foreign powers or principals".

The United States as Corporator, (22 U.S.C.A. 286E, et seq.) and "State" (C.R.S. 24-36- 104, C.R.S.
24-60-1301(h)) had declared "Insolvency." (See: 26 1.R.C. 165(g)(1), U.C.C. 1-201(23), C.R.S. 39-22--
103.5, Westfall vs. Braley, 10 Ohio 188, 75 Am. Dec. 509, Adams vs. Richardson, 337 S.W. 2d 911;
Ward vs. Smith, 7 Wall. 447) A permanent state of "Emergency" was instituted, formed and erected
within the Union through the contrivance, fraud and avarice of the International Financial Institutions,
Organizations, Corporations and Associations, including the Federal Reserve, their "fiscal and
depository agent" -- whose member banks are "privately owned corporations". 22 U.S.C.A. 286d

The government, by becoming a corporator, (See: 22 U.S.C.A. 286¢) lays down its sovereignty and
takes on that of a private citizen. It can exercise no power which is not derived from the corporate
charter. (See: The Bank of the United States vs. Planters Bank of Georgia, 6 L. Ed. (9 Wheat) 244, U.S.
vs. Burr, 309 U.S. 242) The real party in interest is not the de jure "United States of America" or
"State", but "The Bank" and "The Fund." (22 U.S.C.A. 286, et seq., C.R.S. 11-60-103) The acts
committed under fraud, force and seizures are many times done under "Letters of Marque and Reprisal"
i.e. "recapture.”" (See: 31 U.S.C.A. 5323)

On March 17, 1993, on page 1303 of Volume 33 of the Congressional Record, Congressman Traficant
stated:

"Mr. Speaker, We are now here in Chapter 11. Members of Congress are official trustees presiding over
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the greatest reorganization of any bankrupt entity in world history, the U.S. Government."

This is an amazing confession as it applies, not only to "Members of Congress," but also to the Secretary
of the Treasury as the "Receiver in bankruptcy" and to all state and federal "officials" who act under the
de facto authority of that bankrupt Foreign Corporation known as the United States as trustees (foreign
agents) for foreign principals. Trustees work for the creditors of a bankruptcy and are agents for foreign
principals. In this case the creditors are the Federal Reserve Banks, the International Monetary Fund
(the Fund) and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (the Bank).

It is worthy of note that an Attorney/Representative is required to file a "Foreign Agents Registration
Statement" pursuant to 22 U.S.C.A. 611c(1)(iv), 612 & 613), when representing the interests of a
Foreign Principal or Power. (See: Rabinowitz vs. Kennedy, 376 U.S. 605, 11 L. Ed. 2d 940, 18
U.S.C.A. 219 & 951)

It is said that the economic Crash of '29 and the Great Depression was caused by the Federal Reserve
withholding currency from circulation and raising interest rates after an inflationary easy money policy in
the early 1920s. The Federal Reserve's fear of excessive speculation led it into a far too deflationary
policy in the late 1920s: "destroying the village in order to save it."

The U.S. economy was already past the peak of the business cycle when the stock market crashed in
October of 1929. So it looks as though the Federal Reserve did "overdo it"--did raise interest rates too
much, and bring on the recession that they had hoped to avoid.

This contrived "emergency" created numerous abuses and usurpations, and abridgments of
Constitutionally delegated Powers and Authority as clearly stated in Senate Report 93-549 (1973):

"A majority of the people of the United States have lived all of their lives under emergency rule. For 40
years, [75 years now in 2008] freedoms and governmental procedures guaranteed by the Constitution
have in varying degrees been abridged by laws brought into force by statutes of national emergency."
According to American Jurisprudence, 2nd Edition, Sections 71 and 82, NO "emergency" justifies a
violation of any Constitutional provision. Arguendo, "Supremacy Clause" and "Separation of Powers." It
is clearly admitted in Senate Report No. 93-549 that abridgment has occurred.

On March 6, 1933 the federal government got the Conference of Governors to pledge the faith and
credit of the several States of the Union and their citizenry to the aid of the National Government, (see
pp. 18 - 24 of The Public Papers And Addresses of Franklin Roosevelt, Volume II, The Year Of Crisis,
March 6, 1933) for what they openly admitted to doing. They encouraged the President to ask for and
use extra-constitutional powers during the "emergency" that continues to this day.

"Emergency does not create power. Emergency does not increase granted power or remove or diminish
restrictions imposed upon power granted or reserved. The Constitution was adopted IN a period of
grave emergency. Its grants of power to the Federal Government and its limitations of the power of the
States were determined in the light of emergency and they are NOT altered by emergency." - Home
Building & Loan Assoc. v Blaisdell 290 U.S. 398 (1934)

"Time has proven the discernment of our ancestors; for even these provisions, expressed in such plain
English words, that it would seem the ingenuity of man could not evade them, are now, after the lapse of
more than seventy years, sought to be avoided. Those great and good men foresaw that troublous times
would arise, when rulers and people would become restive under restraint, and seek by sharp and
decisive measures to accomplish ends deemed just and proper; and that the principles of constitutional
liberty would be in peril, unless established by irrepealable law. The history of the world had taught them
that what was done in the past might be attempted in the future. The Constitution of the United States is
a law for rulers and people, equally in war and in peace, and covers with the shield of its protection all
classes of men, at all times, and under all circumstances. No doctrine, involving more pernicious
consequences, was ever invented by the wit of man than that any of its provisions can be suspended
during any of the great exigencies of government. Such a doctrine leads directly to anarchy or
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despotism, but the theory of necessity on which it is based is false; for the government, within the
Constitution, has all the powers granted to it, which are necessary to preserve its existence; as has been
happily proved by the result of the great effort to throw off its just authority. -— Supreme Court (1866)
Ex Parte Milligan 71 U.S. 2

This property, the faith and credit of the citizenry of the several States, was the collateral accepted by
the creditors (foreign principals) so the federal government could borrow more Federal Reserve Notes
(private bank credit) and keep operating under reorganization. Roosevelt issued Executive Orders 6073,
6102, 6111 and 6260 within days of his inauguration Mar 4, 1933.

6073 issued on March 10, 1933, called the "bank holiday" which closed the doors of the bankrupt
government chartered banks (they were bankrupt as a whole).

6102 issued on April 5, 1933, prohibited "hoarding" gold and required people to turn it (their property)
in to the Federal Reserve Banks (the creditors).

6111 issued on April 20, 1933, prohibited people from exporting gold (because now it wasn't theirs
anymore).

6260 issued on August 20, 1933, combined 6102 and 6111.

All this is totally unlawful unless someone other than the people owned the people's possessions. Yet,
they are still being pledged as collateral, secured by UCC commerecial liens, which are still being
monetized as "debt money" by the Federal Reserve, to be surrendered if they needed to be under the
orders of the bankruptcy, and thereby have deprived the people of clear title to their property under
color of a contrived emergency."

These proclamations gave force to 470 provisions of Federal law. These hundreds of statutes delegate to
the President extraordinary powers, ordinarily exercised by the Congress, which affect the lives of
American citizens in a host of all-encompassing manners. This vast range of unconstitutional powers,
taken together, confer enough authority to rule the country without reference to normal constitutional
process.

Under the powers delegated by these statutes, the President may: seize property; organize and control
the means of production; seize commodities; assign military forces abroad; institute martial law; seize
and control all transportation and communication; regulate the operation of private enterprise; restrict
travel; and in a plethora of particular ways, control the lives of all American citizens. The several States
were seduced into the new policy in 1939, with Roosevelt's promise of federal grants-in-aid. Federal
Revenue Sharing (31 U.S.C. ( 6700 et seq.) is the modern version of the grants-in-aid program. In
return for these grants, the states would agree to uphold and maintain the pledge of life, labor and
property of their respective citizenry as surety for the debt obligations of the Federal government. The
politicians of these respective states gladly complied, because they viewed this as an opportunity to
increase their own political power, letting the next generation of office holders worry over the long term
consequences of their acts.

On May 23, 1933, Congressman Louis T. McFadden, brought formal charges against the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve Bank system, the Comptroller of the Currency and the Secretary of
the United States Treasury for numerous criminal acts, including but not limited to, CONSPIRACY,
FRAUD, UNLAWFUL CONVERSION, AND TREASON. The petition for Articles of Impeachment
was thereafter referred to the Judiciary Committee, and has yet to be acted upon. (See: the
Congressional Record, May 23, 1933, pp. 4055-4058.)

Such persons fraudulently swore an Oath to uphold, defend and preserve the sovereignty of the Nation
and the several Republican States of the Union, and breached the Duty to protect the People/Citizens
and their Posterity from fraud, imposition, avarice and stealthy encroachment. (See: Atkins et al. vs.
U.S., 556 F.2d 1028, pg. 1072, 1074, The Tempting Of America, supra, pgs. 155 - 159, also see, 5
U.S.C.A. 5305 & 5335, Senate Report No. 93-549, pgs. 69 - 71, C.R.S. 24-75-101)

Such principles as "Fraud and Justice never dwell together" (Wingate's Maxims 680), and "A right of
action cannot arise out of fraud." (Broom's maxims 297, 729; Cowper's Reports 343; 5 Scott's New
Reports 558; 10 Mass. 276; 38 Fed. 800) These basic principles may be too high a thought concept for
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our judges, legislators, and public servants, as are "Due Process", "Just Compensation" and "Justice"
itself. Honor is earned by honesty and integrity, not by or under false and fraudulent pretenses. The color
of the cloth one wears will not cover-up the usurpations, lies, trickery and deceptions.

In 1938, the whole country was bankrupted! The creditors (foreign powers) seized ownership of the
flag, State governments, their laws and constitutions, including every last comma and period, and the
whole country and its citizens! It placed us in peonage. The 1937 Edition of the Book of the States
openly declared that the people engaged in such activities as the Farming/Agro Related Industry had
already been reduced to mere feudal "Tenants" on their Land, see the Book Of The States, Book II,
Volume II, 1937, p 155. It is the most humungous fraud ever perpetrated in human history. But

"government officials", both State and federal, went along with it, and continue to keep it all secret from
the American people.

In 1940, Congress passed the "Buck Act", (4 U.S.C.S. Sections 105-113). In Section 110(e), the Act
authorized any department of the federal government to create a "Federal area" for imposition of the
"Public Salary Tax Act" of 1939. This tax is imposed at 4 U.S.C.S. Sec. 111. The Social Security Board
had already created a "Federal area" overlay.

Thus the obvious question arises: What is a "Federal area"? A "Federal area" is any area designated by
any agency, department, or establishment of the federal government. This includes the Social Security
areas designated by the Social Security Administration, any public housing area that has federal funding,
a road that has federal funding, and almost everything that the federal government touches through any
type of aid. (See Springfield v. Kenny, 104 N.E. 2d 65 (1951 App.)) This "Federal area" purportedly
attaches to anyone who has a Social Security Number. Through this mechanism, the federal government
usurped the Sovereignty of the People, as well as the Sovereignty of the several states, by creating

"Federal areas" within the boundaries of the states under the purported authority of Article 4, Section 3,
Clause 2 (4:3:2) in the federal constitution.

Therefore, all U.S. citizens [i.e. citizens of the District of Columbia] residing in one of the states of the
Union, are classified as "property", as franchisees of the federal government, and as an "individual
entity". (See Wheeling Steel Corp. v. Fox, 298 U.S. 193, 80 L.Ed. 1143, 56 S.Ct. 773.

Under the "Buck Act" the federal government has created "Federal areas" within the boundaries of all
the several States. These areas are similar to any territory that the federal government acquires through
purchase, conquest or treaty, thereby imposing federal territorial law upon all people in these "federal
areas". Federal territorial law is evidenced by the Executive Branch's yellow fringed U.S. flag displayed
in schools, public buildings and most courtrooms.

A flag with a fringe is an ensign, a military flag, and under the Law of the Flag implies an Admiralty
Merchant Equity Law, Military Law, or Martial Law Jurisdiction, thereby suspending Constitutional
Law. It is NOT a Title 4 U.S.C. 1 United States Flag. Within a courtroom, the bar is emblematic of the
rail of a ship, the court judge(s) the captain(s) of said ship, interpreting the laws according to the
jurisdiction decreed by the displayed flag. BE AWARE!

A military flag is a flag that resembles the regular flag of the United States pursuant to U.S.C. Chapter 1,
2, and 3; Executive Order No. 10834, August 21, 1959, 24 F.R. 6865, except that it has a YELLOW
FRINGE, bordered on three sides. The President of the United States designates this deviation from the
regular flag, by executive order, and in his capacity as COMMANDER-IN-CHIEF of the Armed forces.

"A long habit of not thinking a thing wrong gives it a superficial appearance of being right." -- Thomas
Paine.

In 1966, Congress being severely compromised, passed the "Federal Tax Lien Act of 1966, by which the
entire taxing and monetary system i.e. "Essential Engine" (See: Federalist Papers No. 31) was placed
under the Uniform Commercial Code. (See: Public Law 89-719, Legislative History, pg. 3722, also see,
C.R.S. 5-1- 106).

The Uniform Commercial Code was, of course, promulgated by the National Conference of
Commissioners On Uniform State Laws in collusion with the American Law Institute for the "banking
and business interests." (See: Handbook Of The National Conference of Commissioners On Uniform
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State Laws, (1966) Ed. pgs. 152 & 153).

Things steadily grew worse and on March 28, 1970, President Nixon issued Proclamation No. 3972,
declaring an "emergency" because the Postal Employees struck against the de facto government for
higher pay, due to inflation of the paper "Bills of Credit." (See: Senate Report No. 93-549, pg. 596)
Nixon placed the U.S. Postal Department under the control of the "Department of Defense." (See:
Department Of The Army Field Manual, FM 41-10 (1969))

The contrived "emergency" has created numerous abuses and usurpations, and abridgements of
delegated Powers and Authority as stated in Senate Report 93-549:

The statements heard in the Federal and State Tribunals, on numerous occasions, that Constitutional
arguments are "immaterial", "frivolous" etc., is based upon concealment, furtherance and compounding
of the frauds and "Emergency" created and sustained by the "Expatriated", ALIENS of the United
Nations and its Organizations, Corporations and Associations. (See: Letter, Insight Magazine, February
18, 1991, pg. 7, Lowell L. Flanders, President, U.N. Staff Union, New York) 8 U.S.C.A. 1481 is one of
the controlling statutes on expatriation as is 22 U.S.C.A. 611 - 613 and 50 U.S.C.A. 781.

This of course complies with "Silent Weapons For Quiet Wars", Research Technical Manual TM-
SW7905.1, which discloses a declaration of war upon the American people. (See: pg. 3 & 7). The
Internal Revenue Service entered into a "service agreement" with the U.S. Treasury Department (See:
Public Law 94-564, Legislative History, pg. 5987, Reorganization Plan No. 26) and the Agency for
International Development, pursuant to Treasury Delegation Order No. 91. The Agency For
International Development is an International paramilitary operation (See: Department Of The Army
Field Manual, (1969) FM 41-10, pgs. 1-4, Sec. 1-7(b) & 1-6, Section 1- -10(7)(c)(1), 22 U.S.C.A. 284),
and includes such activities as "Assumption of full or partial executive, legislative, and judicial authority
over a country or area." (See: FM 41-10, pg. 1-7, Section 110(7)(c)(4)) also see, Agreement Between
The United Nations And The United States Of America Regarding The Headquarters Of The United
Nations, Section 7(d) & (8), 22 U.S.C.A. 287 (1979 Ed.) at pg. 241). It is to be further observed that
the "Agreement" regarding the Headquarters District of the United Nations was NOT agreed to (See:
Congressional Record - Senate, December 13, 1967, Mr. Thurmond), and is illegally in the Country in
the first instant.

The 1985 Edition of the Department Of Army Field Manual, FM 41 10 further describes the
International "Civil Affairs" operations. At page 3-6 it is admitted that the Agency for International
Development is autonomous and under direction of the International Development Cooperation Agency,
and at page 3-8, that the operation is "paramilitary." The International Organization(s) intents and
purposes was to promote, implement and enforce a "DICTATORSHIP OVER FINANCE IN THE
UNITED STATES." (See: Senate Report No. 93-549, pg. 186)

It appears from the documentary evidence that the Internal Revenue Service Agents etc., are "Agents of
a Foreign Principal" within the meaning and intent of the "Foreign Agents Registration Act of 1938."
They are directed and controlled by the corporate "Governor" of The Fund" a/k/a "Secretary of
Treasury" (See: Public Law 94-564, supra, pg. 5942, U.S. Government Manual 1990/91, pgs. 480 &
481, 26 U.S.C.A. 7701(a)(11), Treasury Delegation Order No. 150-10), and the corporate "Governor"
of "The Bank" 22 U.S.C.A. 286 & 2864, acting as "information service employees 22 U.S.C.A.
611(c)(ii), and have been and do now "solicit, collect, disburse or dispense contribution (Tax - pecuniary
contribution, Black's Law Dict. 5th ed.), loans, money or other things of value for or in interest of such
foreign principal 22 U.S.C.A. 611(c)(iii), and they entered into agreements with a Foreign Principal
pursuant to Treasury Delegation Order No. 91 i.e. the "Agency For International Development." (See:
22 U.S.C.A. 611(¢c)(2))

Among other reasons for lack of authority to act, such as a Foreign Agents Registration Statement, 22
U.S.C.A. 612 and 18 U.S.C.A. 219 & 951, military authority cannot be imposed into civil affairs. (See:
Department Of The Army Pamphlet 27100- 70, Military Law Review, Vol. 70)

An unelected, unrepresentative, unaccountable oligarchy of expatriates and aliens, who fraudulently
claim that they intend to establish "rational and equitable international economic relations", yet openly
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declared that they no longer "stabilize the value of the dollar" nor "assure the value of the coin and
currency of the United States" is purely misrepresentation, deceit and fraud. (See: Public Law 95-147,
91 Stat. 1227, at pg. 1229)

This was augmented by Public Law 101-167, 103 Stat. 1195, which discloses massive appropriations of
rehypothecated debt credit for the general welfare and common defense of other Foreign Powers,
including "Communist" countries or satellites, International control of natural and human resources, etc.
etc.. A "Resource" is a claim of "property" and when related to people constitutes "slavery."

The covert procedure used to implement and enforce these Foreign Constitutions, Laws, Procedures,
Rules, Regulations, etc., has not yet been fully collected and assimilated nor presented as evidence to
establish seditious collusion and conspiracy. Our patience and tolerance for those who pervert the very
necessary and basic foundations of society has been pushed to insufferable levels. They have

"fundamentally" changed the form and substance of the de jure Republican form of Government
guaranteed to each State under Article 4, Sec. 4 of the U.S. Constitution, exhibited a willful and wanton
disregard for the Rights, Safety and Property of others, evinced a despotic design to reduce the people
to slavery, peonage and involuntary servitude, under a fraudulent, tyrannical, seditious foreign oligarchy,
with intent and purpose to institute, erect and form a "Dictatorship" over all Citizens and their Posterity.
Pactions, Confederations, and Alliances, and under pretense of "emergency", which they themselves
created, promoted and furthered, formed a multitude of offices and retained those of alien allegiance to
perpetuate their frauds and to eat out the substance of the good and productive people of this Land.
They have trespassed on our Lives, Liberties, Properties and Families and endangered our Peace, Safety,
Welfare and Dignity.

In the field of law we got removal of federal common law with the Erie Railroad Co. v Tompkins case,
304 US 64; and the hodgepodging of the jurisdictions of Law and Equity together, which is known as

"One Form Of Action"; as two of the main insanities dictated by the new owners. Law and Equity does
not mix any better than oil and water.

Sometime between 1958 and 1970 admiralty was mixed in with the "One Form of Action" "civil
actions". (See Rule 1 in the 1958 and 1970 Editions of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure in Title 28
United States Code.)

In Federalist Paper No. 83 Hamilton expressed, "My convictions are equally strong that great
advantages result from the separation of the equity and the law jurisdiction ..." The Constitution
establishes the three jurisdictions as separate in Article I11.

There is no Constitutional authority for operating in bankruptcy under Martial Law/Rule. The
legislative, executive, and judicial branches no longer exist, as the de jure government has fraudulently
been dissolved and the entire country has been received in bankruptcy by the Fund (IMF) and World
Bank through a series of "emergency war powers" acts.

The intent and objective of the bankruptcy was not to resolve any "emergency"; it was to create one for
the express purpose of changing the governmental, social, economic and industrial character of the de
jure society, to infringe and abrogate inalienable Rights, steal and alienate the birth Rights of the People,
impair the obligations of honest contracts, to defraud and obtain a benefit therefrom, create turbulence
and contention, overthrow, and to establish a corrupt totalitarian oligarchy and combination, in direct
contravention to the Law of the Land, and against the Peace, Dignity and Security of We The People

(the real State).

Because the States also are now bankrupt entities means that now not even the (de facto) State courts
have any sovereignty; no enforceable jurisdiction, and can only invite participants into court! State
courts are now only courts of mediation. Fines collected by these courts go to the Federal Reserve
Banks, the depository agents for the Fund and the Bank. Thus, administrative agents in this State are
also acting as trustees and agents for foreign principals, and are required to register as such.

IF "public officials" represent the people under the Constitution, they can only collect, use, and be paid
in Constitutional money, gold and silver. And they can only operate at common law in all criminal
matters except for Maritime contracts.

nn
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Federal Reserve Banks are private banks; check the government and private pages of the telephone
book to see where they are listed. IF "public officials" use Federal Reserve "Notes," or funds reducible
only to Federal Reserve "Notes" in public business, they are using non-redeemable, dishonored,
impaired, depreciated, rehypothecated, interagency, international bills of debt/credit, and have to be
operating only a de facto government, which is treason to their oaths of office and violations of their
agency obligations to the sovereign people, and in this case, for foreign principals. See: Who Is Running
America? for a listing of the major shareholders of the Federal Reserve Banks, and the Staff Report of
the Committee on Banking, Currency and Housing, House of Representatives, 94th Congress, 2nd
Session, August 1976, titled "Federal Reserve Directors: A Study of Corporate and Banking Influence"
which delineates the interlocking directorships of the shareholders.

AGAIN - "A long habit of not thinking a thing wrong gives it a superficial appearance of being right." --
Thomas Paine

This Affiant did not give permission to ANYONE to pledge his life, liberty, body, property, and labor
for someone else's benefit, i.e., the federal government's debt. By federal government is meant that
totally bankrupt, functionally dead at law, foreign municipal corporation domiciled in Washington, D.C.
called the "United States"

"... the United States is to be regarded as a body politic and corporate. ... It is suggested that the United
States is to be regarded as a domestic corporation, so far as the State of New York is concerned. We
think this contention has no support in reason or authority. ... The United States is a foreign corporation
in relation to a State." in re Merriam's Estate, 36 NE 505, 506 22.

That the pledge was made anyway is fraud, because no one asked this Affiant his permission or even told
him about it. Security for a debt can never be lawfully obtained by fraud. "Fraud vitiates the most
solemn contracts. documents and even judgments" U.S. v Throckmorton, 98 US 61

By continuing to administer this perfidy, "public officials" are committing treason against not only the
Constitution, but against truth, rightness, and the real Sovereigns of the nation -- We the People.

"There is no position which depends on clearer principle than that every act of a delegated authority,
contrary to the tenor of the commission under which it is exercised is void. No legislative act, therefore,
contrary to the Constitution, can be valid. To deny this would be to affirm that the deputy is greater than
his principal; that the servant is above the master; that the representatives of the people are superior to
the people themselves; that men acting by virtue of powers may do not only what their powers do not
authorize, but what they forbid." Federalist Paper No. 78 Alexander Hamilton

All across America people are becoming aware of this fraud being perpetrated upon them by de facto
"public officials" who continue to administer this perfidy -- typical examples are:

From a Resolution Adopted by unanimous vote on June 17, 1995, by the Republican Party of Texas
State Executive Committee: "Whereas there has occurred continuous breach of trust, duty and
obligation imposed under authority of the Constitution of the United States of America, resulting in a
continued abridgement of the Rights, Privileges, Immunities, and Liberties of Citizens and others, all
committed under pretense of a continuing national crisis and furtherance of emergency conditions; and
"Whereas, our forefathers recognizing these same conditions wrote to the British Parliament and King of
Great Britain in the Declaration of Rights of 1774:

"Whereas, since the close of the last war, the British Parliament, claiming a power of right to bind the
people of America, by statute, in all cases whatsoever, hath in some acts expressly imposed taxes on
them, and in others, under various pretenses, but in fact for the purpose of raising a revenue, hath
imposed rates and duties payable in these colonies established a board of commissioners, with
unconstitutional powers, and extended the jurisdiction of courts of admiralty, not only for collecting the
said duties, but for the trial of causes merely arising within the body of a country ...

"Today under pretence of emergency and reorganization the mischief has been recreated and reinstituted
within the Nation and several States of the Union, and has once again left the people without any plain,
speedy or adequate remedy, and is wholly contrary to the true original extent and end of the Union and
civil Government as ordained and established by the people; ..."
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From a Resolution of the California Republican Assembly adopted on March 26, 1995 Number 395.1
"Resolved: The California Republican Assembly at the Annual Convention in San Diego, March 26,
1995 does hereby determine to inform members of State and federal elected and appointed offices that
the United States of America is presently under War and Emergency Powers and has been for 62 [now
75 ] years; be it further

"Resolved: That the California Republican Assembly will support only men and women who are willing
to become aware of the usurpation of the power of the United States Constitution and who are
committed to restoring our Constitution to its rightful place as the Supreme Law of the Land." There are
numerous other examples that could be cited here. But, it is enough to say that this Affiant is far from
being alone in his concern for the State of affairs that has developed under the fraudulent and contrived
national "emergency" and the Martial Law/Rule that has been secretly imposed upon them without their
knowledge or informed consent.

And, as Will Rogers once said, '""We have people in government who should not be allowed to play with
matches."

Please Read This Statement From Thomas Jefferson:

Thomas Jefferson

"I believe that banking institutions are more dangerous to our liberties than standing armies. ..
If the American people ever allow private banks to control the issue of their currency, first by
inflation, then by deflation, the banks and corporations that will grow up around [the banks] ...
will deprive the people of all property until their children wake-up homeless on the continent
their fathers conquered . . . The issuing power should be taken from the banks and restored to the
people, to whom it properly belongs." -- Thomas Jefferson -- The Debate Over The Recharter Of
The Bank Bill, (1809)

America has become completely bankrupt in world leadership, financial credit and its reputation for
courage, vision and human rights. This is an undeclared economic war. Bankruptcy, and economic
slavery of the most corrupt order!

Wake up America! Take back your country.

As a Creditor of UNITED STATES and all other sub-corporations private and public, you are owed
equity and interest for the gold and all property that you “loaned” them starting March 9, 1933 to date.
There is NO MONEY.

In order to start getting your equity back, you must NOTICE your DEBTORS of what you expect them
to do and the consequences if they do not comply, but first you must ESTABLISH THE LAW. Your
treaty is a contract to the WHOLE WORLD and tells the world what you want and how things are
going to be done in this CREDITOR/DEBTOR relationship. This file contains all the documents you
will need to PERFECT YOUR LIEN and TAKE BACK YOUR EQUITY.

It seems as though the world has gone mad! What can be done? Amazingly, we have been mislead. We
have been taught that we can control government by voting. The founder of the Rothschild dynasty,
Mayer Amschel Bauer, told the secret of controlling the government of a nation over 200 years ago. He
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said, "Permit me to issue and control the money of a nation and I care not who makes its laws." Get the
picture? Your freedom hinges first on the nation's banks and money system. That's why we advocate
using the Liberty Dollar, to understand the monetary and banking system.

Freedom is connected with Debt Elimination for each individual. Not only does this end personal debt, it
places the people first in line as creditors to the National Debt ahead of the banks. They don't wish for
you to know this. It has to do with recognizing WHO you really are.You can take back your power and
stop volunteering to pay taxes to the collection agency for the BEAST. You can take back that which is
yours, always has been yours and use it to pay off your debts.

AMERICAN LAND OWNERSHIP

What I'm trying to convey in this, is that laying of the foundation for how this country operates today.
Not that you can go into a court and present these arguments today, you can't.. If you don't know the
power structures beginnings then you are doomed forever to repeat the same mistakes as those that
preceded you in their quest to seek justice. To truly win in the situation there must be a concerted effort
of at least 70 percent of the people to overturn the present state of affairs. That will not happen because
of the ignorance of the masses that are so easily led by those in power. The people have truly forsaken
the true Sovereign, namely the Lord Almighty. Without going into the so called "religion" aspect, let me
just pose some questions. Did not the Lord Almighty create the land? Yes. Did the Pope create the land?
No!

Did the King create the land? No! Did any other man create the land? No! Did any group of men called
State create the land? No! Now that I have answered the questions for you then here are some that you
are to answer. Then who is the real owner of the land? Did not the creator of the land bestow it upon all
men and their heirs to be stewards of the land, granting to no one man or group of men, absolute
dominion over any land? When man dies who does the land escheat to? For those not familiar with that
term escheat, it means who does the land go back to when all men die? Your

answers can only show that no Pope, King, Man himself, or group of men called State can ever claim
they own the land and charge another man a fee to live on that land. I'm showing you the progression
from a certain period of time that certain mere mortal men have decided that they were granted certain
rights above all other men in claiming dominion over all land. The pecking Order starting from the top in
controlling land are; 1. The Pope 2. The Kings of all lands, but we are talking specifically England here.
3. Knights 4. Lord Proprietors of the King in America 5. Royal Governors of

the King, in America 6. Administrative officers of the corporate colonies of America 7.
Freeholders/Freemen of granted property in America. 8. The officers of the newly constituted States of
America which, gave way to the; 9.

Officers of the United States which now reverses 8 and 9 due to the States joining Union. 10. The
County officers which are the corporate instrumentalities of the State. 11. Simple man, meaning you,
reading this. You, are so far removed from the land that the Lord Almighty gave to all men, that
essentially you have no claim but as a squatter on someone else's land and have no control whatsoever in
saying you have the right to not pay taxes for the use of the Pope's land. But the Pope is the figure head
of a corporation called the Vatican consisting of men forming a " WHICH THE LORD ALMIGHTY
NEVER CREATED A RELIGION", claiming complete dominion over all land in the world. When the
Pope dies another of these men are chosen as the new Pope. There is one little quirk that needs to be
mentioned. That is, a group of men exist that has control of even the Vatican, therefore every chain
holder on down to number 11 on the list is controlled. That group of men are called Bankers. The Pope
and the King, in 1213, on to a period just past 1218, lost a lot of money fighting each other and drew on
a group of men, one in particular, that loaned to each side money. When neither could pay the loans
back and defaulted, the money lender foreclosed. He foreclosed in agreement by not taking all the
property, except for England, as is done today on foreclosures, but an arrangement was made that
satisfied the so called "holy trinity" that is espoused below. That "Holy Trinity" is mentioned in the
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Treaty of 1783. Who do you think the Holy Trinity consists? So the list above from 1 to 11 needs
another entity. I did not put him in so I could make it clear who is in order of claim to the land you live
on as a tenant. Now number one has been replaced by the Banker and everyone has shifted down a
notch. Hello number twelve, how do you like your position on the list? Well, if people reject allegiance
to the True Lord and cling to another and pledge allegiance to another then you deserve to pay those
that allow you, through privilege, to live on their land. You gave up that RIGHT to live on land of the
True Land Owner without even a fee, except to abide by His Laws and not that of mere mortal man
such as yourself. Until you understand this, you will, continue to be nothing but a slave to the system
that perpetrated a fraud on you and your family tree for centuries. No, you cannot attack unless the
numbers are sufficient. Yes, the below is true despite what any one says to degrade this research of many
years. These people that degrade have either an ignorance level so high that no amount of education will
correct it or they are in league with a higher number on the pecking order that wants to keep the status
quo. These men are the only ones that the Lord Almighty wished woe upon in the Bible for "hiding the
key of knowledge," in Luke and Matthew. You can look at it this way as relates to present day. The
Banker remains in complete control. I don't mean your local banker, but those that control all banks in
America and the world. They operate with straw men many deep so as to keep the people ignorant as to
what is going on. Look at the list above to see how many straw men exist. This is the same operation
that many people get into by creating so many corporations that you never know just who is the
controlling man. You may see this on government stories where the detective says he traced back
through a tree of corporations and got lost in the many branches and could not find who really owns the
contraband. As I said, the power brokers control every lawyer and judge, who are also lawyers, in this if
not all other judges in the world because without them the fraud could not be carried out. Have you ever
heard of an honest trial where justice is dispensed the American man or woman who runs afoul of "the
System," even when he is innocent? Where do you think all the money the private IRS collects goes?
Maybe to the credit of the Straw man # 9 above? Credit to whom? Just follow the ladder back up to the
top, and remember the original numbers have all dropped one notch down to make room for whom?
Many of you are aware that the laws of this nation and it's states, were made to be in compliance and
submission to the laws of England, only modified by state and federal law. You will see in this last
Chapter state statutes from just a few of the original colonies, that this is the case. Are these what are
called ancient statutes? Yes. However, since the king's Corporation is alive and well as are his heirs, so is
his Trust and the law used to create and govern it. The law that governs his Trust can only be amended,
no law could be enacted contrary to the king's will and cestui que trust, the main corporate sole where
office is always found, the Crown. The king's practice of granting lands in this country to

those loyal to him continues, along with their land grants being protected by state ancient statutes which
are still on the books. We are governed by the king's nobles just as in times of old England, self
proclaimed nobles, and corporate trusts. They rule this country and the world. The huge corporations
have been granted power and liberty not known by the common man. The nobles, real and the created,
occupy their possessions as fiduciaries and trusties of the king's grants; only if they remain loyal to the
system, their privilege and life style are their reward. You will see that the Church of England was
granted lands in this country and their lands are protected by corporate privilege, through trusts and fee
simple title. As I have stated before, the king receives the gain for his business venture here in the United
States, as he does with all his corporations. A portion of the fines and taxes we pay today go right back
to the sovereign, the king of England, and his heirs and/or successors as I pointed out in previous
chapters of, "The United States Is Still A British Colony".

ALL that Territory or Tract of ground, situate, lying, and being within our Dominions in
America,....(listed known boundaries) .... AND moreover, all Veins, Mines, and Quarries, as well
discovered as not discovered, of Gold, Silver, Gems, and precious Stones, and all other, whatsoever be
it, of Stones, Metals, or any other thing whatsoever found or to be found within the Country, Isles,
Limits aforesaid;" The Carolina Charter, 1663.

SAVING always, the Faith, Allegiance, and Sovereign Dominion due to us, our heirs and Successors, for
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the same; and Saving also, the right, title, and interest of all and every our Subjects of the English Nation
which are now Planted within the Limits bounds aforesaid, if any be;..." The Carolina Charter, 1663
"YIELDING AND PAYING yearly, to us, our heirs and Successors, for the same, the yearly Rent of
Twenty Marks of Lawful money of England, at the Feast of All Saints, yearly, forever, The First payment
thereof to begin and be made on the Feast of All Saints which shall be in the year of Our Lord One
thousand six hundred Sixty and five; AND also, the fourth part of all Gold and Silver Ore which, with
the limits aforesaid, shall, from time to time, happen to be found." The Carolina Charter, 1663

The below statute contains a wealth of information, it is just another example of who owns the land in
this country. The first thing I want you to see is, Corporation is large case C, proper noun, referring to
the main Corporation, the United States Corporation, also made clear by the end of the first sentence.
Notice also, that even the Corporation (the United States government)doesn't claim Allodial title,
because that office found is with the king, the government has only been vested with fee simple title
through the Corporate Charters of the Crown, as amended by the 1783 Treaty of Peace and resulting
1787 Constitution. The king can only pass Allodial title to his heirs, no one else. This is why the highest
title the government can pass is fee simple.

Also, notice that the Corporation can divest any and all occupiers of the land of any title or deed they
may hold, transfer the land to the Corporation, in which it holds the land in fee simple title, and the title
previously held by individuals or State has its title quieted (divested) and office found, then reversion
back to the Corporation. Now if you will recall, the information I found concerning an act George
Washington enacted, wherein Washington extended the jurisdiction and control of

the District of Columbia. He created District States that overlaid the States.

16 USC Sec. 831x TITLE 16 CHAPTER 12A
Sec. 831x. Condemnation proceedings; institution by Corporation; venue
-STATUTE- "The Corporation may cause proceedings to be instituted for the acquisition by
condemnation of any lands, easements, or rights-of-way which, in the opinion of the Corporation, are
necessary to carry out the provisions of this chapter. The proceedings shall be instituted in the United
States district court for the district in which the land, easement, right-of-way, or other interest, or any
part thereof, is located, and such court shall have full jurisdiction to divest the complete title to the
property sought to be acquired out of all persons or claimants and vest the same in the
United States in fee simple, and to enter a decree quieting the title thereto in the United States of
America. Also, see below: 40A-2 sec. 3 "Eminent domain", N.C. statute.

Before we move on to the action taken by George Washington, you need to understand that the legal
term fee simple is now a metaphor, just as the legal term United States. It is given lip service today in
relation to the common man, and has another meaning when used in relation to the Crown or the main
sub Corporation, the United States, with its seat being the District of Columbia. When dealing with land
ownership you have to use the definition at law that governs the Crown, not the metaphors created later
by his barristers, to con the common man into believing he/she has allodial, or fee simple title to the

land. All that is necessary to know the condition you own your land, if you think have allodial, fee simple
title, or fee tail title, is ask yourself one question.

Is there a tax imposed on the land you claim to own? If a tax is or can be levied, you DO NOT own the
land, because if you fail to pay the tax, the land is reclaimed by the Corporation, by alienation, and
reversion. Also, under the institutional law of the Crown, that came with the conquest of Britain by
William the Conqueror, you could not be charged a tax on the land if you had fee simple title, it could
not be diminished in any way. The fee was payment by the king for the sworn loyalty of the lords and
knights to fight for the king, in his wars of Conquest, later changed to a monetary fee, to pay soldiers to
fight in the wars. King Edward I began the redefining of the legal term fee simple. Tenthly, He made that
great Alteration in Estates from what they were formerly, by Statute Westminster 2. cap. 1. whereby
Estates of Fee-Simple, conditional at Common Law, were turn'd into Estates-Tail, not removable from
the Issue by the ordinary Methods of Alienation; and upon this Statute, and for the Qualifications hereof,
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are the Superstructures built of 4 H. 7. cap. 32, 32 H. 8. and 33 H. 8." The History of the Common Law
of England by Matthew Hale 1713

Those living on your land under fee tail or a lessor title, via deed to the land would pay the king's tax. As
a metaphor, as applied today, you can be charged a tax when you are told you have fee simple title if you
are a common man. The Corporation's holdings are not taxed depending on the Corporate Charter
granted by the government, or if you have a trust that contains fee simple title, with tax protection, you
could be protected legally, but you still don't own the land, when the life of the trust expires, or is mis
handled by the trusties, it reverts back to the corporate sole, through alienation and office found, or by
confiscation due to delinquent tax obligations. So any fee simple title you may have comes by legal right,
not sovereign grant. This is the difference between the tenants on the land and the Corporation. Again if
you are talking about the Corporation or any of its holdings, its fee simple title is not taxed, and is by
sovereign grant from the king, enhanced by Conquest, as his successor and trustee over his holdings.
George Washington's thought on Independence from the king was echoed by many of our fore fathers.
In May, 1775, Washington said: 'If you ever hear of me joining in any such measure as separation from
Great Britain, you have my leave to set me down for everything wicked'- He also said: 'It is not the wish
or interest of the government [meaning Massachusetts], or of any other upon this continent, separately
or collectively, to set up for independence"'

Ingersoll, North American Review, CLV. No.2, August, 1892, p. 183, also quote in Sources of the
Constitution of the United States, c. Ellis Stevens, 1927, page 36.

Now to the Act of Washington, and for those of you who have not seen this, the Act that made the
reclaiming and managing of the kings Corporation possible, and made possible the end run of the 1787
Constitution.

STATE VS. DISTRICT, DID THE 1787 CONSTITUTION SURVIVE Fall 1997

"How was this accomplished, in reading the Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol I, 1789-1897 I
discovered the following:

Gentlemen of the Senate: Pursuant to the powers vested in me by the act entitled "An act repealing after
the last day of June next the duties heretofore laid upon distilled spirits imported from abroad and laying
others in their stead, and also upon spirits distilled within the United States, and for appropriating the
same," I have thought fit to divide the United States into the following districts, namely:

The district of New Hampshire, to consist of the State of New Hampshire; the district of Massachusetts,
to consist of the State of Massachusetts; the district of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations, to
consist of the State of Rhode Island and Providence Plantations; the district of Connecticut, to consist of
the State of Connecticut; the district of Vermont, to consist of the State of Vermont; the district of New
York, to consist of the State of New York; the district of New Jersey, to consist of the State of New
Jersey; the district of Pennsylvania, to consist of the State of Pennsylvania; the district of Delaware, to
consist of the State of Delaware; the district of Maryland, to consist of the

State of Maryland; the district of Virginia, to consist of the State of Virginia; the district of North
Carolina, to consist of the State of North Carolina; the district of South Carolina; and the district of
Georgia, to consist of the State of the State of Georgia .Page 99 March 4, 1791

In George Washington's Proclamation of March 30, 1791 he declares the district of Columbia to be
created and it's borders established, he says further:

And Congress by an amendatory act passed on the 3rd day of the present month of March have given
further authority to the President of the United States....

First of all, the Judicial Districts were created by the Judiciary Act of 1789, two years before Washington
said Congress gave him additional powers, thereby HE created District States, so the federal
government could use the militias to crush the tax protesters in Pennsylvania, by Washington's order.
Since the Judicial Districts already existed, why did they recreate them? If the District States were
already created, would it not be redundant to create them again? Washington said he was dividing the
United States into District States. He said DIVIDING THE STATES, listen, DIVIDING THE STATES,
not creating districts in the states, DIVIDING THE STATES into DISTRICTS, changing them, or you
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would not DIVIDE THEM, because the states were already divided. How can you DIVIDE,
SEPARATE the states, made by the state and federal Charters/Constitutions? Why do this when
Congress already had the power to put down rebellion, Article I, section 8, U.S. Constitution? This was
an excuse to DIVIDE the states into DISTRICTS, extending the jurisdiction of the District of
Columbia/Congress and delegating to the President, authority given to Congress to suppress
insurrection, under art. I, sec. 8.

Second, the use of any military power before Congress declares war, by direction of the President is
done by him as Commander-in-Chief. Until Congress declares war they cannot stop the President unless
they impeach him, or when they declare war they can stop the President with their power of the purse,
unless the President were to then declare a national emergency, as Commander-in-Chief, overriding
Congress, in effect declaring himself king, or in our case anyone holding that office, which we now have.
I disagree with the un-Constitutional emergency powers claimed by the President, but unless the
Judiciary declares the President out of line, you or I cannot change this, unless you or I were elected
President, and declared this power un-Constitutional, but Congress would then impeach you or I to
protect Public policy. Around and Around it goes. Again this power comes from their operating under
executive jurisdiction, insular capacity: which was allowed by the Judiciary, beginning with what
Washington did. Because it was up to the Judiciary to declare what Congress was doing as un-
Constitutional, and up to Washington to not take power delegated to Congress. This power was
affirmed by the Congressional Act of 1845, and in the 1850's by the insular cases. This set the stage for
Lincoln to legislate by executive orders, and here we are.

Third, the Districts Washington created answered directly to the Commander-in-Chief, not Congress. In
order for these Districts to be created by the President, Congress had to give the President power
outside of the Constitution, as declared by Washington himself. Martial law can be used as soon as the
military is called upon to put down insurrection or fight a war. Washington created District States, not
state districts, and the military occupied the Pennsylvania District until the insurgents went home,
Washington said these Districts were created for putting down the rebellion, however they were never
disbanded when the rebellion ended. These courts, then, are not constitutional courts in which the
judicial power conferred by the Constitution on the general government can be deposited. They are
incapable of receiving it. They are legislative courts, created in virtue of the general right of sovereignty
which exists in the government, or in virtue of that clause which enables Congress to make all needful
rules and regulations respecting the territory belonging to the united States. The jurisdiction with which
they are invested is not a part of that judicial power which is conferred in the third article of the
Constitution, but is conferred by Congress in the execution of those general powers which that body
possesses over the territories of the United States." Harvard Law Review, Our New Possessions. page
481.

See also; Propeller Genessee Chief et al. v. Fitzhugh et al. 12 How. 443 (U.S. 1851) Jackson v.
Magnolia, 20 How.

296 315, 342 (U.S. 1852) DOWNES v. BIDWELL, 182 U.S. 244 (1901), Hooven & Allison & Co.
vs Evatt, 324

U.S. 652 (1945)

Below you will see how Lincoln codified the war powers, the nexus was the District States Washington
created. I won't go into the subject of the Conquest after the Civil War, since it is far easier to
understand, I invite you to read and study the documents in Part III to learn about this subject.
However, I offer the below codification of Military Occupation, Conquest and International codification
of Martial law, you can download the whole general order 100.

Martial Law - Military jurisdiction - Military necessity — Retaliation

Article 1. A place, district, or country occupied by an enemy stands, in consequence of the occupation,
under the Martial Law of the invading or occupying army, whether any proclamation declaring Martial
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Law, or any public warning to the inhabitants, has been issued or not. Martial Law is the immediate and
direct effect and consequence of

occupation or conquest. The presence of a hostile army proclaims its Martial Law.

Art. 2. Martial Law does not cease during the hostile occupation, except by special proclamation,
ordered by the commander in chief; or by special mention in the treaty of peace concluding the war,
when the occupation of a place or territory continues beyond the conclusion of peace as one of the
conditions of the same.

Art. 3. Martial Law in a hostile country consists in the suspension, by the occupying military authority,
of the criminal and civil law, and of the domestic administration and government in the occupied place or
territory, and in the substitution of military rule and force for the same, as well as in the dictation of
general laws, as far as military necessity requires this suspension, substitution, or dictation. The
commander of the forces may proclaim that the administration of all civil and penal law shall continue
either wholly or in part, as in times of peace, unless otherwise ordered by the military authority."

{Instructions for the Government of Armies of the United States in the Field, prepared by
Francis Lieber,

LL.D., Originally Issued as General Orders No. 100, Adjutant General's Office, 1863,
Washington 1898:

Government Printing Office.}"

PLAN OF ANEW GOVERNMENT

Our fore fathers were first and foremost administrators for the king and his holdings, so as to keep their
grants and fee simple titles, to their own land holdings in America and Britain. Prior to the Revolutionary
War, 1783 Treaty and the 1787 Constitution, there was a plan to organize a central government, still
subject to the king, still collecting taxes for the king. The only difference between the government we
have and the government you read about below is your perception, with word and technical changes.
The 1787 Constitution was a well thought out document, but the document below was its predecessor,
the similarities are obvious. What you will read below, along with the other documents provided in this
book, describe exactly what we have today. Notice the two paragraphs provided below, in the first a
central government is to be set up, with each colony to retain its own constitution. In the second
paragraph you see that, a President-General is to be elected to run the central government for the king.
What do we have now? President-Commander-in-Chief. Also, he is appointed and supported by the
Crown. How does any President get elected? The system is setup so that only someone supported by the
large corporations of this country can seriously run for President, or be elected, because of their financial
support.

Without this support, you cannot be President, no matter what the public wants. So the public, only has
Crown approved men, they can select from, to vote for, that way no matter who wins the Crown's
interest is protected. The public is told what to think about the different men the corporations have
chosen to represent them, so they think they are making informed choices. Nothing could be further
from the truth, they are electing a man, no matter the party, that will protect the Crown's interest, not
the public's. You may wish to continue to deny reality, but you can't separate the wet from water, nor
our government from Britain. The 1754 Albany Plan of Union

"It is proposed that humble application be made for an act of Parliament of Great Britain, by virtue of
which one general government may be formed in America, including all the said colonies, within and
under which government each colony may retain its present constitution, except in the particulars
wherein a change may be directed by the said act, as hereafter follows.

That the said general government be administered by a President-General, to be appointed and
supported by the crown; and a Grand Council, to be chosen by the representatives of the people of the
several Colonies met in their respective assemblies...."
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The 1754 Albany Plan of Union.

The king's corporations are alive and well, lands they hold in fee simple can be parceled out to whom
they will, with the lands returning to the king when the grant/trust/license expires. The king made grants
to his colonies and lords, they became corporations under the United States Corporate Charter, the lords
make grants to other select men via corporate charters, or by grants of Trusts or license to smaller
corporations and individuals. Any time a corporation dies and no office is found, it's lands revert back to
the granter of the corporation, and so on back up the line, this is the reason for the inheritance tax, and
why it will never be repealed. I refer you back to an earlier chapter I wrote called, "How Long Can A
Corporation Live". Also, check out a paper the Informer and I jointly wrote on the subject of rent roll
and reversion and corporation sole, "Friends, Enemies And Die Hard Doubters", and you would be well
advised to read the Informer's book, "The New History Of America", and his other publications. Before
you read the ancient statutes, you must understand the legal term fee simple.

UNDERSTANDING FEE SIMPLE

"63. 1. Origin of feuds- The constitution of feuds had its original from the military policy of the northern
or celtic nations, the Goths, the Huns, the Franks, the Vandals, and the Lombards, who all migrating
from the same officina gentium (the storehouse of nations), as Crag very justly entitles it, poured
themselves in vast quantities into all the regions of Europe, at the declension of the Roman empire. It
was brought by them from their own countries, and continued in their respective colonies as the most
likely means to secure their new acquisitions: and to that end, large districts or parcels of land were
allotted by the conquering general to superior officers of the army, and by them dealt

out again in smaller parcels or allotments to the inferior officers and most deserving soldiers.

These allotments were called feoda, feuds, fiefs, or fees; which last appellation in the northern
languages signifies a conditional stipend or reward. Rewards or stipends they evidently were; and the
condition annexed to them was, that the possessor should do service faithfully, both at home and in the
wars, to him by whom they were given; for which purpose he took the juramentum fidelitatis, or oath of
fealty: and in case of the breach of this condition and oath, by not performing the stipulated service, or
by deserting the lord in battle, the lands were again to revert to him who granted them." 2

Blackstone's Commentaries, page 45 "Feud: An inheritable right to the use and occupation of lands, held
on condition of rendering services to the lord or

proprietor, who himself retains the property in the lands," Black's Law Dictionary, 4th Edition p.748
(1968). "Thus, the people had land they occupied, devised, inherited, alienated, or disposed of as they
saw fit, so long as they remained in favor with the King." F. L. Ganshof, Feudalism, p. 113 (1964).

"The largest estate in the land known to the law and implying absolute dominion over the land; an estate
of inheritance clear of any condition, limitation, or restriction, to particular heirs. 28 Am J2d Est 10. An
estate of lawful inheritance or pure inheritance, "fee" standing for inheritance and "simple" for pure or
lawful. A legal or equitable estate in land constituting the largest estate and implying absolute dominion,
although possibly subject to executory limitations or conditions subsequent. Hay's Estate v
Commissioner (CAS5) 181 F2d 169, 39 ALR 2d 453; Ford v Unity Church Society, 120 Mo 498, 25 SW
394." Ballentine's Law Dictionary, Third Edition, 1969

Are taxes to be paid by common man holding fee simple title? Yes, according to the way fee simple is
defined today.

Today fee simple has been reduced in status to fee tail for common man, he is to pay all land taxes, also
he must abide by all restrictions placed on the land by federal, State and local governments, nor can he
use the land in any activity contrary to the Public Policy. The difference is the U.S. Corporation just as
the knight was granted land for fee, in service of the king by grant. Common man receives their fee from
the Corporation in tail, a lessor title, today fee simple and fee tail are synonymous, depending on your
status. I would have placed the quote here from the Ohio Bar Association on fee simple, but they restrict
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its use, however below is their web site so you can look for yourself.
http://www.ohiobar.org/public/law&you/part8.html.

"This holding of lands under another was called a tenure, and was not limited to the relation of the first
or paramount lord and vassal, but extended to those to whom such vassal, within the rules of feudal [2]
law, may have parted out his own feud to his own vassals, whereby he became the mesne lord between
his vassals and his own or lord paramount. Those who held directly to the king were called his "tenants
in ... chief. " I E. Washburn, Treatise on The American Law of Real Property, Ch. 11, Section 58, P. 42
(6th Ed. 1902), Allodial And Land Patents Titles.

Maybe with the below quote you will also understand the meaning and significance behind the pyramid
on our dollar, with the all seeing eye at the top of the pyramid.

@

"The fiefs were built in the same manner as a pyramid, with the King, the true owner of the land, being
at the top, and from the bottom up there existed a system of small to medium sized to large to large
sized estates on which the persons directly beneath one estate owed homage to the lord of that estate as
well as to the King." Id. at 114, Allodial And Land Patents Titles

"At the lowest level of this pyramid through at least the 14th and 15th centuries existed to serfs or
villains, the class of people that had no rights and were recognized as nothing more than real property."
F.Goodwin, Treatise on The Law of Real Property, Ch. 1, p. 10 (1905), Allodial And Land Patents Titles
"Under this type of fief a certain portion of the grain harvested each year would immediately be turned
over to the lord above that particular fief even before the shares from the lower lords and then serfs of
the fief would be distributed. A more interesting type of fief for purposes of this memorandum [3] was
the money fief. In most cases, the source of money was not specified, and the payment was simply made
from the fief holder's treasury, but the fief might also consist of a fixed revenue to be paid from a definite
source in annual payments in order for the tenant owner of the fief

to be able to remain on the property." Gilsebert of Mons, Chronique, cc. 69 and 1 15, pp. 109, 175 (ed.
Vanderkindere), Allodial And Land Patents Titles

"142. (1) Fee-simple estates--Tenant in fee simple (or, as he is frequently styled, tenant in fee) is he that
hath lands, tenements, or hereditaments, to hold to him and his heirs forever; generally, absolutely, and
simply; without mentioning what heirs, but referring that to his own pleasure, or to the dispostition of
the law. The true meaning of the word "fee" (feodum) is the same with that of feud or fief, and in its
original sense it is taken in contradistinction to allodium; which latter the writers on this subject define to
be every man's own land, which he possesseth merely in his own right, without owing any rent or service
to any superior." 2 Blackstone's Commentary, page 105

"Thus, the term fee simple absolute in Common-Law England denotes the most and best title a person
could have as long as the King allowed him to retain possession of (own) the land. It has been
commented that the basis of English land law is the ownership of all reality by the sovereign. From the
crown, all titles flow. The original and true meaning of the word "fee" and therefore fee simple absolute
is the same as fief or feud, this being in contradiction to the term "allodium" which means or is defined
as a man's own land, which he possesses merely in his own right, without owing any rent or service to
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any superior." Wendell [4] v Crandall, 1 N. Y. 491 (1848), Allodial And Land Patents Titles

"Therefore on Common-Law England practically everybody who was allowed to retain land, had the
type of fee simple absolute often used or defined by courts, a fee simple that grants or gives the occupier
as much of a title as the "sovereign" allows such occupier to have at that time. The term became a
synonym with the supposed ownership of land under the feudal system of England at common law.
Thus, even though the word absolute was attached to the fee simple, it merely denoted the entire estate
that could be assigned or passed to heirs, and the fee being the operative word; fee simple absolute dealt
with the entire fief and its divisibility, alienability and inheritability." Friedman v
Steiner, 107 111. 131 (1883), Allodial And Land Patents Titles "If a fee simple absolute in Common-Law
England denoted or was synonymous with only as much title as the King allowed his barons to possess,
then what did the King have by way of a title?

The King of England held ownership of land under a different title and with far greater powers than any
of his subjects. Though the people of England held fee simple titles to their land, the King actually
owned all the land in England through his allodial title, and though all the land was in the feudal system,
none of the fee simple titles were of equal

weight and dignity with the King's title, the land always remaining allodial in favor of the King." Gilsbert
of Mons,

Chronique, Ch. 43, p. 75 (ed. Vanderkindere), Allodial And Land Patents Titles

"Thus, it is relatively easy to deduce that allodial lands and titles are the highest form of lands and titles
known to Common-Law. An estate of inheritance without condition, belonging to the owner, and
alienable by him, transmissible
to his heirs absolutely and simply, is an absolute estate in perpetuity and the largest possible estate a man
can have, being in fact allodial in its nature." Stanton v Sullivan, 63 R.I. 216, 7 A. 696 (1839), Allodial
And Land Patents Titles The law of Mortmain, law of the sovereign, protecting his lands held by his
lords and religious men in fee, prohibiting them from diluting his title. Declaring he could confiscate the
land he or his lords were alienated from. Even the lords were subject to have their land reclaimed by the
king, if they violated the king's license requirements. You can find the
law of Mortmain at the end of the chapter, in the quotes section. I want to make this clear, if the king
and his law (common law) are still live, so are his Charters, Corporations and Trusts. Without defeating
the king (death or removal) his law still exists, if his law still exists, his Corporation (Crown) is as I have
said: alive and well. What did we do at the end of the Revolutionary War and in framing the 1787
Constitution? Claim the king's law, his common law, his feudal law for our own, and made it our law.
So, if you are subject to any tax on the land you live on, you do not, I repeat, DO NOT own your land,
you do not have allodial title to you land.

It is not possible, allodial and taxed property are an oxymoron, the two are as opposite as light and
darkness, the two cannot exist together. Even worse than this, under common law, which we made our
law of the land, you do not even have fee simple possession of your land, because early fee simple
possession is free from taxation, you hold the land in fee simple at best if you have a tax shelter, trust.
Fee tail, and lessor ownerships are evidenced by a title, deed or mortgage, which is how most land is
held, and is subject to taxation and or repossession, if the taxes are not paid. I'm sorry but this is a fact, I
don't care what you have been told, or lead to believe concerning allodial title. A huge number of
patriots believe because of the Declaration of Independence and the Revolutionary War that we are
sovereigns here possessing the land through allodial title, as a matter of sovereignty, by defeating the
king. Wrong, it is impossible, the king has conned Americans, or I should say allowed them to believe
they are sovereigns, owning their land through allodial title.

This would be a good place for you to read some quotes by Sir Edmund Burke, and by Adam Smith,
because of the importance taxation plays in proving land ownership in America, by allodial title is an
oxymoron. I'm including more quotes at the end of this chapter by Adam Smith and other relevant
information. "If America gives you taxable objects on which you lay your duties here, and gives you, at
the same time, a surplus by
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a foreign sale of her commodities to pay the duties on these objects which you tax at home, she has
performed her part to the British revenue. But with regard to her own internal establishments, she may, |
doubt not she will, contribute in moderation. I say in moderation, for she ought not to be permitted to
exhaust herself. She ought to be reserved to a war, the weight of which, with the enemies that we are
most likely to have, must be considerable in her quarter of the globe. There she may serve you, and
serve you essentially. For that service - for all service, whether of revenue, trade, or empire - my trust is
in her interest in the British Constitution. My hold of the Colonies is in the close affection which grows
from common names, from kindred blood, from similar privileges, and equal protection. These are ties
which, through light as air, are as strong as links of iron.

Let the Colonists always keep the idea of their civil rights associated with your government, they will
cling and grapple to you, and no force under heaven will be of power to tear them from their allegiance."
Burke on Conciliation with the Colonies, March 22, 1775, pages 71,72, published by Allyn and
Bacon"

"Let us get an American revenue as we have got an American empire. English privileges have made it all
that it is; English privileges alone will make it all it can be." Speech of Sir Edmund Burke, before the
House of Commons,

March 22, 1775

"But my idea of it is this; that an empire is the aggregate of many states under one common head,
whether this head be a monarch or a presiding republic." Speech of Sir Edmund Burke, before the
House of Commons, March 22, 1775 (So

Benjamin Franklin saying: we have given you a Republic, if you can keep it, means nothing, and was not
a hinderance to the king and his barristers.) Author's comment in brackets. "The people heard, indeed,
from the beginning of these disputes, one thing continually dinned in their ears, that reason and justice
demanded that the Americans, who paid no taxes, should be compelled to contribute...." Their wealth
was considered as our wealth. Whatever money was sent out to them, it was said, came all back to us by
the balance of trade, and we could never become a farthing the poorer by any expense which we could
lay out upon them. They were our own in every respect, and it was an expense laid out upon the
improvement of our own property and for the profitable employment of our own people." 1776, AN
INQUIRY INTO THE NATURE AND CAUSES OF THE WEALTH OF NATIONS by Adam
Smith

Here are some court cases, that will help you understand fee simple, and how land is held in this country.
In this first case you will see our perception of what took place, then the judge lets the air out, and tells
you how it was and is, as amatter of law.

North Carolina Reports (Archive) MARSHALL v. LOVELASS, 1 N.C. 412 (1801) 2 S.E. 70

Page 368 "....Every person knows in what manner the citizens acquired the property of the soil within
the limits of this State. Being dissatisfied with the measures of the British Government, they revolted
from it, assumed the government into their own hands, seized and took possession of all the estates of
the King of Great Britain and his subjects, appropriated them to their own use, and defended their
possessions against the claims of Great Britain, during a long and bloody war, and finally obtained a
relinquishment of those claims by the treaty of Paris. But this State had no title

to the territory prior to the title of the King of Great Britain and his subjects, nor did it ever claim as lord
paramount to them. This State was not the original grantor to them, nor did they ever hold by any kind
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of tenure under the State, or owe it any allegiance or other duties to which an escheat is annexed. How
then can it be said that the lands in this case naturally result back by a kind of reversion to this State, to a
source from whence it never issued, and from tenants who never held under it? Might it not be stated
with equal propriety that this country escheated to the King of Great Britain from the Aborigines, when
he drove them off, and took and maintained possession of their country?........ At the time of the
revolution, and before the Declaration of Independence, the collective body of the people had neither
right to nor possession of the territory of this State; it is true some individuals had a right to, and were in
possession of certain portions of it, which they held under grants from the King of Great Britain; but
they did not hold, nor did any of his subjects hold, under the collective body of the people, who had no
power to grant any part of it"....

North Carolina Reports (Archive) WARNER v. HARDING, 1 N.C. 700 2 S.E. 70

Page 703

DODERIDGE, J.

"As to the exception to the value of 12d., nothing appears, non refert. As to the matter of record. The
Queen may seize lands without any record. If return be made into the Exchequer that a man is beyond
the sea and will not return, being commanded so to do, the Crown may seize his lands. And although the
son cannot be heir during the life of his father, the father may have an action de filio et haerede."

North Carolina Reports (Archive) WARNER v. HARDING, 1 N.C. 680 2 S.E. 70

Page 680 But Page 681 ....."the statute is to be construed reasonably, and shall be expounded as the
King's patents are. Therefore, if the King grant by his letters patent, under the great seal, all mines, the
patentee shall not have royal mines.

Then when all possessions are given, there is a right of entry and a right of action, but the right of action
is not given by the general words of an act of Parliament. Now the word condition is a species and not a
genus; and the 26 H., 8, enacting that such persons shall forfeit all the lands, tenements, and
hereditaments, in which the offender shall have any estate of inheritance, there is not a difference
between an inheritance in fee or in tail, while there are but these two estates of inheritance, and the
statute says that he shall forfeit all the lands in which he has an estate of inheritance; and a condition is
as simple as an inheritance"....

North Carolina Reports (Archive) McKENZIE v. HULET, 4 N.C. 613 (1817) 2 S.E. 70

Page 443 ..."Where a grant abuts upon the sea or a navigable river, it stops, according to the common
law, at the ordinary high-water mark; and the shore that is, the ground between the high and low water
marks belongs of common right to the king. Hale, de Jure Maris, 12. But it seems to be well settled that
whatever is below the high-water mark may be granted by the king, of which many instances are put in
the book already cited. The charter of Car. II. to the lords proprietors is an illustration of the form used
by the crown in the grant of royalties"....

North Carolina Reports (Archive) MARSHALL v. LOVELASS, 1 N.C. 412 (1801) 2 S.E. 70

Page 347 ...."If the land had escheated, it then becomes necessary to inquire, In what manner has the
State taken? I contend that the land is taken by the State, exempt of any trust for in England, when the
Lord or King takes by escheat, they take discharged of the trust. 1 Coke's Rep., 122, Chudleigh's case.
Before the Statute of 27 Henry, 8, the land reverted to the Lord discharge of the trust.

North Carolina Reports (Archive) MARSHALL v. LOVELASS, 1 N.C. 412 (1801) 2 S.E. 70 August 1,
1999 Page 349. When the war broke out those who did not like the new government were at liberty to
sell their lands and retire with the proceeds where they pleased; and this is agreeable to the law of
nations. Vattel, B. 1, sec. 33, 195. This doctrine seems to have been held in view by the framers of the
Constitution. Iredell's Rev., 276. Declaration of Rights, sec. 25. This section only charges the sovereign,
and by it no escheat can take place, and aliens may still take and hold

lands. This section provides that the titles made by the King and the Lords Proprietors shall not be
affected; and the General Assembly of this State have shown that they were under the influence of this
opinion, as appears from the 3d chap., Acts 1777. Iredell's Rev., 284, 285

So read closely the portions of ancient state statutes, provided below.
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ANCIENT STATUTES

Delaware

"All fines and common recoveries levied and suffered within this State, in pursuance of or according to
the common or statute laws of England, in the Superior Court of the county wherein the lands,
tenements or hereditaments entailed lie shall be as good in law, to bar estates so entailed, as fines and
common recoveries of lands, tenements or hereditaments levied, or England are. Any heir at law or other
person claiming any right in the lands, tenements or hereditaments may, either by appeal or writ of error,
reverse such fines or recoveries for any errors in levying or suffering the fines or recoveries."

(Code 1852, 1639, 1640; Code 1915, 3234; Code 1935, 3697; 25 Del. C. 1953, 301.)

302. Bar of estate tail by deed.

"A person having a legal or equitable estate or right in fee tail in possession, remainder or reversion, in
any lands, tenements or hereditaments may alien the lands, tenements or hereditaments, in fee simple, or
for other less estate, by deed, in the same manner and as effectually as if such estate or right were in fee
simple. The deed of alienation in fee simple of any person, of any lands, tenements or hereditaments shall
have the same effect and operation for barring all estate tail and other interests in the lands, tenements or
hereditaments, as such persons being a party cognizor to a fine in due manner levied, or party vouchee
to a common recovery with a double voucher in due manner suffered, of the

lands, tenements or hereditaments. No deed shall avail within either of these provisions, unless it is duly
acknowledged or proved according to law, or unless it would be a valid and lawful deed sufficient to
pass the premises, if the maker were seized of the premises in fee simple."

(Code 1852, 1641; Code 1915, 3235; Code 1935, 3698; 25 Del. C. 1953, 302.)

303. Warranty by life tenant and collateral warranty.

"A warranty made by a tenant for life shall not, by descending or coming to a person in remainder or
reversion, bar or affect his title. A collateral warranty shall not in any case bar or affect a title not derived
from the person making such warranty."

(Code 1852, 1642; Code 1915, 3236; Code 1935, 3699; 25 Del. C. 1953, 303.)

304. Permanent leasehold estates as estates in fee simple.

"Permanent leasehold estates, renewable forever, shall be considered to be estates in fee simple, and shall
be subject to the same modes of alienation, power of devise, and rules of descent and distribution, and to
all the incidents of an estate in fee, provided that the grantor of the leasehold or the person entitled to
the estate, out of which the term issues, has first released to the grantee of the term or the person in
possession of the leasehold all his right to the rent charged upon or growing out of the leasehold."

(15 Del. Laws, c. 168; Code 1915, 3237; Code 1935, 3700; 25 Del. C. 1953, 304.)

305. Deeds by foreign corporations; recording as evidence; ownership rights.

"All deeds to lands in Delaware executed and delivered by corporations created by and existing under
the laws of the states and territories of the United States of America, other than Delaware, or created by
and existing under the laws of any foreign state or nation, are made valid and effective to convey the fee
simple or other estate purported to be conveyed in such deeds, with the same force and effect as if the
corporation grantor had been a corporation lawfully created by and existing under the laws of this State.
Such deeds, when recorded, or any office copy thereof, shall be admitted as evidence in all courts of this
State, and shall be valid and conclusive evidence, with the same force and effect as if such deeds had
been properly executed, acknowledged and delivered by corporations created by and existing under the
laws of this State. A foreign corporation owning lands in Delaware may exercise all rights and privileges
of ownership to the same extent as if such corporation were a corporation lawfully created by and
existing under the laws of this State."

(26 Del. Laws, c. 253; Code 1915, 3238; 38 Del. Laws, c. 174; Code 1935, 3701; 25 Del. C. 1953,
305.)

I just wanted to point out the below statute declared, that the State of Georgia (created Corporation) is
a successor to the Crown of England. The Crown is the Corporate entity of the king, and as I have
stated before, first there was the Corporate Charters, amended to corporate colonies, amended to
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corporate States, via their State Constitutions, that did not change the original corporate charter, as
declared in the 25th sec. of the North Carolina, Declaration of Rights, 1776

N.C. Constitution, which I quote again here:

"And provided further, that nothing herein contained shall affect the titles or possessions of individuals
holding or claiming under the laws heretofore in force, or grants heretofore made by the late King
George 11, or his predecessors, or the late lords proprietors, or any of them." Declaration of Rights
1776, North Carolina Constitution.

Then confirmed by the 1783 Paris Treaty, wherein the minerals did not change hands, they stayed with
the king, his heirs and successors. In other words, the king, his heirs and his successors forever, were to
continue to receive as a matter of Trust, the gain, profit from his corporate venture. To cement this since
his subjects had gone brain dead, and now believed themselves free from their obligations. Believing
when the States became States of, after the 1787

Constitution was ratified, they became free and sovereign. In March 1791 thanks to George Washington,
the States of, became District States of the Crown, side stepping the 1787 Constitution and the States
short lived independence declared in 1776, in favor of the king's public policy, his taxes and licenses to
be administered by his United States Corporation and its elected fiduciaries and den of thieves. When
governing for the king, the President and Congress were no longer bound by the 1787 Constitution. The
king would now receive as declared in his early Charters for himself, his heirs and successors, the 30
percent tax for his family business venture. Because now his bank could operate within the several
District States, incorporated in the District of Columbia, this was not possible until

Washington made the District States; never to be repealed. Also, go back and read the quotes I gave by
Burke and Smith, there is no doubt.

Georgia

"The General Assembly finds and declares that the State of Georgia became the owner of the beds of all
tidewaters within the jurisdiction of the State of Georgia as successor to the Crown of England and by
the common law. The State of Georgia continues to hold title to the beds of all tidewaters within the
state, except where title in a private party can be traced to a valid Crown or state grant which explicitly
conveyed the beds of such tidewaters. The General Assembly further finds that the State of Georgia, as
sovereign, is trustee of the rights of the people of the state to use and enjoy all

tidewaters which are capable of use for fishing, passage, navigation, commerce, and transportation,
pursuant to the common law public trust doctrine. Therefore, the General Assembly declares that the
protection of tidewaters for use by the state and its citizens has more than local significance, is of equal
importance to all citizens of the state, is of wide concern, and, consequently, is properly a matter for
regulation under the police powers of the state. The General Assembly further finds and declares that
structures located upon tidewaters which are used as places of habitation, dwelling, sojournment, or
residence interfere with the state's proprietary interest or the public trust, or both, and must be removed
to ensure the rights of the state and the people of the State of Georgia to the use and enjoyment of such
tidewaters. It is declared to be a policy of this state and the intent of this article to protect the tidewaters
of the state by authorizing the commissioner of natural resources to remove or require removal of
certain structures from such tidewaters in accordance with the procedures and within the timetable set
forth in this article."

"(1) An Act for reviving and enforcing certain laws therein mentioned and adopting the common laws of
England as they existed on May 14, 1776, approved February 25, 1784. (For the adopting Act of 1784,
see Prince's 1822 Digest, p.

570; Cobb's 1851 Digest, p. 721; and Code of 1863, Section 1, paragraph 6.)"

Florida
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CHAPTER 2 COMMON LAW IN FORCE; REPEALED STATUTES "2.01 Common law and
certain statutes declared in force. 2.04 Repealed statute not revived by implication. 2.01 Common law
and certain statutes declared in force.--The common and statute laws of England which are of a general
and not a local nature, with the exception hereinafter mentioned, down to the 4th day of July, 1776, are
declared to be of force in this state; provided, the said statutes and common law be not inconsistent with
the Constitution and laws of the United States and the acts of the Legislature of this state. History.--s. 1,
Nov. 6, 1829; RS 59; GS 59; RGS 71; CGL 87."

Virginia

1-10 "The common law

The common law of England, insofar as it is not repugnant to the principles of the
Bill of Rights and Constitution of this Commonwealth, shall continue in full force within the same, and
be the rule of decision, except as altered by the General Assembly 1-11 Acts of Parliament The right
and benefit of all writs, remedial and judicial, given by any statute or act of Parliament, made in aid of
the common law prior to the fourth year of the reign of James the First, of a general nature, not local to
England, shall still be saved, insofar as the same are consistent with the Bill of Rights and Constitution
of this Commonwealth and the Acts of Assembly."
I hope by now when you read the below statue, you recognize when they say public's interest they are
not talking about the people that voted them into office.

Maine

571. Legislative findings and purpose

"The Legislature finds and declares that the intertidal lands of the State are impressed with a public trust
and that the State is responsible for protection of the public's interest in this land. [1985, c. 782 (new).]
The Legislature further finds and declares that this public trust is part of the common law of Maine and
generally derived from the practices, conditions and needs in Maine, from English Common Law and
from the Massachusetts Colonial Ordinance of 1641-47. The public trust is an evolving doctrine
reflective of the customs, traditions, heritage and habits of the Maine people. In Maine, the doctrine has
diverged from the laws of England and Massachusetts. The public trust encompasses those uses of
intertidal land essential to the health and welfare of the Maine people, which uses include, but are not
limited to, fishing, fowling, navigation, use as a footway between points along the shore and use for
recreational purposes. These recreational uses are among the most important to the Maine people today
who use intertidal land for relaxation from the pressures of modern society and for enjoyment of nature's
beauty. [1985, c. 782

The Legislature further finds and declares that the protection of the public uses referred to in this
chapter is of great public interest and grave concern to the State. [1985, c. 782

Vermont

VERMONT STATUTES ONLINE Title 24. Municipal and County Government Chapter 65. Public
Lands and Funds

" 2401. PUBLIC LANDS; DUTIES OF SELECTMEN The selectmen shall have the care of lands in
the town granted under the authority of the British Government as glebes for the use of the Church of
England and now by law granted to such town for the use of schools, and lands granted to the use of the
ministry or the social worship of God, and lands granted to the first settled minister, and not
appropriated according to law.

2402. RIGHT OF POSSESSION The selectmen shall be entitled to the possession of such lands,
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except when the same have been otherwise disposed of according to law. They may commence,
prosecute or defend, in the name of the town, any action necessary to recover or protect such
possession, or recover damages for injuries done to such lands.

2404. RENTS OF OTHER LANDS, HOW DIVIDED AND APPLIED The rents of lands granted to
the use of the ministry or social worship of God, and the rents of lands granted to the first settled
minister, shall annually, on February 1, be equally divided by the selectmen among the different
organized religious societies in town that maintain public worship at least a fourth of the Sabbaths in the
year. If there is not such a society, the same shall be covered into the treasury, and may be appropriated
to pay for preaching the gospel or for the support of public schools, or for the improvement or care of
public burial grounds, as such town by a vote in town meeting directs, until a religious society is
organized in the town.

2405. CONTRACT UNDER PREVIOUS LAW NOT AFFECTED Section 2404 of this title shall not
affect a lease of such lands or a contract relating to or disposition of the same under previous law.

2406. CONVEYANCE OF LEASEHOLDS, TRUST FUNDS Educational, ecclesiastical or municipal
corporations may convey by deed the fee simple in lands the title to or use of which is held by such
corporations under state or colonial grant for purposes defined in such grants. Such conveyance may be
made to the owner and holder of leasehold rights in such land if such lands are then held under lease, but
shall not be made to other than such holders of leasehold interests except subject to such leasehold
interest, if any, or simultaneously with the extinguishment thereof. Such lands

may be condemned in accordance with and in the manner provided by law. The funds received in
consideration of such conveyance or awarded such corporations as damages in condemnation
proceedings shall be kept intact, in trust, by such corporations as endowment funds, and the income only
shall be used for the purposes for which such lands were originally granted. Such lands as may be sold,
conveyed or condemned as provided in this section shall thereafter be subject to taxation as are other
lands."

New Jersey

PROPERTY TITLE 46

46:1-1. Words and phrases defined

"As used in this title, except where the context clearly indicates a contrary intent, the terms "county
recording officer" and "office of the county recording officer" mean the register of deeds and mortgages
and his office in counties having such an officer and office, and the county clerk and his office in the
other counties."

46:2-1. Titles, rights and interests preserved "Nothing in this title contained shall in any way affect,
abridge or abrogate any title to or rights or interests in any real estate or personal property lawfully
given, acquired and existing at the time when the Revised Statutes take effect."

The main thing I want you to understand, and I believe most do, as I said earlier, our laws were based
on the Common law of England, all states in union of the United States are, accept one. That's right one
state out of the fifty is not under English Common law. A lot of you may think this must be Texas, but
it's not. The one state not subject to, or formed under English common law is New York, New York City
is responsible for not only our demise, but the entire World's.

New York City is the alter ego of London, and the other banking centers for the Banksters of the World
to operate.

New York City is the home of the Bankers, the World Trade Center, the Stock Market, the World Bank's
control via the IMF and the United Nations, etc. The controlling center for all banking, communication
and super computers containing data on everyone and every transaction for the Bankers to control the
Worlds population and their leaders, through their finances, with the U.N. as their police force and
NATO as prosecutor of the Law Of The Flag and Conqueror of new Empires. When you read the very
revealing statements in the New York statutes below you will see, they declare themselves not to be
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under English Common law, by section 70, sec. 71 deals with Acts and sec. 72 deals

with Resolutions.

If you would like to understand how this fits into God's Word, that is New York City, read Rev. 17-18,
Jer. 51 and Isa 13. I wrote on this subject years ago and [ won't go into it here other than to say, New
York City is the Biblical Babylon as you can read for yourself, as God Almighty defines Babylon in Rev.
18, no other City in the World meets His definition.

New York

New York State Consolidated Laws: General Construction

ARTICLE 3 ANCIENT STATUTES AND RESOLUTIONS "Section

70. Statutes of England and Great Britain inoperative in this state.

71. Acts of the legislature of the colony of New York inoperative.

72. Resolutions of the congress of the colony and the convention of New York inoperative.

S 70. Statutes of England and Great Britain inoperative in this state. A statute of England or Great
Britain shall not be deemed to have had any force or effect in this state since May first, seventeen
hundred and eighty-eight.

S 71. Acts of the legislature of the colony of New York inoperative. Acts of the legislature of the colony
of New York shall not be deemed to have had any force or effect in this state since December twenty-
ninth, eighteen hundred and twenty-eight.

S 72. Resolutions of the congress of the colony and the convention of New York inoperative. The
resolutions of the congress of the colony of New York and of the convention of the state of New York,
shall not be deemed to be the laws of this state hereafter."

Texas

Civil Practice and Remedies Code TITLE 2. TRIAL, JUDGMENT, AND APPEAL SUBTITLE A.
GENERAL

PROVISIONS CHAPTER 5. RULE OF DECISION

Sec. 5.001. Rule of Decision.

"The rule of decision in this state consists of those portions of the common law of England that are not
inconsistent with the constitution or the laws of this state, the constitution of this state, and the laws of
this state. Acts 1985, 69th

Leg., ch. 959, Sec. 1, eff. Sept. 1, 1985"

North Carolina

"Chapter 40A. Eminent Domain. ARTICLE 1. General. _40A-1. Exclusive provisions. It is the intent
of the General Assembly that the procedures provided by this Chapter shall be the exclusive
condemnation procedures to be used in this State by all private condemnors and all local public
condemnors. All other provisions in laws, charters, or local acts authorizing the use of other procedures
by municipal or county governments or agencies or political subdivisions thereof, or by corporations,
associations or other persons are hereby repealed effective January 1, 1982. Provided, that any
condemnation proceeding initiated prior to January 1, 1982, may be lawfully completed pursuant to the
provisions previously existing. This chapter shall not repeal any provision of a local act enlarging or
limiting the purposes for which property may be condemned. Notwithstanding the language of G.S.
40A-3(b),this Chapter also shall not repeal any provision of a local act creating any substantive or
procedural requirement or limitation on the authority of a local public condemnor to exercise the power
of eminent domain outside of its boundaries."

"40A-2. Definitions. As used in this Chapter the following words and phrases have the meanings
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indicated unless the context clearly requires another meaning: (1) "Condemnation" means the procedure
prescribed by law for exercising

the power of eminent domain. (2)"Condemnor" means those listed in G.S. 40A-3. (3) "Eminent domain"
means the power to divest right, title or interest from the owner of property and vest it in the possessor
of the power against the will of the owner upon the payment of just compensation for the right, title or
interest divested. (4) "Judge" means a resident judge of the superior court in the district where the cause
is pending, or special judge residing in said district, or a judge of the superior court assigned to hold the
courts of said district or an emergency or special judge holding court in the county where the cause is
pending. (5) "Owner" includes the plural when appropriate and means any person having an interest or
estate in the property. (6) "Person" includes the plural when appropriate and means a natural person, and
any legal entity capable of owning or having interest in property. (7) "Property" means any right, title, or
interest in land, including leases and options to buy or sell. "Property" also includes rights of access,
rights-of-way, easements, water rights, air rights, and any other privilege or appurtenance in or to the
possession, use, and enjoyment

of land."

" 40A-3. By whom right may be exercised. (a) Private Condemnors. -- For the public use or benefit,
the persons or organizations listed below shall have the power of eminent domain and may acquire by
purchase or condemnation property for the stated purposes and other works which are authorized by
law. (1) Corporations, bodies politic or

persons have the power of eminent domain for the construction of railroads, power generating facilities,
substations, switching stations, microwave towers, roads, alleys, access railroads, turnpikes, street
railroads, plank roads, tramroads, canals, telegraphs, telephones, electric power lines, electric lights,
public water supplies, public sewerage systems, flumes, bridges, and pipelines or mains originating in
North Carolina for the transportation of petroleum products, coal, gas, limestone or minerals. Land
condemned for any liquid pipelines shall."

I guess now is a good time to deal with the pipe dreams we have been taught and allowed to believe,
reenforced by the government school system, in the selective teaching of history, also, parroted by the
media. The pipe dream as I said earlier is our belief we do, or can possess land in this country, under the
present law, in allodial title. Notice I said under the present law, this is the key to the king's power,
retaining possession to his Corporation, the Crown. What did we do at the beginning of this nation?
Declare our law to be English common law, confirming the king's Corporation and the law that created
it and protects it even today.

"Corporation Sole: A corporation consisting of one person only and his successors. An older concept of
the status of a king or a bishop as incorporated in order to give tho them and their successors legal
capacities and advantages, particularly that of perpetuity, which they could not have in their natural
capacities." Ballentine's Law Dictionary, Third Ed., 1969 Reversion. The residue of an estate and left in
the grantor, to commence in possession after the determination of some particular estate granted out by
him. The return of land to the grantor and his heirs after the grant is over." Bouvier's

Law Dictionary, vol. 3, 1914" 651. b. Civil corporations (1) Lay corporations. ....But first, as I have laid
it down as a rule that the founder, his heirs, or assigns, are the visitors of all lay corporations, let us
inquire what is meant by the founder. The confounder of all

corporations in the strictest and original sense is the king alone, for he only can incorporate a society;
and in civil incorporations, such as mayor and commonalty, etc., where there are no possessions or
endowments given tot eh body, there is no other founder but the king:".... Blackstone's Commentaries,
vol. 1 pg. 685 654. 10. Dissolution of corporations. ....But the body politic may also itself be dissolved
in several ways; which dissolution is the civil death of the corporation: and in this case their lands and
tenements shall revert to the person, or his heirs, who granted them to the corporation: for the law doth
annex a condition to every such grant, that if the corporation be dissolved, the grantor shall have the
lands again, only during the life of the corporation; which may endure forever: but, when that life is
determined by the dissolution of the body politic, the grantor takes it back by reversion, as in the case of
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every other grant for life." Blackstone's Commentaries, vol. 1 pg. 700
Not to get ahead of myself, we first declared our Independence, sounded good, but why would you
place your neck back under the yoke, the law that subjected you? Simple, as history proves, many of our
fore fathers, including Washington did not want to be separated from the king. Some stood to lose lands
and title, others understood they were subjects of the king and liked it. History shows they were not at
odds with being subjects of the king, just his policies, regarding taxes and their government being so far
removed, commerce and legal convenience demanded representation here, but still controlled by the
king. The king being so far removed from his possessions in America, misjudged his subjects needs,
rebellion turned into War.

But as always, the belligerent's just wanted their redress heard, and our fore fathers knowing full well
English history and how the game was played, knew the king would capitulate and make the concessions
needed, never dreaming they would have what appeared to be a separate sovereign country at the end of
the War. What about this War, did we win? Well lets look at history, I have covered this before, but it
bears repeating. Cornwallis surrendered at Yorktown, but the document read, Capitulation at Yorktown.
Did Cornwallis surrender, or did they just quit fighting because the king, made the necessary
capitulations to the colonist demands? Well, did Cornwallis surrender his arms, in other words, did he
and his troops lay down their arms and leave unarmed? No.

Did Cornwallis surrender his colors,the king's flag? No. Anyone that knows anything about War and
Conquest, knows the flag of the surrendering enemy has to be surrendered, if not you just fought a
battle, and did not win the war. Was Cornwallis and his army allowed to return to England armed and
with their colors? Yes. Were British subjects allowed to retain their lands and possessions in America?
Yes Was the king removed from his throne and his laws defeated, by his removal? No. Tell me again
America, we won the Revolutionary War? I'm sorry, the facts don't support what you want to believe is
the case.

Cornwallis

Now, the so called 1783 Paris Treaty, wherein the king's possessions were turned over to us without his
losing the War.

Benjamin Franklin spent almost the entire war traveling back and forth from France and England
working out the terms of the Treaty, excuse me GRANT, from the king of England. Let me see, we did
not win the War, we did not dictate the terms of surrender, the king's barrister's along with the esquires
chosen from America, Franklin, Jay and Adams, wrote the document. A document wherein the king's law
remained in force, and he GRANTED lands to his new Corporation, the United States. However, he did
not grant to his Corporation the rights to the minerals existing and all to be found in the future. As |
have said before, he declared in his Charters, ownership to all minerals, and that he was to receive a
portion of the gain/profit in this country forever. Go back and read the quotes earlier in this paper. Also,
how can the king do anything else but give fee simple title, when his law provide for only him to have
allodial title.

Did he change his law? NO. Could he change the un-revocable Trust his Charters established for all his
heirs and successors? No. No, and could not without destroying his throne, his Crown (corporation) and
his law, thereby conquesting himself. You see that is the only way under the king's law to own land by
allodial title, via conquest, as the conqueror. This is why no country has defeated the king of England
and his Crown, because if his law exists wherein the Corporate Charter was created, and the king and
his heirs remain, the king's Crown and Charters remain enforce.
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Let's look at another source, here are several relevant quotes I pulled out of the Book written by
Frederic Maitland, 1901, The Crown as Corporation.

"In 1522 Fineux C.J. after telling how some corporations are made by the king, others by the pope,
others by both king and pope, adds that there are corporations by the common law, for, says he, "the
parliament of the king and the lords and the commons are a corporation."(7*) Y.B. 14 hen. VIII, f. 3
(Mich. pl. 2). The Crown as Corporation.

Frederic Maitland, 1901

"The king has two capacities, for he has two bodies, the one whereof is a body natural... the other is a
body politic, and the members thereof are his subjects, and he and his subjects together compose the
corporation, as Southcote said, and he is incorporated with them and they with him, and he is the head
and they are the members, and he has the sole government of them."(12*) Plowden, p. 234. The Crown
as Corporation, Frederic Maitland, 1901

"But, says an Act of 1738, the said premises "being vested in His Majesty, his heirs and successors in his
politick capacity, which in consideration of law never dies, it may create a doubt whether the tenants of
the said estates ought...

to pay such fines... on the death of His present Majesty (whom God long preserve for the benefit of his
People) or On the death of any future King or Queen." So the tenants are to pay as they would have
paid "in case such King or Queen so dying was considered as a private person only and not in his or her
politick capacity".(27*) (II Geo. I, c. 30, pr. s. 1.) Thus that artificial person, the king in his politick
capacity, who is a trustee for the Publick, must be deemed to die now and then for the benefit of cestui
que trust.

But it was of "the Publick" that we were speaking, and I believe that "the Publick" first becomes
prominent in connexion with the National Debt. Though much might be done for us by a slightly
denaturalized king, he could not do all that was requisite. Some proceedings of one of his predecessors,
who closed the Exchequer and ruined the

goldsmiths, had made our king no good borrower. So the Publick had to take his place. The money
might be "advanced to His Majesty", but the Publick had to owe it. This idea could not be kept off the
statute book. "Whereas," said an Act of 1786, "the Publick stands indebted to" the East India Company
in a sum of four millions and more."(28*) 26 Geo. III, c. 62. The Crown as Corporation, Frederic
Maitland, 1901

"This is natural, for we may, if we will, trace the beginnings of a national debt back to days when a king
borrows money and charges the repayment of it upon a specific tax; perhaps he will even appoint his
creditor to collect that tax, and so enable him to repay himself." The Crown as Corporation, Frederic
Maitland, 1901

"In 1714 the Governor, Council and General Assembly of New York passed a long Act "for the paying
and discharging the several debts and sums of money claimed as debts of this Colony". A preamble
stated that some of the debts of the Colony had not been paid because the Governors had misapplied
and extravagantly expended "the revenue given by the loyal subjects aforesaid to Her Majesty and Her
Royal Predecessors, Kings and Queens of England, sufficient for the honorable as well as necessary
support of their Government here." "This Colony", the preamble added, "in strict justice is in no manner
of way obliged to pay many of the said claims"; however, in order "to restore the Publick Credit", they
were to be paid.(35%)(Act of 1714 13 Anne) Here we have a Colony which can be bound even in strict
justice to pay money. What the great colonies did the small colonies did also." The Crown as
Corporation, Frederic Maitland, 1901.

"But then comes the lawyer with theories in his head, and begins by placing a legal estate in what he
calls the Crown or Her Majesty. "In construing these enactments, it must always be kept in view that
wherever public land with its incidents is described as 'the property of' or as 'belonging to' the Dominion
or a Province, these expressions merely import that the right to its beneficial use, or to its proceeds, has
been appropriated to the Dominion or the Province, as the case may be, and is subject to the control of
its legislature, the land itself being vested in the Crown."(44*)St.
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Catherine's Milling and Lumber Co. v. The Queen (1888), 14 App. Cas. 46. esp. p. 56; A.-G. of Brit.
Columbiav. A.-G. of Canada, 14 App. Cas. 295; A.-G. of Ontario v. Mercer (1883), 8 App. Cas. 767,
A.-G. of Canada v. As.-G. Of Ontario, Quebec, Nova Scotia [1898] A.C. 700." The Crown as
Corporation, Frederic Maitland, 1901

"Although the Secretary of State [for India] is a body corporate, or in the same position as a body
corporate, for the purpose of contracts, and of suing and being sued, yet he is not a body corporate for
the purpose of holding property.

Such property as formerly vested, or would have vested, in the East India Company now vests in the
Crown."(45%)

Ilbert, Government of India (3rd.ed. 1915), p. 196" The Crown as Corporation, Frederic Maitland, 1901
In the quote below from Maitland, you will see that even the Postmaster General was used to secure the
king's possessions in America, and was a vehicle used by the king, through the President and his powers
as Commander-in- Chief, to expand the king's land west, via the king's law going west with the laws
governing the mail. After that, is a

quote from President Monroe, arguing that such powers were not being used and did not exist, he
would no doubt have to eat a huge amount of crow today, if he was alive today, and saw the Dept. of
Transportation, and the power they have been granted over the Nation's roads, and skies. You will also
see the need for the king to incorporate, and that a grant of sovereign land ownership in was given to
the War Dept. Sounds like the military's loyalty was bought and paid for, leading up to conquest of
America, after the Civil War.

"In 1840 the Postmaster-General and his successors "is and are" made "a body corporate" for the
purpose of holding and taking conveyances and leases of lands and hereditaments for the service of the
Post Office. From the Act that effected this incorporation we may learn that the Postmaster as a mere
individual had been holding land in trust for the Crown.(52%*) 3&4 Vict. c. 96, s. 67 [now - Ed. VII, c.
48, s. 45] One of the main reasons, I take it, for erecting some new corporations sole was that our
"Crown", being more or less identifiable with the King, it was difficult to make the Crown a leaseholder
or copyholder in a direct and simple fashion. The Treasurer of Public Charities was made a corporation
sole in 1853.(53*) 16 & 17 Vict. c. 137, s. 47.

Then in 1855 the Secretary of State intrusted with the seals of the War Department was enabled to hold
land as a corporation sole.(54*) 18&19 Vict. c. 117, s. 2. Perhaps if there were a Lord High Admiral he
would be a corporation sole vel quasi.(55%) 27&28 Vict. C. 57, s." The Crown as Corporation, Frederic
Maitland, 1901

"If the United States possessed, the power contended for under this grant, might they not, in adopting
the roads of the individual states for the carriage of the mail, as has been done, assume jurisdiction over
them, and preclude a right to interfere with or alter them? Might they not establish turnpikes, and
exercise all the other acts of sovereignty, above stated, over such roads, necessary to protect them from
injury, and defray the expense of repairing them? Surely, if the right exists, these consequences
necessarily followed, as soon as the road was established. The absurdity of such a pretension must be
apparent to all, who examine it. In this way, a large portion of the territory of every state might be
taken from it; for there is scarcely a road in any state, which will not be used for the transportation of
the mail. A new field for legislation and internal government would thus be opened." President Monroe's
Message, of 4th May, 1822, p.

24 to 27. . 1 Johnson's Dict. ad verb.; Webster's Dict. ibid.

Post Routes "All public roads and highways while kept up and maintained. 39 USC 482. All the waters
of the United States during the time the mail is carried thereon, all the railroads or parts of railroads and
all air routes which are now, or hereafter may be, in operation; all canals and plank roads during the time
the mail is carried thereon; the road on which may mail is carried to supply any court house which may
be without a mail; the road on which mail is carried under contract made by the Postmaster General for
extending the line of post to supply mails to post offices not on any established route, during the time
such mail is carried thereon; and all letter-carrier routes established in any city or town for the collection
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and delivery of mail matter." 39 USC 481.

Below is the Quote section, I've also added The Treaty of Verona, a quote by Senator Owen, from the
Congressional Record, 1916 on the same Treaty, and last but not least, the Jesuit Oath. In these
documents you will see the hidden agenda of the Pope, I had bought this information out in previous
emails, but now is the proper time to re air this subject, so you can understand the relevance of the
Informer's comments, in his introduction. As the Informer said, in this last chapter I have dealt primarily
with our nexus with the king of England, so as not to cloud the issue anymore than it is, by dealing with
more than this subject.

"Their wealth was considered as our wealth. Whatever money was sent out to them, it was said, came all
back to us by the balance of trade, and we could never become a farthing the poorer by any expense
which we could lay out upon them. They were our own in every respect, and it was an expense laid out
upon the improvement of our own property and for the profitable employment of our own people."
OUR FORE FATHERS WANTED THE BENEFITS AND PRIVILEGES WITHOUT PAYING
THE TAX TO THE KING.

"Resolved, 4. That the foundation of English liberty, and of all free government, is a right in the people
to participate in their legislative council: and as the English colonists are not represented, and from their
local and other circumstances, can not properly be represented in the British Parliament, they are entitled
to a free and exclusive power of legislation in their several provincial legislatures, where their right of
representation can alone be preserved, in all cases of taxation and internal polity, subject only to the
negative of their sovereign, in such manner as has been heretofore used and accustomed. But, from the
necessity of the case, and a regard to the mutual interest of both countries, WE CHEERFULLY
CONSENT TO THE OPERATION OF SUCH ACTS OF THE BRITISH PARLIAMENT, as are
BONA FIDE, restrained to the regulation of our external commerce, for the PURPOSE OF
SECURING THE COMMERCIAL ADVANTAGES OF THE WHOLE EMPIRE TO THE
MOTHER COUNTRY, and the COMMERCIAL BENEFITS OF ITS RESPECTIVE
MEMBERS; excluding every idea of taxation, internal or ETERNAL, for raising a revenue on the
SUBJECTS IN AMERICA, without their consent." Declaration of Rights, from September 5, 1774
(The forefathers wanted the commercial benefits without paying the taxes that go hand in hand, it does
not work that way.)

"Resolved, 7. That these, His Majesty's colonies, are likewise entitled to all the IMMUNITIES AND
PRIVILEGES GRANTED and confirmed to them by ROYAL CHARTERS, or secured by their
several codes of provincial laws."

Declaration of Rights, from September 5, 1774
4. WHERE THE PRESENT DAY TAXES COME FROM.

"Before I enter upon the examination of particular taxes, it is necessary to premise the four following
maxims with regard to taxes in general.

I. The subjects of every state ought to contribute towards the support of the government, as nearly as
possible, in proportion to their respective abilities; that is, in proportion to the revenue which they
respectively enjoy under the protection of the state. The expense of government to the individuals of a
great nation is like the expense of management to the joint tenants of a great estate, who are all obliged
to contribute in proportion to their respective interests in the estate. In the observation or neglect of this
maxim consists what is called the equality or inequality of taxation.

Every tax, it must be observed once for all, which falls finally upon one only of the three sorts of
revenue above mentioned, is necessarily unequal in so far as it does not affect the other two. In the
following examination of different taxes I shall seldom take much further notice of this sort of inequality,
but shall, in most cases, confine my observations to that inequality which is occasioned by a particular
tax falling unequally even upon that particular sort of private revenue which is affected by it.

II. The tax which each individual is bound to pay ought to be certain, and not arbitrary. The time of
payment, the manner of payment, the quantity to be paid, ought all to be clear and plain to the
contributor, and to every other person. Where it is otherwise, every person subject to the tax is put more
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or less in the power of the tax-gathered, who can

either aggravate the tax upon any obnoxious contributor, or extort, by the terror of such aggravation,
some present or perquisite to himself. The uncertainty of taxation encourages the insolence and favours
the corruption of an order of men who are naturally unpopular, even where they are neither insolent nor
corrupt. The certainty of what each individual ought to pay is, in taxation, a matter of so great
importance that a very considerable degree of inequality, it appears, I believe, from the experience of all
nations, is not near so great an evil as a very small degree of uncertainty.

III. Every tax ought to be levied at the time, or in the manner, in which it is most likely to be convenient
for the contributor to pay it. A tax upon the rent of land or of houses, payable at the same term at which
such rents are usually paid, is levied at the time when it is most likely to be convenient for the
contributor to pay; or, when he is most likely to

have wherewithal to pay. Taxes upon such consumable goods as are articles of luxury are all finally paid
by the consumer, and generally in a manner that is very convenient for him. He pays them by little and
little, as he has occasion to buy the goods. As he is at liberty, too, either to buy, or not to buy, as he
pleases, it must be his own fault if

he ever suffers any considerable inconveniency from such taxes.

I'V. Every tax ought to be so contrived as both to take out and to keep out of the pockets of the people
as little as possible over and above what it brings into the public treasury of the state. A tax may either
take out or keep out of the pockets of the people a great deal more than it brings into the public
treasury, in the four following ways. First, the levying of it may require a great number of officers,
whose salaries may eat up the greater part of the produce of the tax, and whose perquisites may impose
another additional tax upon the people. Secondly, it may obstruct the industry the people, and
discourage them from applying to certain branches of business which might give maintenance and
unemployment to great multitudes. While it obliges the people to pay, it may thus diminish, or perhaps
destroy, some of the funds which might enable them more easily to do so. Thirdly, by the forfeitures and
other penalties which those unfortunate individuals incur who attempt unsuccessfully to evade the tax, it
may frequently ruin them, and thereby put an end to the benefit which the community might have
received from the employment of their capitals. An injudicious tax offers a great temptation to
smuggling. But the penalties of smuggling must rise in proportion to the temptation.

The law, contrary to all the ordinary principles of justice, first creates the temptation, and then punishes
those who yield to it; and it commonly enhances the punishment, too, in proportion to the very
circumstance which ought certainly to alleviate it, the temptation to commit the crime. Fourthly, by
subjecting the people to the frequent visits and the odious examination of the tax-gatherers, it may
expose them to much unnecessary trouble, vexation, and oppression; and though vexation is not, strictly
speaking, expense, it is certainly equivalent to the expense at which every man would be

willing to redeem himself from it. It is in some one or other of these four different ways that taxes are
frequently so much more burdensome to the people than they are beneficial to the sovereign."

"It is not contrary to justice that both Ireland and America should contribute towards the discharge of
the public debt of Great Britain.

That debt has been contracted in support of the government established by the Revolution, a
government to which the Protestants of Ireland owe, not only the whole authority which they at present
enjoy in their own country, but every security which they possess for their liberty, their property, and
their religion; a government to which several of the colonies of America owe their present charters, and
consequently their present constitution, and to which all the colonies of America owe the liberty,
security, and property which they have ever since enjoyed. That public debt has been contracted in the
defense, not of Great Britain alone, but of all the different provinces of the empire; the immense debt
contracted in the late war in particular, and a great part of that contracted in the war before, were both
properly contracted in defense of America."

"The expense of the peace establishment of the colonies was, before the commencement of the present
disturbances, very considerable, and is an expense which may, and if no revenue can be drawn from them
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ought certainly to be saved altogether. This constant expense in time of peace, though very great, is
insignificant in comparison with what the defense of the colonies has cost us in time of war. The last
war, which was undertaken altogether on account of the colonies, cost Great Britain, it has already been
observed, upwards of ninety millions. The Spanish war of 1739 was principally undertaken on their
account, in which, and in the French war that was the consequence of it, Great Britain spent upwards of
forty millions, a great part of which ought justly to be charged to the colonies. In those two wars the
colonies cost Great Britain much more than double the sum which the national debt amounted to before
the commencement of the first of them. Had it not been for those wars that debt might, and probably
would by this time,

have been completely paid; and had it not been for the colonies, the former of those wars might not, and
the latter certainly would not have been undertaken. It was because the colonies were supposed to be
provinces of the British empire that this expense was laid out upon them. But countries which contribute
neither revenue nor military force towards the support of the empire cannot be considered as provinces.
They may perhaps be considered as appendages, as a sort of splendid and showy equipage of the empire.
But if the empire can no longer support the expense of keeping up this equipage, it ought certainly to lay
it down; and if it cannot raise its revenue in proportion to its expense, it ought, at least, to accommodate
its expense to its revenue.

If the colonies, notwithstanding their refusal to submit to British taxes, are still to be considered as
provinces of the British empire, their defense in some future war may cost Great Britain as great an
expense as it ever has done in any former war. The rulers of Great Britain have, for more than a century
past, amused the people with the imagination that they possessed a great empire on the west side of the
Atlantic. This empire, however, has hitherto existed in imagination only. It has hitherto been, not an
empire, but the project of an empire; not a gold mine, but the project of a gold mine; a project which has
cost, which continues to cost, and which, if pursued in the same way as it has been hitherto, is likely to
cost, immense expense, without being likely to bring any profit; for the effects of the monopoly of the
colony trade, it has been shown, are, to the great body of the people, mere loss instead of profit."

5. THE FEDERAL RESERVE SISTER OF THE EXCHEQUER.

Exchequer: "The English department of revenue. A very ancient court of record, set up by William the
Conqueror, as a part of the aula regia, and intended principally to order the revenues of the crown, and
to recover the king's debts and duties. It was called exchequer, "scaccharium," from the checked cloth,
resembling a chessboard, which covers the table." Ballentine's Law Dictionary

Exchequer: "That department of the English government which has charge of the collection of the
national revenue; the treasury department." Black's Law Dictionary 4th ed.

Exchequer: "In English Law. A department of the government which has the management of the
collection of the king's revenue." Bouvier's Law Dictionary 1914 ed.

Court of Exchequer: "56.The court of exchequer is inferior in rank not only to the court of king's bench,
but to the common pleas also: but I have chosen to consider it in this order, on account of its double
capacity, as a court of law and a court of equity [44] also. It is a very ancient court of record, set up by
William the Conqueror, as a part of the aula regia, through regulated and reduced to its present order by
King Edward I; and intended principally to order the revenues of the crown, and to recover the king's
debts and duties. It is called the exchequer, scaccharium, from the chequed cloth, resembling a chess-
board, which covers the table there; and on which, when certain of the king's accounts are made up, the
sums are marked and scored with counters. It consists of two divisions; the receipt of the exchequer,
which manages to royal revenue, and with which these Commentaries have no concern; and the court or
judicial part of it, which is again subdivided into a court of equity, and a court of common law." Black
Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1554

Court of Exchequer: "An English superior court with jurisdiction of matter of law and matters involving
government revenue." Ballentine's Law Dictionary

Court of Exchequer: "A court for the correction and prevention of errors of law in the three superior
common-law courts of the kingdom.
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A court of exchequer chamber was first erected by statute 31 Edw. III. C. 12, to determine causes upon
writs of error from the common-law side of the exchequer court. It consisted of the chancellor,
treasurer, and the "justices and other sage persons as to them seemeth." The judges were merely
assistants. A second court of exchequer chamber was instituted by statute 27 Eliz. C. 8, consisting of the
justices of the common pleas and the exchequer, or any six of them, which had jurisdiction in error of
cases in the king's bench. In exchequer chamber substituted in their place as an

intermediate court of appeal between the three common-law courts and Parliament. It consisted of the
judges of the two courts which had not rendered the judgement in the court below. It is now merged in
the High Court of Justice." Bouvier's Law Dictionary 1914 ed.

The equity court of the exchequer: "57. The court of equity is held in the exchequer chamber before the
lord treasurer, the chancellor of the exchequer, the chief baron, and three puisne' ones. These Mr. Selden
conjectures to have been anciently made out of such as were barons of the kingdom, or parliamentary
barons; and thence to have derived their name: which conjecture receives great strength form Bracton's
explanation of magna carta, c.14, which directs that the earls and barons be amerced by their peers; that
is, says he, by the barons of the exchequer.

The primary and original business of this court is to call the king's debtors to account, by bill filed by the
attorney general; and to recover any lands, tenements, or hereitaments, any goods, chattels, or other
profits or benefits, belonging to the crown. So that by their original constitution the jurisdiction of the
courts of common pleas, king's bench, and exchequer, was entirely separate and distinct; the common
pleas being intended to decide all controversies between subject and subject; the king's bench to correct
all crimes and misdemeanors that amount to a breach of the peace, the king being then the plaintiff, as
such offenses are in open derogation of the jura regalia (regal rights) of his crown; and the exchequer to
adjust [45] and recover his revenue, wherein the king also is plaintiff, as the withholding and
nonpayment thereof is an injury to his jura fiscalia (fisical rights). But, as by a fiction almost all sorts of
civil actions are now allowed to be brought in the king's bench, in like manner by another fiction all
kinds of personal suits may be prosecuted in the court of exchequer. For as all the officers and ministers
of this court have, like those of other superior courts, the privilege of suing and being sued only in their
own court; so exchequer, are privileged to sue and implead all manner of persons in the same court of
equity that they themselves are called into. They have likewise privilege to sue and implead one another,
or any stranger, in the same kind of common-law actions (where the personalty only is concerned) as are
prosecuted in the court of common pleas." Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1554 The common-
law court of the exchequer: "58. This gives original to the common-law part of their jurisdiction, which
was established merely for the benefit of the king's accountants, and is exercised by the barons only of
the exchequer, and not the treasurer or chancellor. The writ upon which the plaintiff suggests that he is
the king's farmer or debtor, and that the defendant hath done him the injury or damage complained of;
quo minus sufficient exist, by which he is the less able, to pay the king his debt or rent. And these suits
are expressly directed, by what is called the statute of Rutland, to be confined to such matters only as
specially concern the king or his ministers of the exchequer.

And by the articuli super cartas it is enacted that no common pleas be thenceforth holden in the
exchequer, contrary to the form of the great charter. But not, by the suggestion of privilege, any person
may be admitted to sue in the exchequer as well as the king's accountant. The surmise of being debtor to
the king is therefore become matter of form and mere words of

course, and the court is open to all the nation equally. The same holds with regard to the equity side of
the court: for there any person may file [46] a bill against another upon a bare suggestion that he is the
king's accountant; but whether he is so or not is never controverted. In this court, on the nonpayment of
titles; in which case the surmise of being the king's debtor is no fiction, they being bound to pay him
their first-fruits, and annual tenths. But the chancery has of late years obtained a large share in this
business." Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1555 Definition of a legal fiction: Mr Justice Curtis
(Jurisdiction of United States Courts, 2d ed., 148) gives the following instance of a fiction in our
practice:
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"A suit by or against a corporation in its corporate name may be presumed to be a suit by or against
citizens of the state which created the corporate body, and no averment or denial to the contrary is
admissible for the purpose of withdrawing the suit from the jurisdiction of a court of the United States.
There is the Roman fiction: The court first decides the law, presumes all the members are citizens of the
state which created the corporation, and then says, “you shall not traverse that presumption'; and that is
the law now. (Authors noteby your residence you are incorporated) Under it, the courts of the United
States constantly entertain suits by or against corporations.

(Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 24 L. Ed. 207.) It has been so frequently settled, that there is not the
slightest reason to suppose that it will ever be departed from by the court. It has been repeated over and
over again in subsequent decisions; and the supreme court seem entirely satisfied that it is the right
ground to stand upon; and, as I am now going to state to you, they have applied it in some cases which
go beyond, much beyond, these decisions to which I have referred. So that when a suit is to be brought
in a court of the United States by or against a corporation, by reason of the character of the parties, you
have only to say that this corporation (after naming it correctly) was created by a law of the state; and
that is exactly the same in its consequences as if you could allege, and did allege, that the corporation
was a citizen of that state. According to the present decisions, it is not necessary you should say that the
members of that corporation are citizens of Massachusetts.

They have passed beyond that. You have only to say that\ the corporation was created by a law of the
state of Massachusetts, and has its principal place of business in that state; and that makes it, for the
purposes of jurisdiction, the same as if it were a citizen of that state" See Pound, Readings in Roman
Law, 95n. Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1553
Statute of Mortmain, 1279
"The king to his Justices of the Bench, greeting. Where as of late it was provided that religious men
should not enter into the fees of any without the will and licence of the lords in chief of whom these fees
are held immediately; and such religious men have, notwithstanding, later entered as well into their own
fees as into those of others, appropriated, them to themselves, and buying them, and sometimes
receiving them from the gift of others, whereby the services which are due of such fees, and which at the
beginning, were provided for the defence of the realm, are unduly withdrawn, and
the lords in chief do lose their escheats of the same; we, therefore, to the profit of our realm, wishing to
provide a fit remedy in this matter, by advice of our prelates, counts and other subjects of our realm who
are of our council, have provided, established, and ordained, that no person, religious or other,
whatsoever presume to buy or sell any lands or tenements, , or under colour of gift or lease, or of any
other term or title whatever to receive them from any one, or in any other craft or by wile to appropriate
them to himself, whereby such lands and tenements may come into mortmain under pain of forfeiture of
the same. We have provided also that if any person, religious or other, do presume either by craft or wile
to offend against this statute it shall be lawful for us and for other immediate lords in chief of the fee so
alienated, to enter it within a year from the time of such alienation and to hold it in fee as an inheritance.
And if the immediate lord in chief shall -be negligent and be not willing to enter into such fee within the
year, then it shall be lawful for the next mediate lord in chief, within the half year following, to enter that
fee and to hold it, as has been said;
and thus each mediate lord may do if the next lord be negligent in entering such fee as as been said. And
if all such chief lords of such fee, who shall be of full age, and within the four seas and out of prison,
shall be for one year negligent or remiss in this matter, we, straightway after the year is completed from
the time when such purchases, gifts, or appropriations of another kind happen to have been made, shall
take such lands and tenements into our hand, and shall enfief others therein by certain services to be
rendered thence to us for the defence of our kingdom ; saving to the lords in chief of the same fees their
wards, escheats and other things which pertain to them, and the services therefrom due and accustomed.
And therefore we command you to cause the aforesaid statute to be read before you, and from
henceforth firmly kept and observed. Witness myself at Westminster, the 15th day of November, the 7h
year of our reign."
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Could the President as trustee, in behalf of the Crown, sell what it does not control, as trustee? No. Will
the unsuspecting purchasers of the sold property own it? No. They might be granted fee simple title, or
be made to pay taxes if given only fee tail title. Either way the king is still the corporate sole, and they
will not have allodial title.

Remember this Executive Order, I use it because it further proves the American people do not own any
land in America.

19063 === Federal Register PRESIDENTIAL
DOCUMENTS Vol.

57, No. 86 Monday, May 4, 1992 —---mmmmmmm oo

Title 3-- Executive Order 12803 of April 30, 1992 The President Infrastructure Privatization

By the authority vested in me as President by the Constitution and the laws of the United States
of America, and

in order to ensure that the United States achieves the most beneficial economic use of its
resources, it is hereby

ordered as follows:

Section 1. Definitions. For purposes of this order: (a) ""Privatization'" means the disposition or
transfer of an

infrastructure asset, such as by sale or by long-term lease, from a State or local government to a
private party.

(b) "Infrastructure asset'" means any asset financed in whole or in part by the Federal
Government and needed

for the functioning of the economy. Examples of such assets include, but are not limited to: roads,
tunnels,

bridges, electricity supply facilities, mass transit, rail transportation, airports, ports, waterways,
water supply

facilities, recycling and wastewater treatment facilities, solid waste disposal facilities, housing,
schools, prisons,

and hospitals.

(¢) "Originally authorized purposes' means the general objectives of the original grant program;
however, the

term is not intended to include every condition required for a grantee to have obtained the
original grant.

(d) "Transfer price" means: (i) the amount paid or to be paid by a private party for an
infrastructure asset, if

the asset is transferred as a result of competitive bidding; or (ii) the appraised value of an
infrastructure asset,

as determined by the head of the executive department or agency and the Director of the Office
of Management

and Budget, if the asset is not transferred as a result of competitive bidding.

(e) "State and local governments' means the government of any State of the United States, the
District of

Columbia, any commonwealth, territory, or possession of the United States, and any county,
municipality, city,

town, township, local public authority, school district, special district, intrastate district, regional
or interstate

governmental entity, council of governments, and any agency or instrumentality of a local
government, and any

federally recognized Indian Tribe.

Sec. 2. Fundamental Principles. Executive departments and agencies shall be guided by the
following objectives
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an principles:

(a) Adequate and well-maintained infrastructure is critical to economic growth. Consistent with
the principles of

federalism enumerated in Executive Order No. 12612, and in order to allow the private sector to
provide for

infrastructure modernization and expansion, State and local governments should have greater
freedom to

privatize infrastructure assets.

(b) Private enterprise and competitively driven improvements are the foundation of our Nation's
economy and

economic growth. Federal financing of infrastructure assets should not act as a barrier to the
achievement of

economic efficiencies through additional private market financing or competitive practices, or
both.

(c) State and local governments are in the best position to assess and respond to local needs. State
and local

governments should, subject to assuring continued compliance with Federal requirements that
public use be on

reasonable and nondiscriminatory terms, have maximum possible freedom to United States, its
agencies or

instrumentalities, its officers or employees, or any other person.

[Signed George Bush]

THE WHITE HOUSE April 30, 1992. {FR Doc. 92-10495 Filed 4-30-92; 4:17 pm} Billing code
3195-01-m

Secret Treaty Of Verona

"The undersigned specially authorized to make some additions to the treaty of the Holy Alliance, after
having exchanged their respective credentials, have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I. The high contracting powers being convinced that the system of representative government
is equally as incompatible with the monarchial principles as the maxim of the sovereignty of the people
with the divine right, engage

mutually, in the most solemn manner to use all their efforts to put an end to the system of representative
governments, in whatever country it may exist in Europe, and to prevent its being introduced in those
countries where it is not yet known.

ARTICLE 2. As it cannot be doubted that the liberty of the press is the most powerful means used by
the pretended supporters of the rights of nations to the detriment of those of princes, the high
contracting parties promise reciprocally to adopt all proper measures to suppress it, not only in their
own state but also in the rest of Europe.

ARTICLE 3. Convinced that the principles of religion contribute most powerfully to keep nations in the
state of passive obedience which they owe to their princes, the high contracting parties declare it to be
their intention to sustain in their respective states, those measures which the clergy may adopt with the
aim of ameliorating their own interests, so intimately connected with the preservation of the authority of
the princes; and the contracting powers join in offering their thanks to the Pope for what he has already
done for them, and solicit his constant co-operation in their views of

submitting the nations.

ARTICLE 4. The situation of Spain and Portugal unite unhappily all the circumstances to which this
treaty has particular reference. The high contracting parties, in confiding to France the care of putting an
end to them, engaged to assist her in the manner which may at least compromit them with their own
people and the people of France by means

of a subsidy on the part of the two empires of 20,000,000 of francs every year from the date of signature
of this treaty to the end of the war.
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ARTICLE 5. In order to establish in the peninsula the order of things which existed before the
revolution of Cadiz, and to insure the entire execution of the articles of the present treaty, the high
contracting parties give to each other the reciprocal assurance that as long as their views are not
fulfilled, rejecting all other ideas of futility or other measure to be taken, they will address themselves
with the shortest possible delay to all the authorities existing in their states and to all their agents in
foreign countries, with the view to establish connections tending toward the accomplishment of the
objects proposed by this treaty.

ARTICLE 6. This treaty shall be renewed with such changes as new circumstances may give occasion
for; either at a new congress, or at the court of one of the contracting parties, as soon as the war with
Spain shall be terminated.

ARTICLE 7. The present treaty shall be ratified and the ratifications exchanged at Paris within the space
of six months.

Made at Verona the 22nd of November, 1822. For Austria: Metternich. For France: Chateaubriand. For
Russia:

Bernstet. For Russia: Nesselrode."

Senator Owen "This Holy Alliance, having put a Bourdon prince upon the throne of France by force,
then used France to suppress the condition of Spain, immediately afterwards, and by this very treaty
gave her a subsidy of 20,000,000 francs annually to enable her to wage war upon the people of Spain
and prevent their exercise of any measure of the right of self-government. The Holy Alliance
immediately did not same thing in Italy, by sending Austrian troops to Italy, where the people there
attempted to exercise a like measure of liberal constitutional self-government; and it was

not until the printing press, which the Holy Alliance so stoutly opposed, taught the people of Europe the
value of liberty that finally one country after another seized a greater and greater right of self-
government, until now it may be fairly

said that nearly all the nations of Europe have a very large measure of self-government.

"However, I wish to call the attention of the Senate to this important history in the growth of
constitutional popular self- government. The Holy Alliance made its powers felt by the wholesale drastic
suppression of the press in Europe, by universal censorship, by killing free speech and all ideas of
popular rights, and by the complete suppression of popular government. The Holy Alliance having
destroyed popular government in Spain, and Italy, had well-laid plains also to destroy popular
government in the American Colonies which had revolted from Spain and Portugal in Central and South
America under the influence of the successful example of the United States."

"It was because of this conspiracy against the American Republics by the European monarchies that the
great English statesman, Canning, called the attention of our government to it, and our statesmen then,
including Thomas Jefferson, who was still living at that time, took an active part to bring about the
declaration by President Monroe in his next annual message to the Congress of the United States that
the United States would regard it as an act of hostility to the government of the United States and an
unfriendly act, if this coalition, or if any power of Europe ever undertook to establish upon the American
continent any control of any American republic, or to acquire any territorial rights. "This is the so-called
Monroe Doctrine. The threat under the secret treaty of Verona to suppress popular government in the
American republics is the basis of the Monroe Doctrine. This secret treaty sets fourth clearly the conflict
between monarchial government and popular government, and the government of the few as against the
government on the many." Senator Owen, Congressional Record 1916

THE JESUIT OATH

", , now in the presence of Almighty God, the Blessed Virgin Mary, the Blessed
Michael the Archangel, The Blessed St. John the Baptist, the Holy Apostles, Peter and Paul, and all the
Saints, sacred hosts of Heaven, and to you, my ghostly Father, the Superior General of the Society of
Jesus, founded by St. Ignatius Loyaola, in the Ponification of Paul the Third, and continued to the
present, do by the womb of the virgin, the matrix of God, and the rod of Jesus Christ, declare and swear
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that his holiness, the Pope, is Christ's Vice-regent, and is the true and only head of the Catholic or
Universal Church throughout the earth; and that by the virtue of the keys of binding and loosing, given
to his Holiness by my Savior, Jesus Christ, he hath power to depose heretical kings, princes, states,
commonwealths and governments, all being illegal without his sacred confirmation, and that they may be
safely destroyed. "Therefore, to the utmost of my power, I shall and will defend this doctrine and his
Holiness' right and customs against all usurpers of the heretical or Protestant authority, whatever
especially the Lutheran Church of Germany, Holland, Denmark, Sweden and Norway, and the now
pretended authority of the Church of England and Scotland, the branches of the same, now established
in Ireland, and on the continent of America and elsewhere....I so now renounce and disown any
allegiance as due to any heretical king, prince or state named Protestant or Liberals, or obedience to any
of their laws, magistrates or officers.

"I do further declare, that I will help and assist and advise all or any of his Holiness' agents in any place
wherever I shall be, and do my utmost to extirpate the heretical Protestant of Liberal doctrines and to
destroy all their pretended powers, legal or otherwise. "I do further promise and declare, that
notwithstanding I am dispensed with to assume any religion heretical, for the propagating of the Mother
Church's interest, to keep secret and private all her agents' counsels, from time to tome as they may
instruct me, and not to divulge directly or indirectly, by word, writing, or circumstances whatever; but to
execute all that shall be proposed given in charge or discovered unto me, by you, my ghostly father.....
"I do further promise and declare, that I will have no opinion or will of my own, or any mental
reservation whatever, even as a corpse or cadaver (perinde ac cadaver) but unhesitatingly obey each and
every command that I may receive from my superiors in the Militia of the Pope and Jesus Christ.

"That I will go to any part of the world, whatsoever, without murmuring and will be submissive in all
things whatsoever communicated to me.....I do further promise and declare, that I will, when
opportunity presents, make and wage relentless war, secretly or openly, against all heretics, Protestants
and Liberals, as I am directed to do to extirpate and exterminate them from the face of the whole earth,
and that I will spare neither sex, age no condition, and that I will hang, waste, boil, flay, strangle and
bury alive these infamous heretics; rip up the stomachs and wombs of their women and crush their
infants' heads against the wall, in order to annihilate forever their execrable race.

That when the same cannot be done openly, I will secretly use the poison cup, the strangulation cord,
the steel of the poinard, or the leaden bullet, regardless of honor, rank, dignity or authority of the person
or persons whatsoever may be their condition in life, either public or private, as I at any time may be
directed so to do by any agent of the Pope or superior of the brotherhood of the holy faith of the Society
of Jesus." Congressional Record, House Bill 1523, Contested election case of Eugene C. Bonniwell,
against Thos. S. Butler, Feb. 15, 1913, pages 3215-16, sited: The Suppressed Truth About The
Assassination Of Abraham Lincoln "Senior Military Pentagon officials have been working closely with
senior officials at Wall Street to perfect several scenarios that could quickly be put into action once Wall
Street crashes." U.S. Under Secretary of the Navy Jerry MacArthur, in a speech to the Current Strategy
Forum held at the U.S. Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, June 16, 1998. (Notice he said
"once," and not "if," Wall Street crashes.)

There has been a war brewing for the last year. It all started with the Palastinians and Israeli's throwing
rocks at each other and shooting each other in the Gaza Strip. It has since escalated to major
proportions. THIS HAS BEEN TOTALLY COVERED UP BY THE U.S. MEDIA. What you are about
to read about has mostly been taken from reports available on WorldNetDaily.com They are all listed
here below. None of this has appeared on the news. I have personally been following this since the
beginning because I feared it would become the pretext for a third world war. As it has been turning out,
it is going in exactly that direction. The Israelis have been retaliating by shooting and killing
(assassinating) the main militants involved in Hamas that are waging the "jihad" or "holy war" against
the "Zionists" This has to do with the founding of the State of Israel and the modern day government.
These "Zionists" want to reclaim the Temple Mount to rebuilt the "Third Temple of Soloman" for the
preparation of the coming Messiah.
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The only problem is that the land where this is, is currently occupied by the muslims and is the home of
the Al-Agsa Mosque, where thousands of muslims come to worship. But, the main thing people must
realize here, is that eventually, the "GREAT PLAN" is for Israel to take back the property, somehow, in
order to do this. They must if they wish to rebuilt the "Temple of Soloman" on the previous Temple
Mount where it once stood. It is my belief and the contention of a number of authors that the State of
Israel was set up for this purpose by the family (Royal Davidic Bloodline) Merovingians, in order to
bring forth their groomed "heir" to the throne of Jerusalem, and rule the world in the coming one-world
government. This has been a plan of theirs for 2000 years now, and they are probably getting a bit tired
of waiting. If you want to learn more about the racism aspect of zionism or what it really is or what the
difference is between the zionists and the Jews, then Click Here!! to goto the Racism and Roots of Anti-
Semitism Page.

There are 3 (I wonder where that came from) major things that need to occur before the messiah can
return according to this particular philosophy that these people subscribe to. When these 3 things occur
at the same time, then the Temple of Soloman can be rebuilt to prepare for the coming messiah. Once
this happens, and only after this event, I believe the story goes, that the messiah will return. The 3 things
events that must take place are the following : 1.) A living heir to King David with proof of his identity
must be sitting 2.) On the throne of the Vatican, and 3.) Possess the "Spear of Destiny (Longinus), said
to have pierced the "side of jesus". It is claimed this sword sits today in the Hapsburg Museum in
Austria.

These may be two different philosophies intertwined. The family's own wierd philosophy along with a
known Jewish or Hebrew doctrine of the second coming. I don't know the answer to this one at this
time. It was important though, that I put this webpage together to get people "up to speed" on what I
believe is a possibly "provoked" incident to instigate an "all out war" that has been in the making for a
whole year now, but recently escalated in the last 2 or 3 months.

Remember, I am just a researcher, not a psychic. I am be totally wrong about these things, but time will
tell. I have been researching this for some time, and that is why I am confident enough in what i'm
saying, that I believe this is what's going on. Otherwise I would not have put this web page together.
First, please review the following several articles and then read the entire timeline of events of recent
happenings in the middle east. They are short articles, for those with ADD (Attention Deficit Disorder /
Cure = Stop Watching Television)

A quote by Bin Laden : "There are two parties to the conflict," he went on to say. "The world
Christianity, which is allied with Jews and Zionism, led by the United States, Britain and Israel," he said.
The other "is the Islamic world."

1. Read This First - (8-08-01) - The Third Temple: Blueprint for War?

2. Read This Second - (8-06-01) - Jewish Pope

3. Read This Third - The Bestiality of the Fundies - 10-31-2000 - by Lyndon H. LaRouche, Jr.

4. Read This Fourth - Temple Mount Fanatics Foment a New Thirty Years' War - 11-3-2000 - EIR
Investigative Team

5. Read This Fifth - (5-22-01) - Feds canceled pre-blast raid. Committee head: If government had acted,
attack on building could have been thwarted

Apparently, the United States was going to blow up major installations and financial buildings as a
pretext for the invasion of Cuba. This following article is fascinating. To think that our government was
going to do this 40 years ago.

Basically, the same kind of event that took place in New York and Washington. Makes me wonder what
they would do if they had more time and money on their hands.

6. (4-24-01) - New book on NSA sheds light on secrets . U.S. terror plan called Cuba invasion pretext
7.(5-22-01) - USA: Bush's Faustian Deal With the Taliban

8. (5-23-01) - May 23 Congressional Letter Urged Bush To Speak Out Against Taliban

9. (6-26-01) - India in anti-Taliban military plan - India and Iran will "facilitate" the planned US-Russia
hostilities against the Taliban.
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President George Herbert
Walker Bush,

Skull and Bones 1948.
Yate Class Book 14948,

Yale University Library

10. (May 2000) - George W. Bush - Tapped for "Skull and Bones" - (Knight of Eulogia)

11. (4-25-01) - Bizarre secrets of Bush club exposed

12. (frontline: 1999) - James Tabor - apocalypse!: apocalypticism explained: jerusalem

48-119 CC 1998 - U.S. INTERESTS IN THE CENTRAL ASIAN REPUBLICS

HEARING BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASIA AND THE PACIFIC OF THE COMMITTEE
ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES - ONE HUNDRED FIFTH
CONGRESS SECOND SESSION FEBRUARY 12, 1998 — From
http://commdocs.house.gov/committees/intlrel/hfa48119.000/hfa48119 Of.htm

(9-26-01) - Mullah Omar - In His Own Words -

Omar: I am considering two promises. One is the promise of God, the other is that of Bush. The
promise of God is that my land is vast. If you start a journey on God's path, you can reside anywhere on
this earth and will be protected... The promise of Bush is that there is no place on earth where you can
hide that I cannot find you. We will see which one of these two promises is fulfilled.

(9-26-01) - At Least 25,000 Evacuated From WTC Before Collapse.

Which is really strange if you read it in conjuction with the following story. Now, why would they want
to do that? (I am currently searching for the article, but can't find it. It points out how people were
ordered to stay in the building (tower #2) after the plane struck tower #1.)

With Florida under Martial Law, and New York, now called a "Police State", do you think it couldn't
happen in your state?

(9-27-01) - New York : CITY IS NOW A POLICE STATE'

The cover of "Shadow Reavers," released Aug. 22, luridly depicts an attack on New York City.
Workers at a Sparta, Ill., firm that distributes comic books to retailers were startled when they realized
that "Shadow Reavers," a new comic released last month, depicted the fiery attack on the World Trade
Center.

The 25-page comic book, released Aug. 22, features a lurid depiction of an attack on Manhattan under
the warning, "New York City will be the first to fall."

(This plan even goes back to the time of the Nazis. See, that's what we get for letting them into the CIA
after WWIL.)

(9-29-01) - Attack on World Trade Center Followed WWII Nazi Script

(9-30-01) - Resentful west spurned Sudan's key terror files

(9-30-01) - Will Some Dare Call It Treason? (This one is very well researched, and very revealing)

Will Some Dare Call It Treason?- By Phoenix - Lytewyrks@aol.com - 9-30-1

(Extracted From 'The Silk Road' Series - Part One)

In a Wall Street Journal article on September, 19, 2001 Larry Klayman, chairman of Washington-based
Judicial Watch said, "Any companies doing business with the Binladin Group are disloyal to the interests
of the United States and should be held accountable."
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WHAT IF COMPANIES DOING BUSINESS WITH THE BIN LADIN GROUP ARE
REPRESENTED BY THOSE IN THE WHITE HOUSE? HOW SHOULD THEY BE HELD
ACCOUNTABLE?

IS THIS TREASON?

In fact, a Halliburton company, Bredaro-Shaw, is a joint venture partner of The Binladin Group.
Bredaro-Shaw has done pipeline projects for Enron. Halliburton and Enron are well represented in The
White House.

This was under Saudi Binladin Group's Joint Venture Partners section. "Price Arabia Limited H.C.Price
has been a leader in heavy construction since its establishment in 1921. The company built its reputation
as a constructor of crosscountry pipelines, totalling over 3,600 miles and fibre optic cable networks,
totalling nearly 3000 miles. Over the years, Price has proven to be particularly successful in the
execution of large projects such as Trans- Alaska Pipeline, the Northern Border Pipeline and the Florida
Gas pipeline project, the largest single U.S. pipeline project awarded since

1992. Its international projects include Tehran to Tabritz Oil Products Line & Port Terminal Facility in
Iran and the C Field, Block 65 to Tobruk Crude Transport Line in Libya."

Enron's Gas Pipeline Group owns interests in four interstate pipelines, operates 32,000 miles of pipelines
in 21 states and transports 15 percent of U.S. natural gas.

Florida Gas Transmission

Florida Gas Transmission, the sole interstate natural gas pipeline serving peninsular Florida, is the fastest
growing system in North America. With a surge in state population and demand for gas-fired electric
generation, Florida Gas Transmission is working on two major expansions. Phase IV will consist of pipe
and compression to extend its network to southwest Florida and add capacity of nearly 200 MMcft/d.
This project is scheduled to be in service by mid-2001.

The proposed Phase V expansion, once completed, will add approximately 400 MMcf/d of capacity and
has an inservice date of 2002. The proposal was filed in December with FERC.

The 4,795-mile pipeline had average daily capacity of 1.5 Bef in 1999.

Northern Border Pipeline Northern Border Pipeline runs from the U.S./Canadian border in Montana to
[llinois, transporting approximately 23 percent of all Canadian gas imports to the U.S. The pipeline
measures 1,214 miles and averaged daily deliveries of 2.4 Befin 1999. The Chicago Project expansion
was put in service at the end of 1998. By interconnecting with multiple pipeline systems, this link
fundamentally changed North American markets by establishing a new relationship between Canadian
and NYMEX gas prices. Northern Border has proposed a second expansion, Project 2000, to connect
to

Northern Indiana Public Service Company and its industrial customer base in the Midwest.

"Bredero Price's origins date back to the HC Price company, which has operated in the United States
since the 1930s and was acquired by Dresser Industries Inc. in 1993.

In 1996, Dresser and Shaw Industries Ltd. of Canada merged the pipecoating businesses of Bredero
Price and Shaw Pipe Protection to form the Bredero-Shaw Group, the world's largest pipecoating
company. Dresser was subsequently acquired by the Dallas-based Halliburton Co., giving Halliburton a
50 percent ownership stake in Bredero-Shaw."

(11-15-00) Pipecoating plant to create 125 jobs - $30 million Theodore facility tied to booming oil and
gas industry in Gulf "Bredero-Shaw comprises a group of pipe coating companies owned jointly by
Halliburton Company of Dallas and ShawCor, Ltd. of Toronto. Both Halliburton and ShawCor
specialize in products and services for the energy and resource industries. Through the years, the
"Bredero-Shaw approach" has been to provide the highest quality pipe coating services to its customers.
Today, companies in the Bredero-Shaw Group can be found throughout the United States, Canada and
Internationally, serving the pipeline industry with corrosion coatings, weight coatings, insulation
coatings and other related products and services. With 27 permanent plants located on 6 continents,
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Bredero-Shaw has grown to serve most world-wide markets. Today, Bredero-Shaw is the world's
largest international applicator of pipeline coatings for the oil and gas industry, both onshore and
offshore."

DICK CHENEY WAS AT THE HELM OF HALLIBURTON UNTIL HE BECAME THE VICE
PRESIDENT. ENRON IS WELL CONNECTED TO W. BUSH AND HIS ENERGY ADVISERS
REVEALED LARGE ENRON HOLDINGS.

Key Bush Energy Advisers Reveal Large Enron Holdings! - By Joseph Kahn - New York Times - 6-3-1
White House Acknowledges Rove Participated in Energy Meetings

The full extent of Enron's influence is not known because W. Bush is still ignoring a demand from the
General Accounting Office for the names of lobbyists and business executives the Bush administration
met with in formulating its energy plan.

Cheney reportedly is (was?) a major stockholder in Enron. Wendy L. Gramm, the wife of Phil Gramm
(R.Texas), is the Director for Enron Corp.

Senator Gramm and W. Bush had been blocking the investigation of Osama Bin Laden's money
laudering operations.

The Story:

® A NATION CHALLENGED: THE PAPER TRAIL; Roadblocks Cited In Efforts to Trace Bin
Laden's Money

By TIM WEINER AND DAVID CAY JOHNSTON

Published: September 20, 2001A six-year struggle to uncover Osama bin Laden's financial network
failed because American officials did not skillfully use the legal tools they had, did not realize they
needed stronger weapons, and faced resistance at home and abroad, officials involved in the effort say.
Federal officials say they have not persuaded foreign banks to open their books to investigators and that
in this country, a law that would have allowed the United States to penalize foreign banks that did not
cooperate was blocked last year by a single United States senator. Current laws and regulations give the
government less authority to seize the assets of terrorists than of drug cartels, one federal investigator
said; it may seize only assets that are the direct proceeds of terrorist violence. For drug cartels or
organized crime gangs, it can seize any assets used to support their activities.

Investigators also attribute their inability to pierce Mr. bin Laden's financial network to an ancient
system of cash transfers based on trust, not detailed records, that they say has spread from countries like
Pakistan into the United States. Since last week's attacks, proposals to curb money laundering by
terrorists have suddenly gained support among old opponents -- including the Bush administration --
after languishing for two years. The White House says it now wants an aggressive attack on money
laundering, including stepped-up seizure of assets. The bin Laden organization operates in 35 countries
and needs to move money to its members, American intelligence officials say.

Tracing the money could reveal not only terrorists' sources of support, but their intentions. But present
and former government officials say that since the mid-1990's, they did not fully use the legal tools they
had to wage this difficult fight. "We could have starved the organization if we put our minds to it," said
Richard Palmer, who gained experience in money laundering as the Central Intelligence Agency's station
chief in Moscow during the 1990's. "The government has had the ability to track these accounts for
some time." Congress is now reviving a proposal killed last year by Senator Phil Gramm, the Texas
Republican who was then chairman of the Senate Banking Committee. The bill, introduced by the
Clinton administration, would give the Treasury secretary broad power to bar foreign countries and
banks from access to the American financial market unless they cooperated with money-laundering
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investigations. It was strongly opposed by the banking industry and Mr. Gramm. "I was right then and I
am right now" in opposing the bill, Mr. Gramm said yesterday. He called the bill "totalitarian" and added,
"The way to deal with terrorists is to hunt them down and kill them." But the bill is gathering support
from both parties. "I would be amazed if there is not a sea change," said Senator John Kerry, the
Massachusetts Democrat, who is sponsoring the bill with Senator Charles E. Grassley, Republican of
Iowa. He said the opposition was based on "ridiculously phony" arguments.

Even after the attacks last week, the banking industry continues to doubt the need for new rules to
combat money laundering, a lobbyist said. Most experts say the funds used to finance the attacks here
probably came into this country in small amounts either through wire transfers or through the use of
brokers that belong to a paperless underground banking system. That system of brokers is often referred
to by its Hindi name, "hawala," meaning "in trust." It enables individuals to transfer sizable sums of cash
from their country to recipients in another country without the funds ever crossing borders. The system,
which has spread to the United States, is particularly popular in countries like Pakistan and India where
people want to avoid paying taxes or bribes to officials when transferring money across borders, experts
said. "Somebody will come into the office of a hawala broker in Pakistan and say, 'l want $100,000 to
get to somebody in Vero Beach who is going to come in and identify themselves as Cupid,' " said
Jonathan M. Winer, who led the State Department's international law enforcement efforts from 1994 to

1999 and now practices law in Washington. The Pakistani broker, Mr. Winer explained, will contact a
counterpart in the United States, often using the Internet, then mail him a chit or agree on a code word
to complete the transaction. Mr. Winer said such brokers might have been used to transfer sizable sums
of money destined for terrorists in this country because carrying large amounts of cash posed too many
risks. "The two brokers have absolute trust in each other," said Rowan Bosworth-Davies, an expert on
money laundering at the Control Risks Group. "They often come from the same clan and that is why
nothing is written down or records kept." Congress passed a law in 1993 requiring check-cashing
businesses and informal financial enterprises like hawalas to register with the government and report
transactions over $3,000.

But the Clinton administration did not publish all the regulations until 1999. The Bush administration
ordered a further delay until June 30, 2002. Jimmy Gurule, the Treasury under secretary for
enforcement, said yesterday that the administration, in light of last week's attack, might move up the
date. The effort to track the bin Laden group's money began in earnest when President Bill Clinton
signed a classified presidential order on Oct. 21, 1995. The secret order, Presidential Decision Directive
42, ordered the Departments of Justice, State and Treasury, the National Security Council, the C.I.A.
and other intelligence agencies to increase and integrate their efforts against international money
laundering by terrorists and criminals. The government agencies joined together to try to penetrate the
bin Laden network of businesses, charities, banks and front companies.

They failed. The ball was handed to people who were generally incompetent to handle the intricate task,
said one Clinton administration official directly involved in the effort to drain or divert the money
flowing in and out of the bin Laden organization. The government agencies given the job suffered from
"a lack of institutional knowledge, a lack of expertise," said William Wechsler, a National Security
Council staff member under Mr. Clinton. "We could have been doing much more earlier. It didn't
happen." Then attackers blew up two American embassies in Africa in August 1998. Richard A. Clarke,
the government's counterterrorism coordinator, set up a new government team. He ordered it to find out
how much money the bin Laden organization had, where it came from, how it moved around the world
-- and to stop it. "We had only marginal successes," said Mr. Wechsler, who led the new team in 1998
and 1999. The United Arab Emirates imposed money laundering laws and China banned flights by the
Afghan state airline, Ariana, at the United States' urging, officials said.

The lack of great success was "mostly due to the limited assistance we received from key countries
abroad," Mr. Wechsler said. He blamed "their lack of political will or weaknesses in their laws which fail
to effectively regulate their financial institutions and charities." Until last week's attacks, the Bush
administration was not much more enthusiastic about new money laundering laws than Mr. Gramm. Led
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by its chief economic adviser, Lawrence B. Lindsey, the administration did not want to pressure
international banks in the United States and elsewhere to open their books. Now the White House is
setting up a new agency, called the Foreign Terrorist Asset Tracking Center, run by the Treasury
Department with help from law enforcement and intelligence services, to try anew to track bin Laden's
finances. The financial architecture of the bin Laden organization has not changed radically since he set
up operations near the Khyber Pass in the mid-1980's and worked side by side with the C.I.A. to support
the rebels fighting Soviet forces in Afghanistan, United States officials said. "The money movement and
fund-raising system is the same," Mr. Wechsler said.

Correction: September 21, 2001, Friday A front-page article yesterday about unsuccessful efforts to
trace Osama bin Laden's financial network gave a misspelled surname in some copies for the
Massachusetts Democratic senator who is co-sponsor of a bill on money-laundering investigations. He is
John Kerry, not Kerrey.

Correction: October 5, 2001, Friday Articles on Wednesday and on Sept. 20 about an underground
system of transferring money internationally mistranslated the term "hawala," by which it is known. (The
error also appeared on Wednesday in the daily capsule summary of the terrorism investigations.) The
word, originally Arabic and now used in several languages in Southwest Asia, means a bill of exchange
or promissory note, not trust or in trust. Also, why did Bush give the Taliban, which Osama Bin Laden
is the head of, $43 million dollars last May, if theTreasury Department, since 1998, has been trying to
block his assets and made it illegal for any US bank or business todo business with him?Bush's Faustian
Deal With the TalibanDid this $43 million dollars have anything to do with a letter that The Taliban
delivered to Bush last March?State Department spokesman Richard Boucher said he did not know who
signed the letter to Bush on behalf of the Taliban .

DO WE DARE CALL THIS TREASON?The SILK ROAD series, posted at
www.RumorMillNews.com, gives the REAL story of the BUSH/OSAMA BIN
LADEN/AFGHANISTAN connection.PART 1: THE AFGHAN KILLING FIELDS: BLOOD FOR
OIL/GAS TO CHINAAhttp://www.rumormillnews.net/cgi-bin/config.pl?read=12125PART 2: US
"SECRET" PLANS FOR AFGHANISTANhttp://www.rumormillnews.net/cgi-
bin/config.pl?read=12126The most massive so-called "terrorist" attacks on U.S. soil since the Oklahoma
City bombings of 1995, were known, a week ahead of time, by the American CIA. Among the foreign
intelligence agencies who penetrated the plots were the French CIA and Israel's The Mossad, units of
both often working with one another. Foreign intelligence sources confirm the validity of this story. And
they state that they informed the U.S. secret police who absolutely failed, neglected, and outright
refused to take action as to known prior specifics of which the top-level of the CIA were informed in
advance. As made known to the CIA, were the following, among other details: [1] That George Herbert
Walker Bush, as President, at the close of the Persian Gulf War, 1991, arranged to bring into the U.S.
some four thousand Iraqi military officers, some from intelligence units, and their families.

[2] Some 550 of these officers became residents in Lincoln, Nebraska, AND TWO THOUSAND OF
THEM took up residence in Oklahoma City. In a watered down story, CBS' "60 Minutes" Program did a
segment once on this about Lincoln, Nebraska but said NOTHING about the Iraqi military officers in
Oklahoma City.

[3] The financial and other provisions for them and their families were arranged by the Elder Bush, and
then quietly continued by Bill Clinton as President, and perpetuated by George W. Bush as White House
"resident" and "occupant". The arrangements included financial subsidies, housing, and employment for
the Iraqi officers. [A brave Oklahoma City TV Reporter, Jayna Davis, on their local TV station, put on
the air several stories about the Iraqi connection to the bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Building, the
bombing done with the aid of domestic dissidents as surrogates. A group bought out the TV station and
silenced her. Timothy McVeigh's chief defense counsel for the murder trial, Stephen Jones, on behalf of
McVeigh, filed an extra-ordinary petition in the next higher court, just prior to the murder trial. To no
avail, Jones tried to force Denver U.S. District Judge Richard Matsch to compel the American CIA to
disgorge records held by them showing prior U.S. knowledge of the bombing, as confirmed by other
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known records, some of them also in secret court records. We have a copy of the 185 page U.S. Court
of Appeals, 10th Circuit, petition filed by Jones and almost uniformly ignored by the American monopoly
press. The petition raises the Iraqi connection. ]

[4] The foreign intelligence agencies informed the American CIA that guns would be planted on-board
as many as ten U.S. commercial airflights. This to be done by airplane clean-up crew members who are
generally not subject to airport security provisions. These workers most likely did not know the purpose
of the gun-planting.

[5] The CIA also was informed prior to the "terrorist" attacks scheduled for "911" Emergency Day
[September 11], that highly skilled Iraqi pilots, among the four thousand Iraqi officers resident in the
U.S., would take over the commercial flights, by retrieving the weapons concealed onboard, and then
commandeering the flight deck.

[6] The Elder Bush, Clinton, and George W. Bush, all were in a position to know that the Iraqi officers
that they provided for included some double-agents. The FBI Counter-Intelligence Division at no time
was instructed to do anything about these double-agents in a position to commit mischief, murder, and
mayhem, on U.S. soil.

[7] As I revealed a week prior to the "terrorist" attacks, some foreign television networks were busy
preparing lengthy documentaries that would scandalize George W. Bush and other members of the Bush
Family, including the Elder Bush and Jeb Bush. The subject matter included how forty million dollars in
dope funds were used by the Bush

Family to reportedly corrupt South Florida DEMOCRATS to abandon the recount even ahead of the
U.S. Supreme Court ruling installing George W. Bush as the "resident" and "occupant" of the White
House. The dope funds came reportedly from Bush Family business partner, Carlos Lehder, co-founder
of the U.S./Colombia medellin dope cartel.

[ Visit our website story, "Chandra Levy Affair, Part Two".] I discussed this on radio talk shows.

[8] As part of the targetting of the World Trade Center buildings, a group of surrogates for the Iraqi
military officers, reportedly spent considerable time within one of the buildings, with building security
officers somehow oblivious of their presence.

[9] As the CIA top officials were informed and had prior knowledge, the purpose of the "terrorist"
attacks was to effectively paralyze the financial infrastructure of the U.S. Some of the most important
stock and bond houses in the world, with their key people having loads of inside knowledge and hard to
replace trading tricks and expertise, were located in the known-to-be-targetted twin towers of the World
Trade Center, New York City. It was like blowing up the main "financial factory" and destroying their
inventory. The so-called "back-up" records kept parked across the river in New Jersey, are not only
inadequate but cannot help reconstruct various accounts and transactions in the works.

Financial experts tell us the "back up" records parked in New Jersey, may NOT be sufficient to re-start
the American financial apparatus. Some of the experts are loudly grumbling that they should have early
on seen Federal Reserve Czar Alan Greenspan on the television explaining about the financial
ramifications. Of course, some suppose that Americans would panic and run out of control. So we are
dealt with like little children.

[10] It is a serious mistake, according to savvy American and foreign intelligence sources, to blame the
Emergency all on Osama bin Laden. As readers of our website are aware, we have long pointed out that
bin Laden is reportedly in the Mid-East Construction business. His reputed partners? The family of
Sharon PERCY Rockefeller. She is the wife of John D. Rockefeller 4th (D., W.Va.), great grandson of
the founder of the infamous Standard Oil Trust that used to bomb their own obsolete buildings to falsely
blame onto their competitors. Bin Laden's so-called "secret" accounts, which the White House has said
they would like to freeze, are or have been actually reportedly in the Harris Bank, Chicago, joint
accounts with the family of Sharon PERCY Rockefeller.

[11] The Saudi Royal Family actually consists of some five thousand members, some of whom actually
are for the U.S. and some anti-U.S. Some of them have bankrolled Iraq's war against Iran, 1980 to
1988, to destroy some oil facilities and keep the price of oil HIGH. The foreign intelligence agencies,
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that penetrated the plots to be carried out on U.S. soil, are aware that some of the Saudi royals are
actually sympathetic to the Iraqis destroying the World Trade Center Buildings and in part, wrecking the
Pentagon. [As if the American CIA did not ALREADY have their

own knowledge of this.] Whenever there is a political assassination or some other unusual violent event,
what is the key question the oil-soaked, spy-riddled monopoly press ALWAY'S fails to ask? WHO
BENEFITS. With a scandal about to break against George W. Bush, he and his circle had an interest
NOT to stop these things from happening. And to divert attention. The White House has a strong motive
to silence critics and urge people TO RALLY AROUND THE PRESIDENT. Simple-minded folks, of
course, often poorly informed,do not understand how the ruling classes would

shed the blood of thousands if not millions of innocent people, in some instigated war, to avoid dealing
with the apparent on-coming economic disasters. In the midst of this prior-knowledge emergency, who
dares now to point to the Bush Family as reputed business partners of the major kingpin, Carlos Lehder,
of the U.S./Colombia medellin dope cartel? Or how huge dope money bought the Electoral College trick
in Florida and corrupted the U.S. Supreme Court's "gang of five". This is America's REICHSTAG fire.
Adolph Hitler burned down the German parliament and falsely blamed his enemies and had them
rounded up and put in the concentration camps. Has the U.S. Constitution now been revoked? More
coming. Stay tuned.

Lyndon LaRouche

In the following article, LaRouche explains the following : Now, there are two possible interpretations,
technically, of what happened on Sept. 11. One: That, at a very high level, inside the U.S. security
establishment, people who, in one sense, are functioning—in one capacity, are also functioning as a kind
of a "Mr. X." And, these fellows, of very high capability, and knowledge, and skills, and connections,
actually rigged what happened on Sept. 11. Because, there were, presumably, security screens, which
existed, which should have prevented all, or most of that from happening.

And, apparently, the screens were defeated. Or, the second conclusion: They were not up. And here's a
couple of quotes from Saddam Hussein :

"The true believers cannot but condemn this act, not because it has been committed by

America against a Muslim people but because it is an aggression perpetrated outside

international law," Saddam said in a statement.

"America could have further recourse to force, which could last some time ... and spread to other
countries as part of the settling of accounts sought by the United States," he added, echoing widespread
Arab fears that the operation against the Taliban and Osama bin Laden could lead to a wider regional
confrontation. Apparently, Saddam Hussein is quite a "world player", judging by the words he chooses
to use. This does not sound like a guy who rides a camel around. Is he really the "terrorist" that we say
he is?

It appears to me that Saddam is well versed himself in law and international politics. He seems to know
something about "commercial law" as well. It does seem very odd to me, at least, that he chooses to use
the term "settling of accounts". That is strictly a "commerial term", unless, of course, the whole world is

therefore, those who partake in it, technically are Christians, as well as Saddam Hussein and Osama Bin
Laden. They are not really Muslims at all. Neither is anyone who partakes in the "commercial credit
system of commerce". They are ALL Christians.

Now, if you have read all of the above info., you should have a much better understanding of what I am
saying. --

The United States has a history of these things. We actually have a track record going. They are
comparing this to the bombing of Pearl Harbor. Well, let's go back in history a couple of times and
examine something very important that has been a part of U.S. policy since around WWIL. 1t is the "let's
pretend we don't know what's going on, and wait for our enemy to strike, even if we have to pretend we



60

are looking the other way to get them to attack", strategy.

When the Japanese bombed Pearl Harbor, it was later revealed that our intelligence knew that this was
going to happen.

"The question was how we should maneuver them into ..firing the first shot." - Secretary of War, Henry
Stimson, (Ed. -

Skull and Bones member) before Pearl Harbor, 1941.

Going even further back, the sinking of the Luisitania (incorrect spell.), we knew about as well. I will do
some research and dig these items up shortly. But, the fact is that this is the pattern of our policy. When
Saddam Hussain told April Glaspy in 1991 that Kuwait had better stop "slant drilling" (Zapata
Offshore/George Bush wells) into Iraqi territory or he was going to invade Kuwait, April Glaspy told
him that is "not our concern". Then when he went in, we sent our troops to the gulf to stomp him, and
kill tens of thousands of Iraqi's.

Should we put it past the powers-that-be to blow up their own Trade Center, or rather, "allow it to
happen" in order to accomplish some greater objective? Even if it means killing thousands of our own?
They kill us with chemtrails, vaccinations, bio-warfare like AIDS etc., and the poisoning of our food
supply. They have let millions die in the Congo in the last few years. Why should we put it past them to
do this, too. I am not saying this is the case, but I have already heard the newscaster talk about
"implementing the plan, that when implemented, and put into effect, the plan would be in place to deal
with this situation". I actually heard them discuss this, and there is only (1) "plan" they refer to and that
is called "Martial Law". -- It is called "The Plan".

The reason I say this is America's "Karma" is because that is the way I see it. We turn our eyes and ears
away from the truth, the fact that we endure and allow criminals to run our government and do things in
our name which we would never do ourselves. We do not face the criminals and terrorists in our own
government who blew up the Oklahoma Federal Building. They already killed hundreds including
children, but we refuse to believe it and think the patriots are crackpots, so we fail to "act" and sit by
passively and sheepishly allowing these evil perpetrators to make decisions for us, instead of doing what
we should have done long ago, and locked them all up for "Treason" and "crimes against

humanity".

Everything we have done up to now, all the atrocities in the world that we are directly or indirectly
responsible for, not because we deserve it because we suck, but because we sit back idely and we have
others act and think for us, even when they act against our wishes...this is what Karma we are reaping.
The rewards of being unconscious of what we are doing as a nation, and the result of what others are
doing who we have allowed to run our country for us.

My heart goes out to those who suffered losses and my prayers go out to those who died. It is a sad day
in the country and I am not trying to make light of it, I am only trying to help point out some of the
lesser known facts about this situation.

Before we strike with total blindness and abandon, please read the following words...

“We have suffered so much. Every night so many children go to bed hungry,” said Zalmai, a teacher
who, like many Afghans, uses only one name. “What do we have to live for? Let the rockets come and
set this whole country on fire once and for all.”

Tears ran down my eye as I read this quote. It was the first time since this whole thing occured that I felt
really bad. It was really sad to realize that even I have anger at the situation and loss of security in this
country, but it is really, really sad to think that American's would like to kill muslims and Athganis just to
"get even" and "take revenge", when alot of these people, the civilians, have so much less than us in this
country, and when we lose a financial building and a few thousand people and our precious way of life is
"disturbed", we would first seek to "kill all the muslims or Athganis" with total abandon to all regard for
what is "right" and "just". Isn't this what we are supposed to be standing for??? Freedom and
Democracy. But what about the freedom of the suppressed women in Athganistan who will undoubtably
be killed and slaughtered by the hundreds or thousands from a massive attack on their country. What
about the people who just want to have a decent life and not hurt anyone. We will be killing many of
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these people and again angering the world at our "unjust policies". If we overreact, we will be judged by
the world once more for our insensitivity and outright "terrorism".

When George Bush used the word "crusade", some people thought he must have been unaware that he
said that, or in the Muslim world, some undoubtably looked upon him as evil. The truth, I believe, is that
he did not "intend" to say it, but it was rather, a "freudian slip" and he realized right after that he couldn't
have stopped himself if he tried. This is how God speaks the truth to us all. We should learn to listen.
That is not to say though, that he is not evil. I never said that. I repeat, I never said he was not evil.

I would like to say, that as a conspiracy researcher. that it is getting difficult to keep up with all the
conspiracies. I have discovered a new conspiracy already. There is, at this time, in this country, a
conspiracy to inundate conspiracy researchers with so many conspiracies that they can no longer keep
up with them all. -- This might even be the biggest conspiracy yet!!!

Within 1 week, the United States has amassed a coalition (gang of like-minded criminal thugs) which
include the likely usuals Britain, France, and now Italy, too. Russia, Jordan, Pakistan, and India. But, the
strange thing is the support coming from places like Iran, the condolences from Iraq, and many other
neighboring countries voicing their partial to full support. Sudan and Cuba? Do you remember when
Bush voiced his sentiments like "this is the time to decide where you stand", for those countries who
have not made a clear decision? -- This was akin to asking the question

"All right now, listen, our empire is the largest and the strongest in the world and we have a group of
nations, bundled together tight with rope and bound with an AXE, and we are ready to take more
territory for the British Empire and grab more resources for our mutual exploitation, the question I am
asking you fellow nations is, are you a part of

our global 'brotherhood of death' and will you support all that is necessary to accomplish our goals for
complete control of the world and it's resources, or are you going to stand in the way and 'harbor
terrorists' and incur the full wrath of the New World Order?"

George Bush, in his address to the nation : "Our greatest friend of all is Great Britain”. Every nation
has a decision to make, either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists. This is the world's fight,
this 1s civilizations fight It's no wonder were sending missiles all over the world. Our Penile Projectiles
are much, much larger, and more powerful than our foes. They can emit any number of substances to
cover the population with. They can impregnate impenatrable fortresses of leaders and bring whole
countries to their knees begging for submission. Between our Oblisk and our Oval Office we are the
epitomy of orgiastic ecstacy. And now, we have the right leaders, in the right place, and we are
announcing to the world our blood-lust orgy we are about to partake in. Any nations want to join in the
fun?

The Rothschilds

"The few who understand the system, will either be so interested from it's profits or so dependant

on it's favors, that there will be no opposition from that class." -- Rothschild Brothers of London, 1863
"Give me control of a nation's money and I care not who makes it's laws" -- Mayer Amschel

Bauer Rothschild

Senators & Congressmen

"Most Americans have no real understanding of the operation of the international money lenders. The
accounts of the Federal Reserve System have never been audited. It operates outside the control of
Congress and manipulates the credit of the United States" -- Sen. Barry Goldwater (Rep. AR)

"This [Federal Reserve Act] establishes the most gigantic trust on earth. When the President

[Wilson} signs this bill, the invisible government of the monetary power will be legalized....the worst
legislative crime of the ages is perpetrated by this banking and currency bill." --

Charles A. Lindbergh, Sr. , 1913

"From now on, depressions will be scientifically created." -- Congressman Charles A.

Lindbergh Sr. , 1913

"The financial system has been turned over to the Federal Reserve Board. That Board asministers the
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finance system by authority of a purely profiteering group. The system is Private, conducted for the sole
purpose of obtaining the greatest possible profits from the use of other people's money" -- Charles A.
Lindbergh Sr., 1923

"The Federal Reserve bank buys government bonds without one penny..." -- Congressman

Wright Patman, Congressional Record, Sept 30, 1941

"We have, in this country, one of the most corrupt institutions the world has ever known. I refer to the
Federal Reserve Board. This evil institution has impoverished the people of the United States and has
practically bankrupted our government. It has done this through the corrupt practices of the moneyed
vultures who control it". -- Congressman Louis T. McFadden in 1932 (Rep. Pa)

"The Federal Reserve banks are one of the most corrupt institutions the world has ever seen.

There is not a man within the sound of my voice who does not know that this nation is run by the
International bankers -- Congressman Louis T. McFadden (Rep. Pa)

"Some people think the Federal Reserve Banks are the United States government's institutions.

They are not government institutions. They are private credit monopolies which prey upon the people
of the United States for the benefit of themselves and their foreign swindlers" -- Congressional
Record 12595-12603 -- Louis T. McFadden, Chairman of the Committee on Banking and

Currency (12 years) June 10, 1932

"I have never seen more Senators express discontent with their jobs....I think the major cause is

that, deep down in our hearts, we have been accomplices in doing something terrible and
unforgiveable to our wonderful country. Deep down in our heart, we know that we have given our
children a legacy of bankruptcy. We have defrauded our country to get ourselves elected." -- John
Danforth (R-Mo)

"These 12 corporations together cover the whole country and monopolize and use for private

gain every dollar of the public currency..." -- Mr. Crozier of Cincinnati, before Senate Banking and
Currency Committee - 1913

"The [Federal Reserve Act] as it stands seems to me to open the way to a vast inflation of the
currency... I do not like to think that any law can be passed that will make it possible to submerge

the gold standard in a flood of irredeemable paper currency." -- Henry Cabot Lodge Sr., 1913

From the Federal Reserves Own Admissions

"When you or I write a check there must be sufficient funds in out account to cover the check,

but when the Federal Reserve writes a check there is no bank deposit on which that check is drawn.
When the Federal Reserve writes a check, it is creating money." -- Putting it simply, Boston Federal
Reserve Bank

"Neither paper currency nor deposits have value as commodities, intrinsically, a 'dollar' bill is just

a piece of paper. Deposits are merely book entries." -- Modern Money Mechanics Workbook,
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, 1975

"The Federal Reserve system pays the U.S. Treasury 020.60 per thousand notes --a little over

2 cents each-- without regard to the face value of the note. Federal Reserve Notes, incidently, are

the only type of currency now produced for circulation. They are printed exclusively by the
Treasury's Bureau of Engraving and Printing, and the $20.60 per thousand price reflects the Bureau's
full cost of production. Federal Reserve Notes are printed in 01, 02, 05, 10, 20, 50, and 100 dollar
denominations only; notes of 500, 1000, 5000, and 10,000 denominations were last printed in

1945." --Donald J. Winn, Assistant to the Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve system

"We are completely dependant on the commercial banks. Someone has to borrow every dollar

we have in circulation, cash or credit. If the banks create ample synthetic money we are prosperous;
if not, we starve. We are absolutely without a permanent money system.... It is the most important
subject intelligent persons can investigate and reflect upon. It is so important that our present
civilization may collapse unless it becomes widely understood and the defects remedied very soon."
--Robert H. Hamphill, Atlanta Federal Reserve Bank
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From General Law

"The entire taxing and monetary systems are hereby placed under the U.C.C. (Uniform
Commercial Code)" -- The Federal Tax Lien Act of 1966

"There is a distinction between a 'debt discharged' and a debt 'paid'. When discharged, the debt

still exists though divested of it's charter as a legal obligation during the operation of the discharge,
something of the original vitality of the debt continues to exist, which may be transferred, even
though the transferee takes it subject to it's disability incident to the discharge." --Stanek vs. White,
172 Minn.390, 215 N.W. 784

"The Federal Reserve Banks are not federal instrumentalities..." -- Lewis vs. United States

9th Circuit 1992

"The regional Federal Reserve banks are not government agencies. ...but are independent,
privately owned and locally controlled corporations." -- Lewis vs. United States, 680 F. 2d 1239
9th Circuit 1982

Past Presidents, not including the Founding Fathers

"Whoever controls the volume of money in any country is absolute master of all industry and
commerce." -- James A. Garfield, President of the United States

"A great industrial nation is controlled by it's system of credit. Our system of credit is concentrated
in the hands of a few men. We have come to be one of the worst ruled, one of the most completely
controlled and dominated governments in the world--no longer a government of free opinion, no
longer a government by conviction and vote of the majority, but a government by the opinion and
duress of small groups of dominant men." --President Woodrow Wilson

Founding Father's Quotes on Banking

Thomas Jefferson

"I believe that banking institutions are more dangerous to our liberties than standing armies.

Already they have raised up a monied aristocracy that has set the government at defiance. The
issuing power (of money) should be taken away from the banks and restored to the people to

whom it properly belongs."--Thomas Jefterson, U.S. President.

Andrew Jackson

"If Congress has the right [it doesn't] to issue paper money [currency], it was given to them to be
used by...[the government] and not to be delegated to individuals or corporations" -- President
Andrew Jackson, Vetoed Bank Bill of 1836

James Madison

"History records that the money changers have used every form of abuse, intrigue, deceit, and violent
means possible to maintain their control over governments by controlling money and it's issuance". --
James Madison

Misc. Sources

"Banks lend by creating credit. They create the means of payment out of nothing" -- Ralph M.
Hawtrey, Secretary of the British Treasury

"To expose a 15 Trillion dollar ripoff of the American people by the stockholders of the 1000
largest corporations over the last 100 years will be a tall order of business." -- Buckminster Fuller
"Every Congressman, every Senator knows precisely what causes inflation...but can't, [won't]
support the drastic reforms to stop it [repeal of the Federal Reserve Act] because it could cost him
his job." -- Robert A. Heinlein, Expanded Universe

"It is well that the people of the nation do not understand our banking and monetary system, for
if they did, I believe there would be a revolution before tomorrow morning." -- Henry Ford
"[Every circulating FRN] represents a one dollar debt to the Federal Reserve system." -- Money
Facts, House Banking and Currency Committee

"...the increase in the assets of the Federal Reserve banks from 143 million dollars in 1913 to
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45 billion dollars in 1949 went directly to the private stockholders of the [federal reserve] banks." --
Eustace Mullins

"As soon as Mr. Roosevelt took office, the Federal Reserve began to buy government securities

at the rate of ten million dollars a week for 10 weeks, and created one hundred million dollars in new
[checkbook] currency, which alleviated the critical famine of money and credit, and the factories

started hiring people again." -- Eustace Mullins

"Should government refrain from regulation (taxation), the worthlessness of the money becomes
apparent and the fraud can no longer be concealed." -- John Maynard Keynes, "Consequences of
Peace."

"Banking was conceived in iniquity and was born in sin. The Bankers own the earth. Take it away from
them, but leave them the power to create deposits, and with the flick of the pen they will create enough
deposits to buy it back again. However, take it away from them, and all the great fortunes like mine will
disappear and they ought to disappear, for this would be a happier and better world to live in. But, if you
wish to remain the slaves of Bankers and pay the cost of your own slavery, let them continue to create
deposits".- SIR JOSIAH STAMP,(President of the Bank of England in the 1920's, the second richest
man in Britain):

"The modern Banking system manufactures money out of nothing. The process

is perhaps the most astounding piece of sleight of hand that was ever invented. Banks can in fact inflate,
mint and unmint the modern ledger-entry currency".- MAJOR L .L. B. ANGUS:

"While boasting of our noble deeds were careful to conceal the ugly fact that by an

iniquitous money system we have nationalized a system of oppression which, though more refined, is not
less cruel than the old system of chattel slavery. - Horace Greeley

"People who will not turn a shovel full of dirt on the project (Muscle Shoals Dam)

nor contribute a pound of material, will collect more money from the United States than will the People
who supply all the material and do all the work. This is the terrible thing about interest ...But here is the
point: If the Nation can issue a dollar bond it can issue a dollar bill. The element that makes the bond
good makes the bill good also. The difference between the bond and the bill is that the bond lets the
money broker collect twice the amount of the bond and an addi- tional 20%. Whereas the currency, the
honest sort provided by the Constitution pays nobody but those who contribute in some useful way. It is
absurd to say our Country can issue bonds and cannot issue currency.

Both are promises to pay, but one fattens the usurer and the other helps the People. If the currency
issued by the People were no good, then the bonds would be no good, either. It is a terrible situation
when the Government, to insure the National Wealth, must go in debt and submit to ruinous interest
charges at the hands of men who control the fictitious value of gold. Interest is the invention of Satan". -
THOMAS A. EDISON

"By this means government may secretly and unobserved, confiscate the wealth of the people,

and not one man in a million will detect the theft."--John Maynard Keynes (the father of 'Keynesian
Economics' which our nation now endures) in his book "THE ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES OF
THE PEACE" (1920).

"Capital must protect itself in every way...Debts must be collected and loans and mortgages

foreclosed as soon as possible. When through a process of law the common people have lost their
homes, they will be more tractable and more easily governed by the strong arm of the law applied

by the central power of leading financiers. People without homes will not quarrel with their leaders.
This is well known among our principal men now engaged in forming an imperialism of capitalism to
govern the world. By dividing the people we can get them to expend their energies in fighting over
questions of no importance to us except as teachers of the common herd."--

Taken from the Civil Servants' Year Book, "The Organizer" January 1934.

"The Federal Reserve banks, while not part of the government,..." -- United States budget for

1991 and 1992 part 7, page 10

The Money Power! It is the greatest power on earth; and it is arrayed against Labour. No other power
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that is or ever was can be named with it...it attacks us through the Press - a monster with a thousand
lying tongues, a beast surpassing in foulness any conceived by the mythology that invented dragons,
were wolves, harpies, ghouls and vampires.

It thunders against us from innumerable platforms and pulpits. The mystic machinery of the churches it
turns into an engine of wrath for our destruction. Yes, so far as we are concerned, the headquarters of
the Money Power is Britain. But the Money Power is not a British institution; it is cosmopolitan.

It is of no nationality, but of all nationalities. It dominates the world. The Money Power has corrupted
the faculties of the human soul, and tampered with the sanity of the human intellect... Editorial from
1907 edition of The Brisbane Worker (Australia)

... am convinced that the agreement [Bretton Woods] will enthrone a world dictatorship of private
finance more complete and terrible than and Hitlerite dream.

It offers no solution of world problems, but quite blatantly sets up controls which will reduce the
smaller nations to vassal states and make every government the mouthpiece and tool of International
Finance.

It will undermine and destroy the democratic institutions of this country - in fact as effectively as ever
the Fascist forces could have done - pervert and paganise our Christian ideals; and will undoubtedly
present a new menace, endangering world peace.

World collaboration of private financial interests can only mean mass unemployment, slavery, misery,
degredation and financial destruction.

Therefore, as freedom loving Australians we should reject this infamous proposal. -- Labor Minister of
Australia, Eddie Ward, during the inception of the World Bank and Bretton Woods, he gave this
warning.

The United States is Still a British Colony

It's not an easy thing having to tell someone they have been conned into believing they are free. For
some, to accept this is comparable to denying God Almighty.

You have to be made to understand that the United States is a corporation, which is a continuation of
the corporate Charters created by the king of England. And that the states upon ratifying their individual

State constitutions, became sub corporations under and subordinate to the United States. The counties
and municipalities became sub corporations under the State Charters.

I have always used a copy of the North Carolina Constitution provided by the State, I should have
known better to take this as the finial authority. To my knowledge the following quote has not been in
the Constitution the State hands out or those in use in the schools. The 1776 North Carolina
Constitution created a new corporate Charter, and declared our individual freedoms.

However, the same corporate Charter, reserved the king's title to the land, which restored, and did not
diminish, his grants that were made in his early Charters. If you remember, I made the claim that legally
we are still subject to the king. In the below quote you will see that the king declares our taxation will be
forever, and that a fourth of all gold and silver will be returned to him.

"YIELDING AND PAYING yearly, to us, our heirs and Successors, for the same, the yearly Rent of
Twenty Marks of Lawful money of England, at the Feast of All Saints, yearly, forever, The First payment
thereof to begin and be made on the Feast of All Saints which shall be in the year of Our Lord One
thousand six hundred Sixty and five; AND also, the fourth part of all Gold and Silver Ore which, with
the limits aforesaid, shall, from time to time, happen to be found."

(Feast of All Saints occurred November 1 of each year.)

The Carolina Charter, 1663

I know Patriots will have a hard time with this, because as I said earlier, they would have to deny what
they have been taught from an early age. You have to continue to go back in historical documents and
see if what you have been taught is correct. The following quote is from section 25 of the 1776 North
Carolina Constitution, Declaration of Rights.

And provided further, that nothing herein contained shall affect the titles or possessions of individuals



66

holding or claiming under the laws heretofore in force, or grants heretofore made by the late King
George II, or his predecessors, or the late lords proprietors, or any of them.

Declaration of Rights 1776, North Carolina Constitution

Can it be any plainer? Nobody reads, they take what is told to them by their schools and government as
gospel, and never look any further. They are quick to attack anyone that does because it threatens their
way of life, rocks the boat in other words. Read the following quote from a court case:

definition given by Blackstone, vol. 2, p. 244. 1 shall therefore only cite that respectable authority in his
own words:

"Escheat, we may remember, was one of the fruits and consequences of feudal tenure; the word itself is
originally French or Norman, in which language it signifies chance or accident, and with us denotes an
obstruction of the course of descent, and a consequent determination of the tenure by some unforeseen
contingency, in which case the estate naturally results back, by a kind of reversion, to the original
grantor, or lord of the fee."

Every person knows in what manner the citizens acquired the property of the soil within the limits of this
State. Being dissatisfied with the measures of the British Government, they revolted from it, assumed
the government into their own hands, seized and took possession of all the estates of the King of Great
Britain and his subjects, appropriated them to their own use, and defended their possessions against the
claims of Great Britain, during a long and bloody war, and finally obtained a relinquishment of those
claims by the treaty of Paris. But this State had no title to the territory prior to the title of the King of
Great Britain and his subjects, nor did it ever claim as lord paramount to them. This State was not the
original grantor to them, nor did they ever hold by any kind of tenure under the State, or owe it any
allegiance or other duties to which an escheat is annexed. How then can it be said that the lands in this
case naturally result back by a kind of reversion to this State, to a source from whence it never issued,
and from tenants who never held under it?

Might it not be stated with equal propriety that this country escheated to the King of Great Britain from
the Aborigines, when he drove them off, and took and maintained possession of their country? At the
time of the revolution, and before the Declaration of Independence, the collective body of the people
had neither right to nor possession of the territory of this State; it is true some individuals had a right to,
and were in possession of certain portions of it, which they held under grants from the King of Great
Britain; but they did not hold, nor did any of his subjects hold, under the collective

body of the people, who had no power to grant any part of it. After the Declaration of Independence and
the establishment of the Constitution, the people may be said first to have taken possession of this
country, at least so much of it as was not previously appropriated to individuals. Then their sovereignty
commenced, and with it a right to all the property not previously vested in individual citizens, with all
the other rights of sovereignty, and among those the right of escheats.

This sovereignty did not accrue to them by escheat, but by conquest, from the King of Great Britain and
his subjects; but they acquired nothing by that means from the citizens of the State A each individual
had, under this view of the case, a right to retain his private property, independent of the reservation in
the declaration of rights; but if there could be any doubt on that head, it is clearly explained and obviated
by the proviso in that instrument. Therefore, whether the State took by right of conquest or escheat, all
the interest which the U. K. had previous to the Declaration of Independence still remained with them,
on every principle of law and equity, because they are purchasers for a

valuable consideration, and being in possession as cestui que trust under the statute for transferring uses
into possession; and citizens of this State, at the time of the Declaration of Independence, and at the
time of making the declaration of rights, their interest is secured to them beyond the reach of any Act of
Assembly; neither can it be affected by any principle arising from the doctrine of escheats, supposing,
what I do not admit, that the State took by escheat."

MARSHALL v. LOVELESS, 1 N.C. 412 (1801), 2 S.A. 70

There was no way we could have had a perfected title to this land. Once we had won the Revolutionary
War we would had to have had an unconditional surrender by the king, this did not take place. Not what
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took place at Yorktown, when we let the king off the hook. Barring this, the king would have to had
sold us this land, for us to have a perfected title, just as the Indians sold their land to the king, or the
eight Carolina Proprietors sold Carolina back to the king. The treaty of 1783 did not remove his claim
and original title, because he kept the minerals. This was no different than when king Charles II gave
Carolina by Charter to the lords that helped put him back in power; compare them and you will see the
end result is the same. The Charter to the lords is footnote #6, where eight proprietors were given title
to the land, but the king retained the money and sovereignty for his heirs. The king could not just give
up America to the colonialist, nor would he. He would violate his own law of Mortmain to put these
lands in dead hands, no longer to be able to be used by himself, or his heirs and successors. He would
also be guilty of harming his heirs and successors, by giving away that which he declared in the
following quotes, and there are similar quotes in the other Charters:

"SAVING always, the Faith, Allegiance, and Sovereign Dominion due to us, our heirs and Successors,
for the same; and Saving also, the right, title, and interest of all and every our Subjects of the English
Nation which are now Planted within the Limits bounds aforesaid, if any be;..." The Carolina Charter,
1663

"KNOW YE, that We, of our further grace, certain knowledge, and mere motion, HAVE thought fit to
Erect the same Tract of Ground, Country, and Island into a Province, and, out of the fullness of our
Royal power and Prerogative, WE Do, for us, our heirs and Successors, Erect, Incorporate, and Ordain
the same into a province, and do call it the Province of CAROLINA, and so from henceforth will have it
called..." The Carolina Charter, 1663

The U.S. Constitution is a treaty between the states creating a corporation for the king. In the below
quote pay attention to the large "S" State and the small "s" state. The large "S" State is referring to the
corporate State and it's sovereignty over the small "s" state, because of the treaty.

Read the following quote:

Besides, the treaty of 1783 was declared by an Act of Assembly of this State passed in 1787, to be law in
this State, and this State by adopting the Constitution of the United States in 1789, declared the treaty
to be the supreme law of the land. The treaty now under consideration was made, on the part of the
United States, by a Congress composed of deputies from each state, to whom were delegated by the
articles of confederation, expressly, "the sole and exclusive right and power of entering into treaties and
alliances"; and being ratified and made by them, it became a complete national act, and the act and law
of every state.

If, however, a subsequent sanction of this State was at all necessary to make the treaty law here, it has
been had and repeated. By a statute passed in 1787, the treaty was declared to be law in this State, and
the courts of law and equity were enjoined to govern their decisions accordingly. And in 1789 was
adopted here the present Constitution of the United States, which declared that all treaties made, or
which should be made under the authority of the United States, should be the supreme law of the land,
and that the judges in every state should be bound thereby; anything in the Constitution or laws of any
state to the contrary not withstanding. Surely, then, the treaty is now law in this State, and

the confiscation act, so far as the treaty interferes with it, is annulled."

"By an act of the Legislature of North Carolina, passed in April, 1777, it was, among other things,
enacted, "That all persons, being subjects of this State, and now living therein, or who shall hereafter
come to live therein, who have traded immediately to Great Britain or Ireland, within ten years last past,
in their own right, or acted as factors, storekeepers, or agents here, or in any of the United States of
America, for merchants residing in Great Britain or Ireland, shall take an oath of abjuration and
allegiance, or depart out of the State."

Treaties are the "Law of the Land" HAMILTON v. EATEN, 1 N.C. 641(1796), HAMILTON v. EATEN.
A 2 Mart., 1.

U.S. Circuit Court. (June Term, 1796.)

Your presence in the State makes you subject to its laws, read the following quote:

"The states are to be considered, with respect to each other, as independent sovereignties, possessing
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powers completely adequate to their own government, in the exercise of which they are limited only by
the nature and objects of government, by their respective constitutions and by that of the United States.
Crimes and misdemeanors committed within the limits of each are punishable only by the jurisdiction of
that state where they arise; for the right of punishing, being founded upon the consent of the citizens,
express or implied, cannot be directed against those who never were citizens, and who likewise
committed the offense beyond the territorial limits of the state claiming jurisdiction. Our

Legislature may define and punish crimes committed within the State, whether by citizen or strangers;
because the are supposed to have consented to all laws made by the Legislature, and the latter, whether
their residence be temporary or permanent, do impliedly agree to yield obedience to all such laws as long
as they remain in the State;"

STATE v. KNIGHT, 1 N.C. 143 (1799), 2 S.A. 70

Do you understand now? The treaty, the corporate Charter, the North Carolina Constitution, by proxy
of the electorates, created residence in the large "S" State. Not by some further act you made. So how
can expatriation from the United States, remove your residence in The "State", which was created by
treaty, ratified by our Fore Fathers. As soon as the corporate Charter (treaty) was ratified we returned to
subjection to the king of England, through the legal residence created by the treaty. Remember in the
quote I gave earlier, by treaty we recanted our declared freedom, and returned to

the king his sovereignty and title. In the following quote you will see that the State supreme court sits by
being placed by the general assembly:

NC Supreme Court History Supreme Court of North Carolina A Brief History:

"The legal and historical origins of the Supreme Court of North Carolina lie in the State Constitution of
1776, which empowered the General Assembly to appoint; Judges of the Supreme Courts of Law and
Equity; and; Judges of Admiralty.....The first meeting of the Court took place on January 1, 1819. The
Court began holding two sittings, or ;

terms, ; a year, the first beginning on the second Monday in June and the second on the last Monday in
December. This schedule endured until the Constitution of 1868 prescribed the first Mondays in January
and July for the sittings.

Vacancies on the Court were filled temporarily by the Governor, with the assistance and advice of the
Council of State, until the end of the next session of the state General Assembly."

Council of State

What is the Council of State, and where did it originate?

III. "The one of which councils, to be called the council of state (and whose office shall chiefly be
assisting, with their care, advice, and circumspection, to the said governor) shall be chosen, nominated,
placed, and displaced, from time to time, by us the said treasurer, council and company, and our
successors: which council of state shall consist, for the present only of these persons, as are here
nserted,..."

I'V. "The other council, more generally to be called by the governor, once yearly, and no oftener, but for
very extraordinary and important occasions, shall consist for the present, of the said council of state, and
of two burgesses out of every town, hundred, or other particular plantation, to be respectively chosen by
the inhabitants: which council shall be called The General Assembly, wherein (as also in the said council
of state) all matters shall be decided, determined, and ordered by the greater part of the voices then
present; reserving to the governor always a negative voice. And this general assembly shall have free
power, to treat, consult, and conclude, as well of all emergent occasions concerning the public weal of
the said colony and every part thereof, as also to make, ordain, and enact such general laws and orders,
for the behoof of the said colony, and the good government thereof, as shall, from time to

time, appear necessary or requisite;..." An Ordinance and Constitution of the Virginia Company in
England. Footnote

#4

The job of the 1st Council of State was to make sure the governor followed the king's wishes. The 2nd
was the general assembly, the laws they passed had to conform to the king's law.
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Read the following quote:

V. Whereas in all other things, we require the said general assembly, as also the said council of state, to
imitate and follow the policy of the form of government, laws, customs, and manner of trial, and other
administration of justice, used in the realm of England, as near as may be even as ourselves, by his
majesty's letters patent, are required.

VI. Provided, that no law or ordinance, made in the said general assembly, shall be or continue in force
or validity, unless the same shall be solemnly ratified and confirmed, in a general quarter court of the
said company here in England, and so ratified, be returned to them under our seal; it being our intent to
afford the like measure also unto the said colony, that after the government of the said colony shall once
have been well framed, and settled accordingly, which is to be done by us, as by authority derived from
his majesty, and the same shall have been so by us declared, no orders of court afterwards, shall bind the
said colony, unless they be ratified in like manner in the general assemblies.

In witness whereof we have hereunto set our common seal the 24th of July, 1621. .. .An Ordinance and
Constitution of the Virginia Company in England.

The Council of State still exists to day, although it has been modified several times. The first major
change came in the 1776, North Carolina Constitution, read the below quotes:

16. "That the senate and house of commons, jointly, at their first meeting, after each annual election,
shall, by ballot, elect seven persons to be a council of state for one year; who shall advise the governor
in the execution of his office; and that four members shall be a quorum; their advice and proceedings
shall be entered in a journal, to be kept for that

purpose only, and signed by the members present; to any part of which any member present may enter
his dissent. And such journal shall be laid before the general assembly when called for by them.

19. "The governor, for the time being, shall have power to draw for and apply such sums of money as
shall be voted by the general assembly, for the contingencies of government, and be accountable to them
for the same. He also may, by and with the advice of the council of state, lay embargoes, or prohibit the
exportation of any commodity, for any term not exceeding thirty days, at any one time in the recess of
the general assembly; and shall have the power of granting pardons and reprieves, except where the
prosecution shall be carried on by the general assembly, or the law shall otherwise direct; in which case,
he may, in the recess, grant a reprieve until the next sitting of the general assembly; and

he may exercise all the other executive powers of government, limited and restrained, as by this
constitution is mentioned, and according to the laws of the State. And, on his death, inability, or absence
from the State, the speaker of the senate, for the time being, and in case of his death, inability, or
absence from the State, the speaker of the house of commons, shall exercise the powers of government,
after such death, or during such absence or inability of the governor, or speaker of the senate, or until a
new nomination is made by the general assembly.

20. "That, in every case, where any officer, the right of whose appointment is, by this constitution,
vested in the general assembly, shall, during their recess, die, or his office by other means become
vacant, the governor shall have power, with the advice of the council of State, to fill up such vacancy, by
granting a temporary commission, which shall expire at the end of the next session of the general
assembly.

Also take notice who was not allowed to serve as Council of State:

26. "That no treasurer shall have a seat, either in the senate, house of commons, or council of state,
during his continuance in that office, or before he shall have finally settled his accounts with the public,
for all the moneys which may be in his hands, at the expiration of his office, belonging to the State, and
hath paid the same into the hands of the succeeding treasurer."

27. "That no officer in the regular army or navy, in the service and pay of the United States, of this State
or any other State, nor any contractor or agent for supplying such army or navy with clothing or
provisions, shall have a seat either in the senate, house of commons, or council of state, or be eligible
thereto; and any member of the senate, house of commons, or council of state, being appointed to,and
accepting of such office, shall thereby vacate his seat."
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28. "That no member of the council of state shall have a seat, either in the senate or house of commons."
30. "That no secretary of this State, attorney-general, or clerk of any court of record, shall have a seat in
the senate, house of commons, or council of state.

The king continued to rule through the Council of State until several things were in place, his bank, his
laws and tradition. The king succeeded by the acceptance of the American people that they were free,
along with the whole of our history not being taught in our schools. The next change to the Council of
State came at the conquest of this country, I referred to this in part 1, and in A Country Defeated In
Victory.

Read this quote from the 1868 North Carolina constitution, Article 3, sec 14:

SEC. 14. "The Secretary of State, Auditor, Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Works, and
Superintendent of Public Instruction, shall constitute ex officio, the Council of State, who shall advise
the Governor in the execution of his office, and three of whom shall constitute a quorum; their advice
and proceedings in this capacity shall be entered in a Journal, to be kept for this purpose exclusively, and
signed by the members present, from any part of which any member may enter his dissent; and such
journal shall be placed before the General Assembly when called for by either House. The Attorney
General shall be, ex offici, the legal adviser of the Executive Department.

After the Civil War, the conquest of America, you see those that were allowed to be Council of State,
were elected officials. Under the 1776 North Carolina Constitution, it wasunlawful for these elected
officials to be Council of State.

Why? Because, the king could not trust the common man to obey him, now that they thought they were
free. After the Civil War the Council of State was no longer needed to fulfill the public policy of the
king, the Council of State still exists today, but in a reduced capacity as far as the king goes. Now he
had the 14th Amendment, his lawyers in the government, his bankers in control of the governments
money, and above all greed that causes most in office to continue the status quo.

The Federal Reserve, Taxes and Tax Court

What I will show you next will shock you, that taxes paid in this country were under treaty to the king
of England. How about if I told you that the law that created our taxes and this countries tax court go
back in history to William the Conqueror. And to further help you understand the below definitions,
exchequer is the British branch of the Federal Reserve.

Exchequer: "The English department of revenue. A very ancient court of record, set up by William the
Conqueror, as a part of the aula regia, and intended principally to order the revenues of the crown, and
to recover the king's debts and duties. It was called exchequer, "scaccharium," from the checked cloth,
resembling a chessboard, which covers the table." Ballentine's Law Dictionary

Exchequer: "That department of the English government which has charge of the collection of the
national revenue; the treasury department." Black's Law Dictionary 4th ed.

Exchequer: "In English Law. A department of the government which has the management of the
collection of the king's revenue." Bouvier's Law Dictionary 1914 ed.

Court of Exchequer: "56.The court of exchequer is inferior in rank not only to the court of king's bench,
but to the common pleas also: but I have chosen to consider it in this order, on account of its double
capacity, as a court of law and a court of equity [44] also. It is a very ancient court of record, set up by
William the Conqueror, as a part of the aula regia, through regulated and reduced to its present order by
King Edward I; and intended principally to order the revenues of the crown, and to recover the king's
debts and duties. It is called the exchequer, scaccharium, from the chequed cloth, resembling a chess-
board, which covers the table there; and on which, when certain of the king's accounts are made up, the
sums are marked and scored with counters. It consists of two divisions; the receipt of the

exchequer, which manages to royal revenue, and with which these Commentaries have no concern; and
the court or judicial part of it, which is again subdivided into a court of equity, and a court of common
law."
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Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1554

Court of Exchequer: "An English superior court with jurisdiction of matter of law and matters involving
government

revenue." Ballentine's Law Dictionary

Court of Exchequer: "A court for the correction and prevention of errors of law in the three superior
common-law

courts of the kingdom.

A court of exchequer chamber was first erected by statute 31 Edw. II1. C. 12, to determine causes upon
writs of error

from the common-law side of the exchequer court. It consisted of the chancellor, treasurer, and the
"justices and other

sage persons as to them seemeth." The judges were merely assistants. A second court of exchequer
chamber was

instituted by statute 27 Eliz. C. 8, consisting of the justices of the common pleas and the exchequer, or
any six of them,

which had jurisdiction in error of cases in the king's bench. In exchequer chamber substituted in their
place as an

intermediate court of appeal between the three common-law courts and Parliament. It consisted of the
judges of the two

courts which had not rendered the judgement in the court below. It is now merged in the High Court of
Justice."

Bouvier's Law Dictionary 1914 ed.

It gets worse, are you just a little ticked off, or maybe you are starting to question what you have been
taught all these

years? It's time to wake up America!

If you'll look at the Judiciary Act of 1789 (I know most won't take time to read it), you'll see that all
district courts are

admiralty courts. This is the king's court of commerce, in which he is the plaintiff, recovering damages
done against

him, or what belongs to him.

The equity court of the exchequer: "57. The court of equity is held in the exchequer chamber before the
lord treasurer,

the chancellor of the exchequer, the chief baron, and three puisne' ones. These Mr. Selden conjectures to
have been

anciently made out of such as were barons of the kingdom, or parliamentary barons; and thence to have
derived their

name: which conjecture receives great strength form Bracton's explanation of magna carta, c.14, which
directs that the

earls and barons be amerced by their peers; that is, says he, by the barons of the exchequer. The primary
and original

business of this court is to call the king's debtors to account, by bill filed by the attorney general; and to
recover any

lands, tenements, or hereitaments, any goods, chattels, or other profits or benefits, belonging to the
crown. So that by

their original constitution the jurisdiction of the courts of common pleas, king's bench, and exchequer,
was entirely

separate and distinct; the common pleas being intended to decide all controversies between subject and
subject; the

king's bench to correct all crimes and misdemeanors that amount to a breach of the peace, the king being
then the
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plaintiff, as such offenses are in open derogation of the jura regalia (regal rights) of his crown; and the
exchequer to

adjust [45] and recover his revenue, wherein the king also is plaintiff, as the withholding and
nonpayment thereof is an

injury to his jura fiscalia (fisical rights). But, as by a fiction almost all sorts of civil actions are now
allowed to be

brought in the king's bench, in like manner by another fiction all kinds of personal suits may be
prosecuted in the court

of exchequer. For as all the officers and ministers of this court have, like those of other superior courts,
the privilege of

suing and being sued only in their own court; so exchequer, are privileged to sue and implead all manner
of persons in

the same court of equity that they themselves are called into. They have likewise privilege to sue and
implead one

another, or any stranger, in the same kind of common-law actions (where the personalty only is
concerned) as are

prosecuted in the court of common pleas."

Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1554

The common-law court of the exchequer: "58. This gives original to the common-law part of their
jurisdiction, which

was established merely for the benefit of the king's accountants, and is exercised by the barons only of
the exchequer,

and not the treasurer or chancellor. The writ upon which the plaintiff suggests that he is the king's farmer
or debtor, and

that the defendant hath done him the injury or damage complained of; quo minus sufficient exist, by
which he is the

less able, to pay the king his debt or rent. And these suits are expressly directed, by what is called the
statute of

Rutland, to be confined to such matters only as specially concern the king or his ministers of the
exchequer. And by the

articuli super cartas it is enacted that no common pleas be thenceforth holden in the exchequer, contrary
to the form of

the great charter. But not, by the suggestion of privilege, any person may be admitted to sue in the
exchequer as well as

the king's accountant. The surmise of being debtor to the king is therefore become matter of form and
mere words of

course, and the court is open to allthe nation equally. The same holds with regard to the equity side of
the court: for

there any person may file [46] a bill against another upon a bare suggestion that he is the king's
accountant; but whether

he is so or not is never controverted. In this court, on the nonpayment of titles; in which case the
surmise of being the

king's debtor is no fiction, they being bound to pay him their first-fruits, and annual tenths. But the
chancery has of late

years obtained a large share in this business."

Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1555

Definition of a legal fiction: For a discussion of fictions in law, see chapter II of Maine's Ancient Law,
and Pollock's

note D in his edition of the Ancient Law. Blackstone gives illustrations of legal fictions on pages 43, 45,
153, 203 of
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this book. Mr Justice Curtis (Jurisdiction of United States Courts, 2d ed., 148) gives the following
instance of a fiction

in our practice:

"A suit by or against a corporation in its corporate name may be presumed to be a suit by or against
citizens of the state

which created the corporate body, and no averment or denial to the contrary is admissible for the
purpose of

withdrawing the suit from the jurisdiction of a court of the United States.

There is the Roman fiction: The court first decides the law, presumes all the members are citizens of the
state which

created the corporation, and then says, "you shall not traverse that presumption'; and that is the law now.
(Authors noteby

your residence you are incorporated) Under it, the courts of the United States constantly entertain suits
by or against

corporations. (Muller v. Dows, 94 U. S. 444, 24 L. Ed. 207.) It has been so frequently settled, that there
is not the

slightest reason to suppose that it will ever be departed from by the court. It has been repeated over and
over again in

subsequent decisions; and the supreme court seem entirely satisfied that it is the right ground to stand
upon; and, as [

am now going to state to you, they have applied it in some cases which go beyond, much beyond, these
decisions to

which I have referred.

So that when a suit is to be brought in a court of the United States by or against a corporation, by
reason of the

character of the parties, you have only to say that this corporation (after naming it correctly) was
created by a law of the

state; and that is exactly the same in its consequences as if you could allege, and did allege, that the
corporation was a

citizen of that state. According to the present decisions, it is not necessary you should say that the
members of that

corporation are citizens of Massachusetts. They have passed beyond that. You have only to say that the
corporation was

created by a law of the state of Massachusetts, and has its principal place of business in that state; and
that makes it, for

the purposes of jurisdiction, the same as if it were a citizen of that state" See Pound, Readings in Roman
Law, 95n.

Black Stone Commentaries Book III, pg 1553

Combine this with what I said earlier concerning power of the treaty and it's creation of the corporate
State, and you

now know why you are not allowed to challenge residence or subjection in the State Courts. And
because of the treaty,

residence in the State is synonymous with residence in the district. I know this puts a sour taste in your
mouth, because

it does mine, but that is the condition we find ourselves in. The only way I see to change it, is to change
the treaty and

reinforce the original Declaration of Independence, but this would meet severe objection on the part of
the international

Bankers, and or course the king's heirs in England. And most Americans, even if they were aware of this
information,
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would have no stomach for the turmoil this would cause.

Still a little fuzzy on what has taken place, the word Exchequer is still used today? In Britain the
Exchequer is the

Federal Reserve, the same as our Federal Reserve. They just changed the name here as they have done
many things to

cloud what is taking place, hoping no one would catch on. Who wrote the Federal Reserve Act, and put
it in place in

this country? Bankers from the Bank of England with their counter part in New York!

Congressman McFadden: "I hope that is the case, but [ may say to the gentleman that during the
sessions of this

Economic Conference in London there is another meeting taking place in London. We were advised by
reports from

London last Sunday of the arrival of George L.Harrison, Governor of the Federal Reserve Bank of New
York, and we

were advised that accompanying him was Mr. Crane, the Deputy Governor, and James P. Warburg, of
the Kuhn-Loeb

banking family, of New York and Hamburg, Germany, and also Mr. O. M. W. Sprague, recently in the
pay of Great

Britain as chief economic and financial adviser of Mr. Norman, Governor of the Bank Of England, and
now supposed

to represent our Treasury. These men landed in England and rushed to the Bank of England for a private
conference,

taking their luggage with them, before even going to their hotel. We know this conference has been
taking place for the

past 3 days behind closed doors in the Bank of England with these gentlemen meeting with heads of the
Bank of

England and the Bank for International Settlements, of Basel, Switzerland, and the head of the Bank
France, Mr. Maret.

They are discussing war debts; they are discussing stabilization of exchanges and the Federal Reserve
System,l may

say to the Members of the House.

The Federal reserve System, headed by George L. Harrison, is our premier, who is dealing with debts
behind the closed

doors of the Bank of England; and the United States Treasury is there, represented by O. M. W.
Sprague, who until the

last 10 days was the representative of the Bank of England, and by Mr. James P. Warburg, who is the
son of the

principal author of the Federal Reserve Act. Many things are being settled behind the closed doors of the
Bank of

England by this group. No doubt this group were pleased to hear that yesterday the Congress passed
amendments to the

Federal Reserve Act and that the President signed the bill which turns over to the Federal Reserve
System the complete

total financial resources of money and credit in the United States. Apparently the domination and control
of the

international banking group is being trengthened.... Congressional Record, June 14, 1934

What else does the Exchequer do? The government(Congress) puts up bonds (bills of credit) on the
international

market, that the Federal Reserve (Exchequer) prints fiat money, for which the government (Congress) is
the guarantor
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for, read the following quote:

Exchequer Bills: Bills of credit issued by authority of parliament.

They constitute the medium of transaction of business between the bank of England and the
government. The

exchequer bills contain a guarantee from government which secures the holders against loss by
fluctuation. Bouvier's

Law Dictionary 1914 ed.

Also re-read "A Country Defeated In Victory". Who do you think the national debt is owed to? If that's
not bad enough

the bond indebtedness allowed the king to foreclose on his colony when it was time for the one World
government, the

king/bankers caused us to reorganize under bankruptcy. The Bank of England allowed the United States
to use you and

I (our labor)for collateral and all the property in America, read the following quote:

Congressman Lemke: "....This nation is bankrupt; every State in this Union is bankrupt; the people of
the United States,

as a whole, are bankrupt. The public and private debts of this Nation, which are evidenced by bonds,
mortgages, notes,

or other written instruments about to about $250,000,000,000, and it is estimated that there is about
$50,000,000,000 of

which there is no record, making in all about $300,000,000,000 of public and private debts. The total
physical cash

value of all the property in the United States is now estimated at about $70,000,000,000. That is more
than it would

bring if sold at public auction. In this we do not include debts or the evidence of debts, such as bonds,
mortgages, and

so fourth. These are not physical property. They will have to be paid out of the physical property. How
are we going to

pay $300,000,000,000 with only $70,000,000,000?" Congressional Record, March 3, 1934, footnote
#10

This debt was more than could be paid as of 1934, this caused the declared bankruptcy by President
Roosevelt. Now

the national debt is over 12,000,000,000,000. The government only tells you about 5,000,000,000,000,
they don't tell

you about the corporate debt, which America is also guarantor for. Add to that the personal debt; you
know credit cards

and home loans, and it approaches 20,000,000,000,000, that's trillion for those of you that miss read the
number of

zero's. Mix this with a super inflated stock market and a huge trade deficit, and that is what brings you
to understand

my subtitle for this paper. BEND OVER AMERICA. What could possibly be the purpose of the
international bankers

allowing our nation to over extend so badly and not cut us off? When back in 1934 they could have
legally seized the

whole country. We are being used for the purpose of the international bankers which is loaning money to
third world

countries, to enslave them as we are, to colonize the world for Britain, and to use our military machine
to control unruly

countries and to collect the king's debt. There will soon be a United Nations personal income tax for the
whole world.
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The end purpose of the international bankers, is a one world government, with England as the center of
government and

the international bankers calling the shots.

Constitution & Law

"The ultimate authority...resides in the people alone."

-James Madison, author of the Bill of Rights, in Federalist Paper No. 46.

"No man is good enough to govern another man without that other's consent." -Abraham Lincoln
"The presumption is simply that the weaker party consent to be slaves. Such is the

presumption on which alone our government relies to justify the power it maintains over

it's unwilling subjects. The real motives and spirit which lie at the foundation of all

legislation are the same today as they always have been -- to keep one class of men in

subordination and servitude to another." --Lysander Spooner

"When plunder becomes a way of life for a group of men living together in society,

they create for themselves, in the course of time, a legal system that authorizes it and a

moral code that glorifies it." -- Fred Bastiat - Around 1850

"Everyone wants to live at the expense of the State, they forget that the State exists at

the expense of everyone" -- Fred Bastiat - Around 1850

"Life, liberty, and property do not exist because men have made laws. On the contrary, it was the

fact that life, liberty, and property existed beforehand that caused men to make laws in the first place."
-Frederic Bastiat

"See if the law takes from some persons what belongs to them, and gives it to other persons

to whom it does not belong. See if the law benefits one citizen at the expense of another by doing what
the citizen himself cannot do without committing a crime." -Frederic Bastiat

The People over their servants ------ Principle over the agent!!

“In this state as in all republics, it is not the Legislature, however translucent it’s powers, who are
supreme- but the

people- and to suppose that they may violate the fundamental law, is, as has been most eloquently
expressed, to affirm

that the deputy is greater than his principle; that the servant is above his master; that the representatives
of the people

are superior to the people themselves; that men acting by virtue of delegated power may do not only
what their powers

do not authorize, but what they forbid.” Waring v. Mayor of Savannah, 60 Georgia page 93

“In enacting this chapter, the Legislature finds and declares that the public commissions, boards

and councils and other public agencies in this state exist to aid in the conduct of the people’s business. It
is the intent

of the law that their actions be taken openly and that their deliberations be conducted openly.

The people of this state do not yield their sovereignty to the agencies which serve them. The people, in
delegating

authority, do not give their public servants the right to decide what is good for the people to know and
what is not good

for them to know. The people insist on remaining

informed so that they may retain control over the instruments they have create.” -------

California Government Code Section 54950.

supreme Court in the county!! -------- Justices’ Courts

“Upon a change from Territorial to State government the seals in use by the Supreme Court

and the Territorial District courts in and for the several counties respectively, shall pass to and become
until otherwise

provided by law, the seals respectively, of the Supreme Court and of

the District Courts of the State in such counties”. --------- Constitution of Montana, 1889,
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Article XX, section 6

1994 MCA Special Session Edition Jurisdiction Over Appeals From Justices’ Courts : The Supreme
Court does not

have appellate jurisdiction to review the judgements or orders of the Justices’ Courts. Adair v. Lake
County Justice

Court, 213 M 466, 692 P2d 13, 41 St. Rep. 2241 (1984); State ex rel. Estes v. Justice Court, 129 M
136, 284 P2d 249

(1955).

1994 MCA Special Session Edition Section 5. Self Government Charters. (1) The Legislature shall
provide

procedures permitting a local government unit or combination of units to frame, adopt, amend, revise,
or abandon a

self-government charter with the approval of a majority of those voting on the question. The procedures
shall not

require approval of a charter by a legislative body.

(2) If the legislature does not provide such procedures by July 1, 1975, they may be established

by election either:

(a) Initiated by petition in the local government unit or combination of units; or

(b) Called by the governing body of the local government unit or combination of units.

(3) Charter provisions establishing executive, legislative, and administrative structure and

organization are superior to statutory provisions.

1994 MCA Special Session Edition Art. XI, Sec. 5, Mont. Const.—Official Comment

New provision directing legislature to pass laws concerning procedures for local voters to design their
own forms of government (self-government charters). The charter provisions concerning structure of
local governments would take precedence over general laws on such matters.

“The Legislative Assembly shall not pass local or special laws in any of the following enumerated cases,
that is to say: regulating county or township affairs; regulating the practice in Courts of Justice;
regulating the jurisdiction and duties of Justices of the peace, police magistrates or constables; changing
the rules of evidence in any trial or inquiry; providing for changes of venue in civil or criminal cases; for
limitation of civil actions; summoning or empaneling grand or petit juries; for the punishment of crimes;
for the assess-ment or collection of taxes; changing the law of descent; creating offices, or prescribing
the powers or duties of officers in counties, cities, township or school districts;” Montana Constitution,
Article 5, sec.26 Who is bound by the Constitution and laws of the legislature?

2. This constitution, and the laws of the united states which shall be made in pursuance thereof, , and all
treaties made, or which shall be made, under the authority of the United States, shall be the supreme law
of the land : and the judges, in every state, shall be bound thereby, anything in the constitution or laws of
any state to the contrary notwithstanding.

3. The senators and representatives before mentioned, and the members of the several state legislatures,
and all executive and judicial officers, both of the united states and of the several states shall be bound,
by oath or affirmation to support this constitution; but no religious test shall ever be required as a
qualification to any office or public trust under the united states. --U.S. Constitution Article VI Section 2
& 3 "When a change of government takes place, from a monarchial to a republican government,

the old form is dissolved. Those who lived under it, and did not choose to become members of the

new, had a right to refuse their allegiance to it, and to retire elsewhere. By being a part of the

society subject to the old government, they had not entered into any engagement to become subject

to any new form the majority might think proper to adopt. That the majority shall prevail is a rule
posterior to the formation of government, and results from it. It is not a rule binding upon mankind in
their natural state. There, every man is independent of all laws, except those prescribed by

nature. He is not bound by any institutions formed by his fellowmen without his consent." CRUDEN wv.
NEALE, 2 N.C. 338 (1796) 2 S.E. 70. Emphasis added.
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“Time does not confirm a void act.” California Civil Code section 3539

"All laws which are repugnant to the Constitution are null and void." --

Marbury vs. Madison, 5 US 137, 174, 176 (1803)

"All that government does and provides legitimately is in pursuit of it's duty to

provide protection for private rights (Wynhammer v. People, 13 NY 378), which

duty is a debt owed to it's creator, WE THE PEOPLE and the private unenfranchised individual; which
debt and duty is never extinguished nor discharged, and is perpetual. No matter what the
government/state provides for us in manner of convenience and safety, the unenfranchised individual
owes nothing to the government." Hale v. Henkel, 201 U.S. 43

"Government does not exist, in a personal sense, for the purpose of acquiring, protecting and enjoying
property. It exists primarily for the protection of the people in their individual rights, and holds property
not primarily for the enjoyment of property accumulations, but as an incident to the purpose for which
it exists ---that of serving the people and protecting them in their rights.

Curley vs U.S., 130 F. 1, 8, 64 C.C.A. 369 "An unconstitutional act is not law; it confers no rights; it
imposes no duties; affords no protection; it creates no office; it is in legal contemplation, as

inoperative as though it had never been passed." -- Norton vs. Shelby County, 118, US 425 p. 442 "The
general rule is that an unconstitutional statute, though having the form and name of law, is in reality no
law, but is wholly void, and ineffective for any purpose; since unconstitutionality dates from the time of
it's enactment, and not merely from the date of the decision so branding it. No one is bound to obey an
unconstitutional law and no courts are bound to enforce it." -- 16 Am Jur 2d, Sec. 177, late 2d, Sec 256
"Our freedom of speech, under the First Amendment, also protects a person's right to have access to
information, 1.e. the right to hear and read. (See: Va. State Bd. of Pharmacy v. Va. Citizen's Consumers
Council, Inc., (1976) 425 U.S. 748 "A free press stands as one of the greater interpreters between the
government and the people. To allow it to be fettered is to fetter ourselves." Grosjean v. American Press
Co. 56 S Ct. 444 (1936) "No agreement with a foreign nation can confer power on the Congress, or on
any other branch of government, which is free from the resraints of the Constitution." Supreme Court in
Reid v. Covert, 354 U.S. 1 (1957) "Invito beneficium non datur- No one is obliged to accept a benefit
against his consent." Bouvier's Law Dictionary (1914), "Maxim," p, 2140).[No officer can compel any
Good and Lawful Man to get a license, benefit, or privilege in

commerce. |

Common Law

"The Constitution is to be interpreted according to Common Law Rules." -- Schick vs. U.S., 195 US 65,
24 Sup. Ct. 826, 49 L. Ed. 99 "...a Statute will not be construed so as to overrule a principle of
established Common Law, unless it is made plain by the act that such a change in the

established law is intended." -- Starkey Construction Inc. vs. Elcon, Inc., 248 Ark 958, 978A,

457 SW 2nd 509, 7 U.C.C.RS 923 "A statute should be construed in harmony with the Common Law
unless there is a clear legislative intent to abrogate the Common Law." --United Bank vs. Mesa

Nelson Co., 121 Ariz 438, 590 P2d 1384, 25 U.C.C.RS 1113 "The Constitution is to be construed with
respect to the law existing at the time of it's adoption and as securing to the individual citizen the rights
inherited by him under English Law, and not with reference to new guarantees." --Mattox vs. U.S.,

156 US 237, 15 Sup Ct. 337, 39 L. Ed. 409 "It [U.S. Constitution] must be interpreted in the light of
Common Law, the principles and history of which were familiarly known to the framers of the
Constitution. Th language of the Constitution could not be understood without reference to the
Common Law." -- U.S. vs. Wong Kim, Ark, 169 US 649, 18 S. Ct. 456 Sovereignty (State and
Individual) "For when the [American] revolution took place, the people of each state became themselves
sovereign; and in that character hold the absolute right to all their navigable waters, and the soils under
them, for their own common use, subject only to the rights since surrendured by the Constitution to the
general government." -- Martin vs. Waddell, 41 US (16 Pet) 367, 410 (1842)
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"People of a state are entitled to all rights which formerly belonged to the King by his prerogative." --
Lansing vs. Smith, 21 D.89 "Sovereignty itself is, of course, not subject to law, for it is the author and
source of law; but in our system, while sovereign powers are delegated to the agencies of government,
sovereignty itself, remains with the people, by whom and for whom all government exists and acts. And
the law is the definition and limitation of power." -- Justice Matthews in Yick Wo v Hopkins, 118 US
356 "There is no such thing as a power of inherent sovereignty in the government of the [federal] United
States... In this country sovereignty resides in the people, and Congress can exercise no power which
they [the sovereign people] have not, by their Constitution entrusted to it: All else is withheld." --
Supreme Court Justice Field "Land Patents are issues (and theoretically passed) between Sovereigns.
Deeds are executed by 'persons' and private corporations without these sovereign

powers." -- Leading Fighter vs. County of Gregory, 230 N.W.2d. 114.116 (1975)

"As long as the Constitution endured, this supreme Court must exist with it,

deciding in peaceful forms of judicial proceedings the angry and irritating controversies between
sovereignties." -- Judge Taney

Point: If the "Individual People" were not the true Sovereigns, how could he say this? (Above) This is a
"Proof" that the Individual People are the TRUE SOVEREIGNS above government!!

Person vs. People (Artificial Persons vs. Natural Persons)

"The word "person" in legal terminology is perceived as a general word which

normally includes in it's scope a variety of entities other than human beings.

See e.g. 1 U.S.C. ss 1. Church of Scientology v. U.S. Dept. of Justice (1979) 612 F 2d 417, 425.
Citizenship (State v. Federal or U.S.)

"While the 14th Amendment does not create a national citizenship, it has the effect of making that
citizenship 'paramount and dominant' " -- Supreme Court, Colgate vs. Harvey 296 U.S. 404, 427;

80 L. Ed. 299 1935; See page 309 Lawyers Ed.

United States of America vs. UNITED STATES INC.

"Governments descend to the level of a mere private corporation and take on

the characteristics of a mere private citizen where private corporate commercail

paper [federal reserve notes] and securities [checks] is concerned..." -- Clearfield

Trust Company v. United States, 318 U.S. 363-371, 1942

"When governments enter the world of commerce, they are subject to the same

burdens as any private firm or corporation" -- U.S. v. Burr, 309 U.S. 242

See: 22 U.S.C.A.286e, Bank of U.S. vs. Planters Bank of Georgia, 6L, Ed. (9 Wheat) 244;

22 U.S.C.A. 286 et seq., C.R.S. 11-60-103

Licenses (Business)

"No state shall convert a liberty into a privelege; license it, and attach a fee to

it." Murdoch v. Penn., 318 U.S. 105

"Right to Travel" Issue

"Original 13th Amendment (Titles of Nobility)" Issue

(Very Important!!)

"If any Citizen of the United States shall accept, claim, receive, or retain any

title of nobility or honour, or shall, without the consent of Congress, accept and

retain any present, pension, office or emolument of any kind whatever, from any

emperor, King prince, or foreign power, such person shall cease to be a Citizen of

the United States, and shall be incapable of holding any office of trust or profit

under them, or either of them."-- ORIGINAL 13th AMENDMENT RATIFIED 1820

"14th Amendment" Issue

"While the Union survived the Civil War, the Constitution did not...in it's place

arose a more promising basis for justice and equality, the 14th Amendment." --

Associate Justice Thurgood Marshall , May 6th 1987

"Income Tax-16th Amendment" Issue



The I.R.S. was created in Delaware, July 11, 1933. Entered into a service agreement with the
United States Treasury Dept. and Agency for International Development (A.1.D.) (Treasury
Delegation Order No. 91 & 22 U.S.C.A. 611(c)(ii1)

The A.L.D. is a paramilitary operation focusing on creating a dictatorship over finance in the
United States. (1985 Edition Dept. Army Field Manual, FM 41-10, pg 3-8; Senate Report 93-549
pg.186.

The I.R.S. is a member of the International Police Crime Organization supplying information to
150 foreign powers -- 22 U.S.C.A. 263(a); 22 U.S.C.A. 285(G) & 287; 22 U.S.C.A. 6103 (k)(4);
United States Government Manual 1990-91 Pg. 385

I.R.S. Agents are trained under the Division of Human Services and the [.R.S. Commissioner
under the Office of Personal Management. The Office of Personal Management is under the
Director of the Secretary General of the United Nations -- 1976 Edition of 22 U.S.C.A. 287; 1979
Supp III pg. 474; Executive Order No. 10422; Treasury Delegation Order 92

Sec.17 Title 15--Commerce and Trade Page 148

Sec. 17 Antitrust laws not applicable to labor organizations.

"The labor of a human being is not a commodity or article of commerce.

Nothing contained in the anti-trust law shall be construed to forbid the existence

and operation of labor, agricultural, or horticultural organizations, instituted for

the purposes of mutual help, and not having capital stock or conducted for profit,

or to forbid or restrain individual members of such organizations from lawfully

carrying out the legitimate objects thereof; nor shall such organizations, or the

members thereof, be held or construed to be illegal combinations or conspiracies

in restraint of trade, under the antitrust laws.

(Oct. 15, 1914 ch.323, sec. 6, 38 Stat. 731.)

"W-4 is only for government employees" -- Title 5 U.S.C. 2105

"Income excludes wages, salaries, and tips" -- Graves vs. People of N.Y.

exrel O'Keefe 59 S.Ct 595 (1939)

"AGENTS...Our tax system is based on voluntary assessment and voluntary
compliance....the material contained in this handbook is confidential in character.

It must not under any circumstances be made available to persons outside the

service." -- Mr. Mortimer Caplan, IRS Commissioner

"Our system of taxation is based on voluntary assessment and payment, not

upon distraint. [Distraint means force] -- Flora vs. U.S., 362 US 145

""[The I.R.S.] taxes only income 'derived' from many different [U.S.] sources;

One does not 'derive income' by rendering services and charging for them." --

Edwards vs. Keith, 231 Fed. Rep. 113

"No inference, implication or presumption of legislative construction shall be

drawn or made by reason of the location or grouping of any particular section or

provision or portion of this title {26}, nor shall any table of contents, table of
cross-references, or similar outline, analysis or descriptive matter relating to the

contents of this Title be given any legal effect." -- IRC Section 7806(b)

"...an estate or trust, as the case may be, the income of which comes from

sources without [federal] the United States which is not effectively connected

with the [performance of the functions of a public office] within the [federal]

United States, is not includeable in gross income under subtitle A." -- IRC Section
7701(a)(31)

"Anyone may so arrange his affairs that his taxes shall be as low as possible; he is not

bound to choose that pattern which will best pay the Treasury."

-Judge Learned Hand, Helvering v. Gregory (1934)
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Social Security Number

"There is no Social Security law requiring that one have a number, but the IRS
Tax Code, section 6109 subsection A, stipulates that taxpayers shall utilize their
Social Security numbers when filing tax returns. Therefore, if one pays taxes, one
must have a Social Security number." -- Letter from Lloyd Bentson, U.S. Senator from Texas
"It shall be unlawful for any federal, state or government agency [including
businesses within the federal United States] to deny to any individual any right,
benefit or privilege provided by law because of such individual's refusal to disclose
his/her Social Security Account Number."

"Actual damages sustained by the individual as a result of the refusal or failure,
but in no case shall a person entitled to recovery receive less than the sum of
$1,000.00 the costs of the action together with reasonable attorney fees
determined by the court." -- Privacy Act of 1974

"The purpose of this [Privacy] Act is to provide certain safeguards for an
individual against invasion of personal privacy by requiring Federal agencies...

to permit an individual to determine what records pertaining to him are collected,
maintained, used, or disseminated by such agencies." -- Public Law 93-579

Right to Keep and Bear Arms

"...while the legislature has the power in the most comprehensive manner to regulate
the carrying and use of firearms, that bodyhas no power to constitute it a crime

for a person, alien or citizen, to possess a revolver for the legitimate defense of
himself and his property. The provisions in the Constitution granting the right to

all persons to bear arms is a limitation upon the power of the

legislature to enact any law to the contrary."

-PEOPLE V. ZERILLO, 219 MICH 635

"The police power of the state to preserve public safety and peace and to regulate
the bearing of arms cannot fairly be restricted to the mere establishment of
conditions under which all sorts of weapons may be privately possessed,

but it may account of the character and ordinary use of weapons and interdict

those whose customary employment by individuals is to violate the law. The

power is, of course subject to the limitation that its exercise be reasonable and it
cannot constitutionally result in the prohibition of the possession of those

arms which, by the common opinion and usage of law-abiding people, are

proper and legitimate to be kept upon private premises for the protection

of person and property."

-PEOPLE V. BROWN, 253 MICH 537

"The right of the people peacefully to assemble for lawful purposes existed long
before the adoption of the Constitution of the United States. In fact, it is and always
has been one of the attributes of a free government. It 'derives its source,' to use the
language of Chief Justice Marshall, in Gibbons v. Ogden, 9 Wheat. 211, 'from those
laws whose authority is acknowledged by civilized man throughout the world.'

It is found wherever civilization exists. It was not, therefore, a right granted to the
people by the Constitution. Neither is it in any manner dependent upon that
instrument for its existence. The second Amendment declares that it shall not be
infringed ; but this, as has been seen, means no more than it shall not be infringed by
Congress. This is one of the amendments that has no other effect than to restrict the
powers of the National Government..."
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-UNITED STATES V. CRUIKSHANK;, 92 US 542 (1875)

"The rifle of all descriptions, the shot gun, the musket and repeater are such arms; and

that under the Constitution the right to keep and bear arms cannot be infringed or
forbidden by the legislature."

-ANDREWS V. STATE; 50 TENN. 165, 179, 8 AM. REP. 8, 14 (TENNESSEE SUPREME COURT,
1871)

"...we incline to the opinion that the Legislature cannot inhibit the citizen from bearing
arms openly, because it authorizes him to bear them for the purposes of defending

himself and the State, and it is only when carried openly, that they can be efficiently

used for defence."

-STATE V. REID, 1 ALA. 612, 619, 35 AM. DEC. 47 (1840)

"...the right to keep arms necessarily involves the right to purchase them, to keep them

in a state of efficiency for use, and to purchase and provide ammunition suitable for

such arms, and to keep them in repair."

-ANDRES V. STATE, 50 TENN. (3 Heisk) 165, 178; (1871)

"The practical and safe construction is that which must have been in the minds of those
who framed our organic law. The intention was to embrace the 'arms', an

acquaintance with whose use was necessary for their protection against the usurpation

of illegal power - such as rifles, muskets, shotguns, swords and pistols. "These are but

little used now in wars; still they are such weapons that they or their like can still

be considered as 'arms', which the people have a right to bear."

-STATE V. KERNER, 181 NC 574, 107 SE 222, 224-25 (NORTH CAROLINA SUPREME COURT,
1921.

"If the text and purpose of the Constitutional guarantee relied exclusively on the

preference for a militia 'for defense of the State' then the terms 'arms' most likely

would include only the modern day equivalents of the weapons used by the Colonial

Militia Men."

-STATE V. KESSLER, 289 OR. 359, 369, 614 P.2D 94, 99 (OREGON SUPREME COURT, 1980),
"To prohibit a citizen from wearing or carrying a war arm...is an unwarranted restriction
upon the constitutional right to keep and bear arms. If cowardly and dishonorable men
sometimes shoot unarmed men with army pistols or guns, the evil must be

prevented by the penitentiary and gallows, and not by a general deprivation of
constitutional privilege."

-WILSON V. STATE, 33 ARK 557, AT 560, 34 AM. REP.. 52, AT 54. (1878).

" '"The right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.' The right of the
whole people, old and young, men, women, and boys, and not militia only, to keep

and bear arms of every description, and not such merely as are used by the militia, shall

not be infringed, curtailed, or broken in upon, in the smallest degree; and all for the
important end to be attained: the rearing up and qualifying a well-regulated militia, so
vitally necessary to the security of a free state. Our opinion is that any law, State or Federal,
is repugnant to the Constitution, and void, which contravenes this right."

-NUNN V. STATE, 1 GA. (1 KEL.) 243, AT 251 (1846)

"[T]he right to keep and bear arms guaranteed by the second amendment to the

federal constitution is not carried over into the fourteenth amendment so as to be applicable to the
states."

STATE V. AMOS, 343 SO. 2D 166, 168 (LA. 1977).

Illegal Search, Seizure, and Unlawful Police Actions

Commenting upon police powers, he said "Yet if the individual is no longer to be

sovereign, if the police can pick him up whenever they do not like the cut of his

jib, if they can "sieze" and "search" him in their discretion, we enter a new regime."
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Justice Douglas in Terry v. State of Ohio, 88 S.Ct. 1868 (1889)

"As in the case of illegal arrests, the officer is bound to know these fundamental

rights and priveliges, and must keep within the law at his peril."

Thiede v. Town of Scandia Valley, 217 Minn. 218, 231 14N.W. (2d) 400 (1944)

"No suit can be sustained against a state; but an unconstitutional law affords no justification to a state
officer for an act injurious to an individual. The officer is not the state, and can set up no exemption
under it, unless he act within the authority of law." Astrom v Hammond (1842), 2 Fed.Cas, 71,
Fed.Cas.No. 596, 3 Mclean 107.

"No officer can acquire jurisdiction by deciding he has it. The officer, whether judicial or ministerial,
decides at his own peril."Middleton v. Low (1866), 30 C. 596, citing Prosser v. Secor (1849), 5
Barb.(N.Y) 607, 608.

"The innocent individual who is harmed by an abuse of governmental authority is assured that he will be
compensated for his injury." Owens v. City of Independence, 100 S.Ct 1398 (1980)

" ...If one individual does not possess such a right over the conduct of another

[Good and Lawful Christian Man], no number of individuals [in a deliberative

body] can possess such a right. All combinations, therefore, to effect such an

object, are injurious, not only to the individuals particularly oppressed, but to the

public at large."People v. Fisher, 14 Wend.(N.Y.) 9, 28 Am.Dec. 501

"Non dat qui non habet---He gives nothing who has nothing."Bouvier's Law

Dictionary (1914),"Maxim,"p.2149, [No legislative body or man can convey any authority or
jurisdiction he does not possess over common Rights vested by God to another. Because legislative
powers are limited, all powers derived from legislative acts are limited. ]

Jury Rights and Nullification

"The jury has the right to judge both the law as well as the fact..." -- John Jay,

Ist Chief Justice of the United States Supreme Court 1789

"The pages of history shine on instances of the jury's exercise of it's prerogative

to disregard instructions of the judge..." -- U.S. vs. Dougherty, 473 F.2nd. 1113, 1139,1972

"Uniform Commercial Code"

"The entire taxing and monetary systems are hereby placed under the U.C.C. (Uniform Commercial
Code)" — The Federal Tax Lien Act of 1966

"Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people to peaceably
assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances." - Article I of the Bill of Rights
Yesterday a Federal appeals court in San Francisco ruled the "Pledge of Allegiance" unconstitutional in a
two to one decision, which has in turn sent the media, the right, and the left into a complete frenzy. My
first thought is that the timing is very suspect - not of the ruling but of the media blitz. It’s a distraction
and is diverting energy from real issues like W1991. However, many of those around me have asked my
opinion so I guess I’ll throw in.

The ruling was aimed at the compulsory saying of the pledge in public schools, and as a person who
would lick Rosie O’Donnells hairy armpit before I sent my children to public school, I can safely say that
this decision is a moot point as far as I’'m concerned. However, I’'m a bit surprised at the reaction of
some of our so-called "intellectual elite." We’ll touch on that later.

Now, I've got a bit of a problem with any type of compulsory group reciting of anything. It always
seems to bring to mind images of those rallies the Nazis used to throw where 10's of thousands of
brainwashed lemmings would stand at attention and shout "sieg heil" over and over again. [ would also
point out that pledging allegiance to a "flag" is moronic behavior; it’s an inanimate object. If you feel the
need to vocalize your beliefs - fine, but any flag can have its meaning bastardized at any time. Bill
Clinton and George Bush (one and 2) both have propagated a lot of evil on this world while waving the
Stars and Stripes, so remember, what our forefathers fought under that flag for and what is fought for
today can be polar opposites. As for the "under God" issue- most of you will remember that the phrase
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"under God" was added to the pledge in 1954 at the urging of the Nights of Columbus (a shady
organization at best), and with Eisenhower’s help, pushed it through Congress. The argument was that it
would help separate America from the "godless commies" and has obviously paidoff

in spades. Nope, not a single sign of communism in our "homeland" - let’s keep shoutin’ that pledge.
Anyway, they inserted the phrase "under God" and everyone went home happy. No one thought to point
out that "god" is a completely generic word. Whose god? Is it Jehovah God? Is it Yehweh? Is it Thor,
god of thunder? Allah? Most Americans worship government as god, so it kind of makes sense that
children would be required to say it in public school, which leaves this decision even more confusing
when you think about it.

Thou shalt have no other gods before Me. . . Hmm?

The original pledge did not contain the words "under God" which I find much less offensive because of
the multiple meaning of the words, and any clearer definition would be an outright violation of Article I-
a certain attempt at "establishment of religion." Be honest, tax money in the form of public school class
room time, being used to have children pledge allegiance to Budda or even Jesus is unconstitutional. If
you don’t agree, then don’t bitch next time they ask for your finger prints when you want to carry a gun.
And I hate to break it to you but you cannot force a person to believe in anything. But what’s more, if
you honestly think that our nations well being rests on whether or not

the phrase "under God" is recited in the a.m. by school children, then you need to seek professional help.
The insinuation that if a child says the pledge daily that somehow he’ll grow up to be a fine up-standing
conservative is the type of trite expounded by those who think George Bush is actually a Christian.
Ostrich burgers, anyone?

Our nation is doomed for much BIGGER reasons, not the least of which is the fraud we call the Federal
Reserve. I would also point out that the Supreme Court ruled on the 27th that any students involved in
any extracurricular activity (Future Farmers of America, chess club, choir, etc...) are eligible for random
drug tests. No Article VI problem there. Perhaps we could reach a compromise: students would be
allowed to recite the pledge while pissing in a cup. There - liberty preserved.

You have to realize that this is all meant to seek and destroy any individualism that may be left in
America. When Bey Buchanan, and a host of other "conservative" mouth pieces, suddenly are allowed
air time by CNBC, it should raise a blood red flag with you. And have you ever noticed that when these
type of people get on live TV, they never attempt to change the subject to something more important?
"Bey, what do you think about this flag mess?"

"Well Flavor O’Day, I think we have much bigger issues in this country, such as a president who ordered
the FBI not to investigate Al Queda, and F-16's that were ordered to stand down when it was known
that 4 planes had been hijacked. And, we should probably be discussing the Bin Ladin/Bush family
business ties." The reason you’ll never see that is simple: It’s all controlled. It is a TV SHOW. They call
it PROGRAMING for a reason - snap out of it.

America, as it was intended, has ceased it exist. Get over it, and put your effort into taking it back.
They can require the kids to pledge whatever they want as far as I’'m concerned. The "flag" has lost its
meaning to me, much like the way the Union Jack had lost its meaning to Thomas Jefferson and John
Hancock in 1775 (never really thought about that before, did ya?) That’s why this forth of July I’ll be
flying the Gadsden flag. You may remember seeing it; it is a yellow flag with a coiled rattle snake on it,
and the phrase "Don’t Tread On Me" inscribed below. The rattle snake is representative of a species
indigenous exclusively to North America and strikes only when its space is invaded - something I can
relate to. I also won’t be saying any pledge, to any flag , at all. But, for those of you out there

that just can’t live without one, try The Freedom Pledge. It’s being promoted by Jews for the
Preservation of Firearms Ownership and it goes like this. . .

I pledge my honor to the Bill of Rights, our precious national treasure.

As the Bill is a fortress against tyranny, [ will battle all tyrants.

As the bill protects liberty, I will live free.

As the Bill guards rights born with all humanity, I will defend the freedoms of future generations.
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With my life, my words, and my daily deeds, with a vision of what can be, I honor all of the Bill of
Rights for all mankind. Not perfect, but its point is well taken.

"... there was a time when a man stood strong. Right was right and wrong was wrong...

" Illinois is serious about saving lives." - Radio commercial airing in Illinois regarding the "Click it, or
ticket" program. Click it or ticket? How about "Kiss it and lick it?"

We must all do our part to keep the jackboots polished.

The only person who gets hurt when I don’t wear my seat belt is me - so leave me alone!

This is all such obvious conditioning; it’s getting you used to the check-points and having to show your
papers. Let’s face it, if they really cared about saving lives they would be spending all this checkpoint
over-time patrolling our borders - which are still wide open I might add. I suggest you check out
www.almartinraw.com and read the story about the "practice" check points that were shown on CNN.

You will very quickly get the picture.

Speaking of conditioning, this morning Ashcroft announced that they had arrested a man who was
plotting to explode a "dirty bomb." Maybe he was, or maybe he wasn’t. All I know is it works towards
scarring the GDP into compliance with whatever B.S. they want to force down our throats, not to
mention getting us to accept the violating of a persons constitutional rights in the name of terrorism.
You realize that this "terrorist" did not have a "dirty bomb", or any parts to build one. He is accused of
"knowing" how to build one (makes me wonder when there going to pick up Gen. Ben Partin.) This guy
is being held for learning information that any moron can get off the Internet; he has not been given
access to a lawyer, he has not been charged, and he 1s being held in a military brig indefinitely thanks to
the ‘Patriot Act’. They have classified him as an "enemy combatant" . . . . now correct me if I’'m wrong,
but I don’t remember Congress every declaring war, do you?

So let me get this straight - the enemy is the "terrorists", and "terrorist" is defined according to the
‘Patriot Act’ as ". . .any person who commits an act which endangers human life and is a violation of
State or Federal law", so if you are pulled over for reckless driving, they can arrest you and hold you
forever as a . . . . heyyyyy. . . . Starting to figure this out?

I was once accused by someone of thinking "They" are out to get me. I answered with, " No, I think
they’re out to get all of us." You can run, but you can’t hide, and it’s time to start speaking out very
LOUDLY about this B.S. right now.

Of course, I recommend the ‘9-11 The Road To Tyranny’ video by Alex Jones (www.infowars.com), but
I have come across a new one that really has served as an eye-opener to every one that I’ve given it to.
It is ‘Truth and Lies of 9-11'

by Mike Ruppert (www.copvcia.com). Get this thing and watch it. Then, after you pick your chin up off
of the floor, start passing it around. It needs to go to every police officer in this country wether they
want it or not. We have to wake up as many people in the system as possible and it’s your responsibility
to help with that. VCRs for $60.00 are available all over the place so you have no excuse for not getting
the info out. You know, I still hear some people complaining about not being able to get others to listen.
Well, let me offer a word of advice - LEAVE THE UFO CRAP AT HOME! Why in the world would you
want to start in on some poor woman in the check-out line at the local ‘Toxofood’ about the
underground bases where the "Greys" are cloning an army of 3- eyed Hitlers to be used in a plot for
installing (during midnight visits) suppositories comprised of Rosie O’Donnells DNA? Even "if" it were
true [roll eyes here] you have no proof. You haven’t seen it, and even if you have you forgot to take
pictures so why don’t we stick with some provable facts. That person you are trying to wake-up has had
their life affected by the Federal Reserve. They, or a relative, or a friend of theirs has had a problem with
a bio-warfare related disease. They know someone whose child had a bad reaction to a vaccine. They
most likely don’t like what they see going on in the public schools. They might not know the dangers of
aspartame or fluoride. Explain the difference between a Republic and a Democracy, you’ll be amazed at
the positive response you get.
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There are a million and one things that we have documented proof of and you need to pick a subject,
familiarize yourself with the facts, and carry the paper work with you. Nothing blows a persons mind
more than when you’re talking to them about a subject and you can produce documentation the second
they have doubt. Be nice, be friendly, and don’t make it confrontational. We are all suppose to be on the
same side, so make the person you are talking to feel comfortable. Make them want to ask questions- go
slow and don’t overload them. Stick to one subject, and after their brain starts to function again you can
give them a little more. Remember, very few of us have known the score our whole lives; most of us
were at one time or another in the dark and had someone spoon feed us info. So smile- joke about it a
little, you’ll get much better results. And if none of that works threaten to start removing fingers. Now
go out there and get ‘em.

"Loud! Wanna hear it loud! Right between the eyes..."

DRIVERS LICENSE VS RIGHT TO TRAVEL
Right to Travel

DESPITE ACTIONS OF POLICE AND LOCAL COURTS,
HIGHER COURTS HAVE RULED THAT AMERICAN CITIZENS
HAVE A RIGHT TO TRAVEL WITHOUT STATE PERMITS

For years professionals within the criminal justice system have acted on the belief that traveling by motor
vehicle was a privilege that was given to a citizen only after approval by their state government in the
form of a permit or license to drive. In other words, the individual must be granted the privilege before
his use of the state highways was considered legal. Legislators, police officers, and court officials are
becoming aware that there are court decisions that disprove the belief that driving is a privilege and
therefore requires government approval in the form of a license. Presented here are some of these cases:
CASE #1: "The use of the highway for the purpose of travel and transportation is not a mere privilege,
but a common fundamental right of which the public and individuals cannot rightfully be deprived."
Chicago Motor Coach v. Chicago, 169 NE 221.

CASE #2: "The right of the citizen to travel upon the public highways and to transport his property
thereon, either by carriage or by automobile, is not a mere privilege which a city may prohibit or permit
at will, but a common law right which he has under the right to life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness." Thompson v. Smith, 154 SE 579.

It could not be stated more directly or conclusively that citizens of the states have a common law right
to travel, without approval or restriction (license), and that this right is protected under the U.S
Constitution.

CASE #3: "The right to travel is a part of the liberty of which the citizen cannot be deprived without
due process of law under the Fifth Amendment." Kent v. Dulles, 357 US 116, 125.

CASE #4: "The right to travel is a well-established common right that does not owe its existence to the
federal government. It is recognized by the courts as a natural right." Schactman v. Dulles 96 App DC
287,225 F2d 938, at 941.

As hard as it is for those of us in law enforcement to believe, there is no room for speculation in these
court decisions.

American citizens do indeed have the inalienable right to use the roadways unrestricted in any manner as
long as they are not damaging or violating property or rights of others. Government -- in requiring the
people to obtain drivers licenses, and accepting vehicle inspections and DUI/DWI roadblocks without
question -- is restricting, and therefore

violating, the people's common law right to travel.

Is this a new legal interpretation on this subject? Apparently not. This means that the beliefs and
opinions our state legislators, the courts, and those in law enforcement have acted upon for years have
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been in error. Researchers armed with actual facts state that case law is overwhelming in determining
that to restrict the movement of the individual in the free exercise of his right to travel is a serious
breach of those freedoms secured by the U.S. Constitution and most state constitutions. That means it is
unlawful. The revelation that the American citizen has always had the inalienable right to travel raises
profound questions for those who are involved in making and enforcing state laws. The first of such
questions may very well be this: If the states have been enforcing laws that are unconstitutional on their
face, it would seem that there must be some way that a state can legally put restrictions -- such as
licensing requirements, mandatory insurance, vehicle registration, vehicle inspections to name just a few
-- on a citizen's constitutionally protected rights. Is that so?

For the answer, let us look, once again, to the U.S. courts for a determination of this very issue. In
Hertado v. California, 110 US 516, the U.S Supreme Court states very plainly:

"The state cannot diminish rights of the people."

And in Bennett v. Boggs, 1 Baldw 60, "Statutes that violate the plain and obvious principles of common
right and common reason are null and void."

Would we not say that these judicial decisions are straight to the point -- that there is no lawful method
for government to put restrictions or limitations on rights belonging to the people? Other cases are even
more straight forward:

"The assertion of federal rights, when plainly and reasonably made, is not to be defeated under the name
of local practice." Davis v. Wechsler, 263 US 22, at 24

"Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule making or legislation which
would abrogate them." Miranda v. Arizona, 384 US 436, 491.

"The claim and exercise of a constitutional right cannot be converted into a crime." Miller v. US, 230 F
486, at 489.

There can be no sanction or penalty imposed upon one because of this exercise of constitutional rights."
Sherer v. Cullen, 481 F 946

We could go on, quoting court decision after court decision; however, the Constitution itself answers
our question - Can a government legally put restrictions on the rights of the American people at anytime,
for any reason? The answer is found in Article Six of the U.S. Constitution:

"This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in Pursuance thereof;...shall
be the supreme Law of the Land; and the Judges in every State shall be bound thereby, any Thing in the
Constitution or laws of any State to the Contrary not one word withstanding."

In the same Article, it says just who within our government that is bound by this Supreme Law:

"The Senators and Representatives before mentioned, and the Members of the several State
Legislatures, and all executive and judicial Officers, both of the United States and of the several States,
shall be bound by Oath or Affirmation, to support this Constitution..."

Here's an interesting question. Is ignorance of these laws an excuse for such acts by officials? If we are
to follow the letter of the law, (as we are sworn to do), this places officials who involve themselves in
such unlawful acts in an unfavorable legal situation. For it is a felony and federal crime to violate or
deprive citizens of their constitutionally protected rights. Our system of law dictates that there are only
two ways to legally remove a right belonging to the people. These are:

by lawfully amending the constitution, or by a person knowingly waiving a particular right.

Some of the confusion on our present system has arisen because many millions of people have waived
their right to travel unrestricted and volunteered into the jurisdiction of the state. Those who have
knowingly given up these rights are now legally regulated by state law and must acquire the proper
permits and registrations. There are basically two groups of people in this category:

DRIVERS LICENSE VS RIGHT TO TRAVEL

It would seem that some people are waking up to this Insurance Industry/Government Bureaucracy-
instigated Driver's Licensing "Construction Fraud" long perpetrated upon the gullible American People
by its mind-controlling government.
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It appears that we are no longer a nation governed by Constitutional Law, but have slowly and
incrementlly through mind control techniques (Propaganda) become a nation controlled and dominated
by bureaucratic regulation which operates under the shadowy "color" of law. Such could not happen if
the public "Traveller" who travels the public roadways in the "usual conveyance of the day," i.e., private
automobile, for nonbusiness, private purposes were not coerced into entering a contract without full
disclosure of the contract's terms being made at the time. Signing that contract without full knowledge
of its terms requires one to waive one's Contitutional Rights and accept the full terms of a regulatory
contract with penalties and sanctions designed to police the actions and conduct of those who use the
public roadways for business or profit. It is through such nefarious manipulations that confusion
regarding the relationship of a people and with its government emerges, wherein the Master -- the
people -- become the Servant, and the Servant -- the government -- becomes the Master. Such is the
transformation from Freedom to Tyranny when Rights are converted into Privileges.

Here in the United States, isn't it time we took back control of our country? Isn't it time we took back
control over our lives? How many reading this have been damaged psychologically and financially by
such fraud through fines, incarceration, and or coercive participation in mental health program followup,
and are up for joining in and launching a Class Action Law Suit against the government in this issue?
Yes, folks, the curtain has been lifted and it's about time YOU PAID ATTENTION to the WIZARD
BEHIND IT.

Clay Johnson

District Attorney

Josephine County, Oregon

500 N.W. 6th Street / Courthouse

Grants Pass, Oregon 97526

Mr. Johnson,

Free people have a right to travel on the roads that are provided by their servants for that
purpose, using ordinary transportation of the day. Licensing cannot be required of free people
because taking on the restrictions of a license requires the surrender of a right. The drivers
license can be required of people who use the highways for trade, commerce or hire; that is, if
they earn their living on the road, and they use extraordinary machines on the roads. In other
words, if you are not using the highways for profit, you cannot be required to have a drivers
license.

Personal liberty consists of the power of locomotion, of changing situations, of removing one's
person to whatever place one's inclination may direct, without imprisonment or restraint unless
by due process of law. Streets and highways are established and maintained for the purpose of
travel and transportation by the public. Such travel may be for business or pleasure. The use of
the highways for the purpose of travel and transportation is not a mere privilege, but a common
and fundamental right of which the public and the individual cannot be rightfully deprived.
Where rights secured by the Constitution are involved, there can be no rule making or legislation
that would abrogate them. The claim and exercise of a Constitutional right cannot be converted
into a crime. There can be no sanction or penalty imposed upon one because of this exercise of
Constitutional rights. I believe a great fraud has been perpetrated against the free people of the
United States of America. Be advised that fraud vitiates the most solemn contract.

I do not make my living on the roads. I have never applied for a grant of driving privileges from
the State of Oregon in the form of a license. I was, however, on 10/15/2000, charged with the
offense of ""No Operators License'. I was given a summons to appear in the Grants Pass Circuit
Court. I was not required to sign the summons nor did I agree to appear. The state cannot
produce any document signed by me granting an attachment of equity jurisdiction between the
United States and me. The Josephine County court, without proper jurisdiction, has attached a
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liability to me in the amount of $218.75 and assigned it to the Oregon

Department of Revenue for collection. I am being threatened with the issuance of a distraint
warrant. The DMV has issued me a license number for tracking purposes so they can record a
suspension of driving privileges. The state has converted my Constitutional right into a crime
without due process of law.

At this time I respectfully demand that all records involving driving or operating privileges, all
court records, all assignments, liabilities, and warrants having my name on them be destroyed.
This communication, in addition to you, is also being sent to all the major newsgroups on the
internet and other groups in the United States that are actively involved in restoring our sacred
liberties that are being taken from us one by one by more or less rapid encroachment. I believe in
the rule of law. I stand firmly against the abrogation of NATURAL RIGHTS

endowed us by our creator.

Sincerely,

A Concerned Citizen

Drug Wars

The Drug war is nothing but an excuse to take away the rights of people worldwide, especially
Americans, and keep the people at large from experimenting with realities outside the "status-quo".
Everyday we wake up to another person killed by the system because of the war on drugs, and every
day we wake up to more and more of our rights being taken away. And, all the while, every day, we
wake up in the same "frequency state" of being. The people at-large, the general public, wake up every
day, in the same "reality mode". Throughout the day, we put things in our bodies, like cigarettes
(nicotine), and pharmaceuticals, and caffeine, to alter our moods and feelings, but all the while we ignore
the substances that alter our minds. Somewhere herein lies a great hipocracy.

Our society doesn't think twice about some drugs, like Caffeine (coffee), and Nicotine (cigaretts). But
when it comes to drugs like marijuana, or LSD or Pychedelic Mushrooms, they are frowned upon. Why
is that? Do people not have common sense, or has common sense been railroaded by the New World
Propaganda Steam Engine. When you think about it, the drugs that should be legal aren't and the drugs
that should be illegal are actually, legal. The reason for this is to INFLATE PROFITS of the drugs that
are REALLY the most used and sought after. Marijuana for instance is the most widely used of the
"outlawed" drugs, and it costs $350.00/Ounce. It costs NOTHING to grow. (Outdoors). LSD costs
practically NOTHING, but sells for $5.00 a hit. This may seem insignificant, but the use of LSD by
people at large is a whole lot greater than one would think. And Mushrooms, which sell in the
supermarket for around $1.00, can fetch over $1000.00 for a pound if they are of the "Pyschedelic"”
variety. Likewise, Cocaine and Heroin are much sought after drugs in our society and they sell for
astronomical amounts. Heroin goes for around $1,000,000.00 /Pound,

by the time it is broken down and sold through smaller quantities. Do you actually think this is
accidental? There is actually a three-fold agenda going on here. 1. Is to make as much money as possible
for the secret societies/secret government, through the drug trade, and 2. To use the prolifering drug
traffic and use as an excuse to "Crack-down" on our rights and liberties. This maintains a great degree of
control for the Power-structure. The people

who use the drugs and can't afford them have their lives ruined, and inevitably lose their jobs and wind
up in jail because they can't afford lawyers either, and this in turn employs and gives need for more
prisons and the entire prison industry, with it's massive Prison Guards Union and more. and 3. Is to keep
people from getting too far "out-there" in their thoughts. In other words, for "THOUGHT CONTROL".
The "Thought Control" comes in by limiting the amount of "Psychedelic" Drugs and Natural
Hallucinogens in our society. A society that is not limited in it's experimentation becomes something like
what you would see at a "Grateful Dead" concert. As a matter of fact, as much of a Grateful Dead fan
that I am, (God Bless Jerry's Soul), I do believe that they were used by the intelligence community to
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see exactly what a "FREE SOCIETY" would be like, in a Microcosmic way. And I can say from
experience, that it would work very well, and with alot more LOVE and COMPASSION than we have
in our current society. Also, the interesting thing you see in the "Dead Community", is a

negative attitude toward "Bad" drugs, like cocaine and Heroine. Sure, there are people who use it, but
the overall attitude is one of disgust toward abuse of the body. Of course there are those that would
argue, and say that there were too many drugs, of a bad nature around, but it is usually because THEY
were doing them, and therefore they were

around people who were constantly doing them as well. If fact, the "Hard Drugs" were really pushed
into the "Psychedelic Community" to slow down the pace of consciousness, because things were
happening too fast. In our society things progress slow, because that is the only way the powers-that-be
can manage us. That all started in the late sixties, when the CIA brought the heroin back from the
Vietnam War. When it hit the street in the Haight Ashbury is when people say things started to go slowly
downhill. But, all in all, the "Dead Community" was and is an "Enlightened Society" and a Progressive
one as well. Who is really behind all this? The CIA, of course. And who is behind them? This is where
the information pipeline starts to deteriorate. On of the best books to document the Drug Trade and
Drug Money flow around the world is a

book titled "Dope Inc." by the LaRouche people, EIR. (This is where you have to be on your toes to do
this kind of research. Most people that are liberal casual drug users hate Lyndon LaRouche because of
his campaigns against drugs and the Drug Trade. Maybe he knows something that these people don't. I
don't believe LaRouche is an Evil Man. I do think he doesn't have much "Compassion" for drug users, as
he would like to lock them all up. But, he DOES have an understanding of the NATURE of "Drug
Politics". He also has probably THE BEST investigative organization, which is in reality an "Intelligence
Circle", from which he gathers his information.) I would strongly encourage anyone with an interest in
these matters to read this outstanding book.

There have been many people over the last twenty years that have written books documenting the
world-wide drug trade, and the CIA connections. What has not been so well documented is the "British
East India Company" involvement in the world-wide drug trade, and it's control over British
Intelligence, and thus, American Intelligence.

This stuff is a little harder to document, but nonetheless, it has been done. There just isn't as much
material on the subject floating around out there.

Education & the Lack Thereof

In the United States, we have the worst educational systems in the world. They used to be okay, but
compared to the Education that Europeans get, we are not even getting close. In Early America, the
colonists had college level educations by the time we would be heading into High School. Why do you
think that is? How could it be, that the Founding Fathers were in their Twenties and early thirties, when
they Drafted the Declaration of Independance, on their own!!!

Could anyone in this country do that today? I seriously doubt it. One must have a basic and fundamental
understanding of "Government", & "Economics" on a world-wide level to be able to Draft such a
document. Do you think anyone in the U.S today would be capable? I doubt it!!! I first started to learn
about the differences of American education with European education when I read Antony Sutton's book
"America's Secret Establishment - An Introduction to the Order of Skull & Bones". This book has
always been one of my favorites, since it is so revealing, and was not put out by

the "Establishment". Sutton reveals to the reader, what is known as the "Look-Say" reading method,
wherein, a student is taught to associate a "picture" with a "word". This would mean that a teacher
would show a student a picture of a "Dog" and then tell him / her that that is a "Dog". Good enough??
Maybe, if you are trying to teach "Deaf and Dumb" people. You see, that is what "Look-Say" was
originally developed for. It was to teach "Deaf and Dumb" people how to read and write. It was not
developed for "Normal" people.
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"Normal" people throughout Europe were educated by learning the "Root-Meaning" of the "Word". So
if a teacher was showing you a picture of a "dog", you would also learn where the meaning of the word
"Dog" comes from. Where the word "Canine" comes from. And that "word" comes from another word
and so on. (From Secret Establishment Pg.71-72).

Look-Say reading methods were developed around 1810 for Deaf Mutes by Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet.
Thomas H Gallaudet was the eldest son of Peter Wallace Gallaudet, a descendant from a French
Huguenot family, and Jane Hopkins. Jane Hopkins traced her ancestry back to John Hopkins and the
Reverend Thomas Hooker in the Seventeenth century, who broke away from the congregational church
to help found Hartford Connecticut. This parallels the story of the Lord family. The Lords also

traced their ancestry back to Hopkins and Hooker and the Lords founded Hartford Connecticut. And it
was in Hartford, Connecticut in 1835 that a printer named Lord produced Thomas Gallaudet's first
Look-Say Primer, "Mother's Primer".

Gallaudet's original intention was to use the Look-say method only for Deaf Mutes who have no
concept of a spoken language and are therefore unaware of phonetic sounds for letters. For this
purpose, Gallaudet founded the "Hartford School for the Deaf" in 1817. The Gallaudet system works
well for Deaf Mutes, but there is no obvious reason to use it for those who have the ability to hear
sounds.

Partrait of Jane Austen

Thomas Hopkins Gallaudet Jane Hopkins
Reverend Thomas Hooker

Anyway, in 1835 Mother's Primer was published and the Massachusetts Primary School Committee
under Horace Mann immediately adopted the book on an experimental basis. Later we shall find that
Horace Mann ties directly to the Order - in fact, the Co-founder of the Order. On pages 73 and 74 we
reproduce two pages from the second edition of 1836, with the following directions to the teacher :
"...pointing to the whole word Frank, but not to the letters. Nothing is yet to be said about letters..."
Why did Horace Mann push a methos designed for deaf mutes onto a school system populated with
persons who

were not deaf mutes?

There are two possible reasons. The reader can take his or her pick.

First, in 1853 Mann was appointed President of Antioch College. The most influential Trustee of
Antioch College was the Co-founder of the Order (Skull & Bones) - Alphonso Taft.

Second, Mann never had a proper education and consequently was unable to judge a good method from
a bad method for reading. By 1840, there was a backlash, and the Look-say system was dropped in
Massachusetts. But, Toward the end of the 19th century The Order came on the scene - and the Look-
say method was revived. The youngest son of Thomas Hopkins and Sophia Galludet was Edward Minor
Gallaudet. Two of his sons went to Yale and became members of the Order :

1. Edson Fessenden Gallaudet (1893 Initiated), who became an instructor of Physics at Yale, and

2. Herbert Draper Gallaudet (1898 Initiated), who attended Union Theological Seminary and became a
clergyman.

Then the method was adopted by Columbia Teachers College and the Lincoln School. The thrust of the
new Deweyinspired system of education was away from learning and towards preparing a child to be a
unit in the organic society. Look-say was ideal for Deweyits. It skipped one step in the learning process.
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It looked "easy", and de-emphasized learning skills.

The educational establishment rationalized look-say by claiming that up to the turn of the century
reading was taught by "synthetic" methods, i.e. children were taught letters and an associated sound
value. Then they learned to join syllables to make words. This was held to be uninteresting and artificial.
Educational research, it was claimed, demonstrated that in reading words are not analyzed into
component letter parts, but seen as complete units. Therefore, learning to read should start with
complete units. Well, there is alot more to this than just the transference of the look-say method onto
our current reading and learning structure. There is also the Experiential Pyschology brought over from
Germany, under Hegelian Principles. This, I will get into at a later time)

The newest "Craze" among the Education proponents today is "Outcome Based Education" or OBE
Here are some relevant articles :

Outcome-Based Education": Spiritual Child Abuse as Reform, by Susan Welsh

Here is a List of Relevant Books & Videos :

* EDUCATING FOR THE NEW WORLD ORDER - B. K. Eakman - 1991 -

THE LEIPZIG CONNECTION : A Report On The Origin And Growth Of Educational
Psychology - Lance J.

Klass in collaboration with Paolo Lionni - 1993

THE LIES AND FALLACIES OF THE ENCYCLOPAEDIA BRITANNICA : How Powerful and
Shameless Clerical

Forces Castrated A Famous Book Of Reference - Joseph McCabe - 46 P. - 1988 -

* OUTCOME - BASED EDUCATION : The State’s Assault On Our Children’s Values - Luksik
and Hoffecker - 1996 - 207 P. -

* ANYONE CAN HOMESCHOOL : How To Find What Works For You - Terry Dorian , Ph.D
and Zan P. Tyler - 1996 - 220 P. -

* BRAVE NEW SCHOOLS : Guiding Your Child Through the Dangers of the Changing School
System — Berit Kjos - 1996 -

* DUMBING US DOWN : The hidden curriculum of Compulsory Schooling - John Gatto - 1991
- 104 P. - Videos

ARE YOUR KIDS PROPERTY OF THE STATE ? - Education Expose -

MARIJUANA AS MEDICINE:
FACTS THE GOVERNMENT IGNORES

The DEA (Drug Enforcement Administration) classifies marijuana as a dangerous drug with no medical
value. That classification contradicts mounds of evidence showing marijuana to be a very safe and
effective medicine. Marijuana is more effective, much less expensive, and much safer than many drugs
currently used in its place. Marijuana can provide excellent relief for those who suffer from cancer,
AIDS, glaucoma, multiple sclerosis, chronic pain, arthritis, rheumatism, asthma, insomnia, and
depression. If knowledge of marijuana's many medicinal uses, its remarkable

safety, and hemp's enormous potential as a natural resource become widely known, the DEA fears that
support for Marijuana Prohibition will collapse, and thus threaten the DEA's budget. To maintain the
myth that marijuana/hemp is useless and dangerous, the DEA prohibits medicinal use of marijuana,
denies researchers access to marijuana for use in clinical studies, and rejects all applications to grow
industrial hemp. In 1988--after reviewing all evidence brought forth in a lawsuit against the
government's prohibition of medical marijuana--the DEA's own administrative law judge (Judge
Francis Young) wrote: "The evidence in this record clearly shows that marijuana has been accepted as
capable of relieving the distress of great numbers of very ill people, and doing so with safety under
medical supervision. It would be unreasonable, arbitrary and capricious for the Drug Enforcement
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Administration to continue to stand between those sufferers and the benefits of this substance in light of
the evidence." Judge Francis Young of the Drug Enforcement Administration went on to say:
"Marijuana, in its natural form, is one of the safest therapeutically active substances known. In strict
medical terms, marijuana is safer than many foods we commonly consume." Judge Young recommended
that the DEA allow marijuana to be prescribed as medicine, but the DEA has refused.

Although the federal government claims marijuana has no appropriate medicinal use, the federal
government contradicts itself by supplying government-grown, FDA-approved marijuana cigarettes to 8
seriously ill Americans remaining from its discontinued medical marijuana program. The federal
government closed its medical marijuana program in 1992 after the AIDS epidemic created a flood of
new applicants. In November 1996, California voters approved an initiative (Proposition 215) that re-
legalizes the personal use and cultivation of marijuana for medicinal purposes.

Child Protective Services

Mission: To provide information and support for families attacked by Child Protective Services and child
welfare agents, especially those facing false or trivial accusations of child abuse or neglect; and for
researchers working to protect natural family rights. Represent Yourself in Court: How to Prepare & Try
a Winning Case By Attorneys Paul Bergman & Sara Berman-Barrett

The Shredding of Families By Dr. Lillian D. Dunsmore and Dr. Richard A. Dunsmore

Memoirs of a Baby Stealer: Lessons I've Learned As A Foster Mother By Mary Callahan

Protecting Children from Child Protective Services By Alan L. Schwartz

Dark Secrets within Child Protective Services By Teresa Cunio

Whores of the Court By Margaret A. Hagen

Custody of the State Christian Fiction By Craig Parshall

Here's one of the reasons why the states are eager to deprive you of your children and grandchildren
even though many of you never abused or neglected them.

There's other funding available to counties when they put children in fosterincarceration. This is not the
only federal funding stream they're after. Bounty Payments For Adoptions 2003

This information was released by the ACF in October 2004.

Adoption Incentive Program

FY 2003 Earning Year

State Total

Alabama $376,000

Alaska $116,000

Arizona $280,000

Arkansas $468,000

Colorado $546,000

Florida $2,544,000

Idaho $196,000

Iowa $1,048,000

Kansas $440,000

Kentucky $452,000

Louisiana $172,000

Maine $424,000

Minnesota $74,000

Mississippi $140,000

Missouri $494,000

Nevada $260,000

New Hampshire $88,000

New York $3,492,000
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North Carolina $16,000

North Dakota $84,000

Ohio $376,000

Oklahoma $1,062,000

Rhode Island $40,000

South Dakota $20,000

Tennessee $264,000

Texas $908,000

Vermont $150,000

Virginia $386,000

Washington $1,560,000

Wisconsin $1,232,000

Wyoming $48,000

Puerto Rico $140,000

Total $17,896,000

Note:Some states aren't represented on this list because they received multi-million dollar payments in
the program during previous years. California is the biggest adoption money pig of all. This program
only pays for an increase in the number of adoptions from the year before.

HHS AWARDS $17,896,000 IN ADOPTION BONUSES

HHS Secretary Tommy G. Thompson today announced the awarding of $17,896,000 in adoption
bonuses to 31 states and Puerto Rico. The funding comes from the Adoption Incentives Program and is
given to states that were successful in increasing the number of adoptions from the public child welfare
system over the number of adoptions in 2002. This is the first time that bonuses have been given to
states and territories since the program was revised and strengthened in December 2003. The bonuses
go to state child welfare agencies for a variety of child welfare and other related services including
adoption and adoption-related services. Adoption is a wonderful option for families and must be
promoted by all levels of government, said Secretary Thompson. The federal bonuses we are
announcing reward states which have worked hard to help children -- particularly older children -- in the
child welfare system find loving, adoptive homes. The Adoption Incentive Program, which was revised
and strengthened last December by the Bush Administration, for the first time adds a focus on the
growing proportion of children aged nine years old and above who are in dire need of adoption before
they age out of foster care. Two key changes which strengthen states adoption and child welfare
services are:

An additional bonus of $4,000 to states for each child aged nine and above adopted from the public child
welfare system. This bonus is on top of the current $4,000 provided for each child and on top of the
$2,000 for each special needs child adopted; and The threshold to receive incentives has been reset
based on the number of adoptions in FY 2002, making states that reached their highest number of
adoptions in the earlier years of the program more likely to qualify for a bonus.

_President Bush has worked hard to increase the number of adoptions so more children can grow up in
safe, stable and loving homes, said Dr. Wade F. Horn, HHS assistant secretary for children and families.
_Today s grants continue this Administration_s efforts to promote adoption from the foster care system
so no child will be left behind.

Currently, there are 129,000 children in the public child welfare system waiting to be adopted. Of this
number, approximately 50,000 children each year are placed into adoptive families. Approximately
19,000 children age out of the foster care system without ever having the opportunity to be adopted.
The adoption bonus is in addition to a website previously launched by ACF --
http://www.adoptuskids.org -- aimed at the recruitment and retention of adoptive families for children in
the foster care system.

George W Bush, Political Terrorist

The earthquake began on Thursday, May 16th: The Bush administration had been warned by the CIA



95

months before September 11th of Al Qaida terrorists and plans to hijack airplanes. Nothing of substance
was done to address the threat ? "The proper agencies were warned," we were told, but no
representative of any pertinent agency has since stepped forward to acknowledge receipt of any
warnings. In fact, the spokesman for Massport, the Massachusetts state agency responsible for security
at Logan airport, stated bluntly in the pages of the Boston Globe that his agency never heard from the
Federal government regarding any hijacking threat. The two aircraft that destroyed the World Trade
Center towers and killed thousands of Americans went wheels-up at Logan.

By Friday the news was sprayed across the headlines of virtually every newspaper on the planet: Bush
Knew.

The implications were deadly for the Bush White House. Information had been given that indicated
terrorist attacks were imminent, but little if anything was done to prevent them. Concern for the profit
margins of the airline industry, which would have been crippled had a serious terrorist warning been
disbursed in high summer, were first offered as a good reason why no true measures were taken to
prevent the hijackings. Later, spokesmen like Ari Fleischer and Dick Cheney came forward to claim that
the warnings were "vague" and "nonspecific" and therefore not worthy of notice. We were told that the
hijack warnings pertained to "traditional hijacking"

scenarios, as if that forgave the lapse in security. The weekend political talk shows became a showcase
for spin, and the word went out for all to hear ? the Bush administration is blameless, and anyone who
says otherwise is a traitor.

The truly interesting part came on Monday. All of a sudden, the world was coming to an end. FBI
Director Mueller claimed there was no chance that another terrorist attack could be stopped. Dick
Cheney stuck out his jaw and stated bluntly that another terrorist attack was inevitable. Don Rumsfeld
said terrorists would definitely get their hands on nuclear or biological weapons, and then use them to
terrible effect. The newswires vibrated with images of suicide bombers on New York subways, and a
warning went out to apartment building landlords ? watch for suspicious characters, because the next
WTC-type catastrophe could be yours. The Statue of Liberty and the Brooklyn Bridge were draped with
bullseyes by the administration, though no one spoke of means to prevent these horrors.

The effect of these warnings was dynamic. People from coast to coast felt the clutch of fear in their guts
as images of smallpox and mushroom clouds flickered behind their eyelids. New York City, battered and
bruised, clenched its collective fist in a spasm of dread. It must be real, these threats, because the
President and his people say so. Let there be terror and meekness in equal measure on the streets of the
greatest city on earth.

And yet comes Wednesday, and an extraordinary series of revelations. An article in the May 21st edition
of the Toronto

Globe and Mail reported that, "the White House quietly acknowledged that the threats are not urgent
and that they are partly motivated by political objectives" and that "the blunt warnings issued yesterday
and Sunday do not reflect a dramatic increase in threatening information but rather a desire to fend off
criticism from the Democrats."

It seems that everyone can calm down. Horrific terrorist attacks are not, in fact, imminent. Everything is
well in hand. The Bush administration is merely using the fear and horror that another September 11th-
type attack may happen again as a means to deflect legitimate criticism from the Democratic Party.
Nothing to see here. Go about your business. This is, after all, just politics.

It was bad enough that Bush had made his crass 'trifecta’ joke eight different times. You know this one:
Someone reported that Bush promised not to raid social Security or dive into deficit spending unless the
nation was faced with war, recession or national emergency. After 9/11, Bush was heard to crack on
eight separate occasions, "Lucky me, I hit the trifecta." Let it be noted that the country is running a
$66.5 billion deficit seven months into the budget year, and the 9/11 death toll between America and
Afghanistan stands above 5,000 souls.. That is one hell of a trifecta, and no laughing matter.

It was bad enough that Bush and his people were selling photographs of his phone calls during the 9/11
attacks to raise political funds. Al Gore called the practice "disgraceful;" the word is not strong enough.
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The English language is deficient in words required to describe those who seek to profit from a day of
such blood and horror.

Now, with leaders like Daschle and Gephardt calling for a public investigation into the obvious
intelligence failures behind 9/11, we have well-known members of the Bush administration going on
national television to terrify the American people so as to avoid any questions. It wasn't enough for
Condoleeza Rice to go on CNN's 'Late Edition' to state that the administration was against a public
investigation into 9/11, as she did on May 19th. The American people needed to feel the wrath of pure
terror from this administration, to ensure that it would get what it wanted ? a continued

veil of secrecy and the surety that prickly questions would go unasked.

Why the veil of secrecy? Perhaps it is as simple as the story told by respected British journalist Gordon
Thomas, who has reported that Israel warned the American government on five separate occasions of
terrorist plots to attack prominent targets. As late as August 24, 2001, the Israeli security agency
Mossad informed the CIA that "terrorists plan to hijack commercial aircraft to use as weapons to attack
important symbols of American and Israeli culture."

There are those who believe the absolute worst ? that Bush and his cronies knew of the 9/11 attacks in
advance, and allowed them to happen so they could advance nefarious personal and political goals. For
the time being, such accusations are totally unprovable and essentially irresponsible. The truth in hand,
however, is worse than the darkest conspiracy theory.

The Bush administration had specific information in hand from the CIA pointing to an airplane-based
attack on American targets. They did not warn agencies responsible for security at American airports,
nor did they beef up airline security by fiat. The FBI had specific warnings of terrorist attacks in hand
earlier in the summer of 2001, but a failure in the chain of command caused these warnings to go
unheeded. The same administration that had the 9/11 attacks happen on its watch has fought tooth and
nail to keep any investigation into the security failures that led to the attack from happening. Basically,
those security failures are still there, intact, deadly to us all. The warnings of impending catastrophe
from the likes of Cheney, Rumsfeld and Mueller may prove to be a self-fulfilling prophesy because this
administration refuses to take responsible action to address them.

In fact, the Bush administration has proven itself more than willing to go to wretched extremes to keep
any investigation from gaining steam, by frightening the public with warnings of doom that they
themselves admit have far more to do with politics than reality.

We were wide open to attack on September 11th because of these security failures. We are wide open to
attack today, because the same irresponsible leaders in charge on 9/11 are calling the shots today. Rather
than work to protect Americans, they seek to terrify Americans as a means to cow any Democratic move
towards an investigation into the causes behind the 9/11 attacks.

If we are attacked again, they will have no one but themselves to blame. The Democrats asking for an
investigation are doing so because they want to protect Americans. Bush and his people are fighting this
because they want to protect themselves. They are purposefully making people afraid to further this
agenda. They play politics on a field littered with the bones of American dead, and they peddle fear to a
nation already saturated with woe. Such foulness is beyond contempt, and reeks of desperation. There
will be a reckoning.

The Genesis of the Emergency / War Power Act

Definitions:

Specie—Gold or silver coins of the coinage of the United States. Belford v. Woodward, 158 11l 122, 41
Ne 1097.

Ballentine’s Law Dictionary Third Edition, 1969.

Enemy—The status of a person as an "enemy" for the purpose of the application of the Trading with the
Enemy Act is determined with reference to domicile or residence the territory of the nation which is a
belligerent against the United States rather than according to nationality, 56 Am. Jur 1st War Section 83,
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Ballantines Law Dictionary Third Edition, 1969.

State—In Webster’s 1828 American Dictionary it defines State in 15 different ways. It is how it is
defined by a particular group of people when they want it to be applied by statute. It is such a gross
misrepresentation when the question is asked, "What is a State," that it is impossible to answer the
question without knowing how the law makers have defined it. But the true meaning of the word State
from its very origin means, "To Stand." Webster’s 1828 Dict. states; "n. L. status, from sto, to stand, to
be fixed. State is fixedness or standing." State in one sense means government, while State in another
sense mean people for tax purposes. It also says, "Estate; possession. Now obsolete."

Estate—n. L. status, from sto, to stand. The roots stb, std and stg, have nearly the same signification, to
set, to fix 1. In a general sense, fixedness; a fixed condition; now generally written and pronounced
state." Webster’s 1828 American Dictionary.

Again there are many meanings depending on how one wants to use the word as noted in the definition
of State above. There are a few people who have said that the Emergency and War Power Act written
into the Constitution was used by Roosevelt during 1933 to create certain laws that made us the enemy.
This statement is true to the extent that Roosevelt made us the "enemy" of the Federal Reserve System.
However, we have to go back further in History to find when these powers (Emergency Power /War
Power) were first and subsequently used.

The first use of the Emergency and War Power Act

The first use of the Emergency and War Power Act was by George Washington in 1791. Washington
used the Emergency Power portion of the Act. This was to enable Washington, at Hamilton’s insistence,
to use an existing private bank, controlled by the Crown through its British Board of Trade, to become
the first bank of the United States. Jefferson and two other men wrote constantly to Washington telling
him that there was no such authority in the Constitution to create a bank. Neither Jefferson nor the other
two men could sway Washington. Washington, using the Emergency Powers Act, went ahead and
created the First Bank of the United States. Also at this time he overlaid the states into "districts of the
United States." He did this so that those state banks, who after the creation of the first Bank,

were forced to contract with the First Bank in New York so they could continue to operate with United
States money. Washington did this because the United States deposited all the money it collected into all
the private banks in each of the states from before the Revolutionary war to the institution of the first
Bank of the United States. The United States wanted to centralize all its accounts in this First Bank
while allowing the hundreds of other banks scattered throughout all the states to continue to hold its
money. This is much like the corporate takeovers of today, where a large bank absorbs small banks that
continue to operate as satellite banks with all the accounts having to clear through the parent bank. This
then allowed the foreign British controlled bank to more easily collect and pay back the debt owed the
Crown by the State and United States as was directed in Article VI of the United States Constitution.
The First Bank The First Bank of the United States was not at all owned by the Congress but was
privately controlled by the British Board of Trade stockholders. The Bank, if begun in France, would be
called the First Bank of France. Do not let the terminology fool you into thinking that it was a Bank
created by Congress. The ownership was foreign. The "foreigners," noted as Stockholders, were many
Americans and therefore, foreigners to the international banking industry. Most of these foreign bankers
came from England. Chief Justice John Marshal held the second highest shares in this bank. The
documents I have, show that Marshall was considered a "foreign stockholder." He was foreign

because the bank was a foreign concern operating within America. Marshall, being a United States
citizen, was a foreign Stockholder.

The Tories were helpful in setting the stage for the inception of the Bank. The Tories were people
controlled and working for the King. The King did not want the Rothschilds or the Lombards to take
control of the first bank in the United States. The King wanted his bank of England to control the first
bank. This setup went back to the Treaty of 1783 and emanated from that treaty and those created after
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The Second major use of Emergency and War Power Act

Now we come to the second major use of the section in the Constitution. President Lincoln used the
War Power portion of the Act during the Civil War to create certain statutes, the most important being
12 Stat 319. One has to read 12 Statutes at Large 319 to see that the southern states people and all
others sympathetic to the south were declared "enemies of the State." The State of course being the
United States and not the individual States of the Union. One thing people do not realize is that the
word "Estate" is now termed "State" in America. The etymology of the word "Estate," is described in
Webster’s 1828 American Dictionary of the English Language. After Lincoln was killed and President
Johnson took over, he immediately vetoed Lincoln’s War Powers Act, thereby making the south free
again and not under the War Power act. However, there was much debate about how the south

was forced to attend congressional meetings and really not allowed to secede from the Union. Some
northern state Senators were in sympathy to the south’s plight.

(One has to remember that the senators were not a part of the Congress as they are today since the
passage of the 17th Amendment. The Senators protected the State’s interests at that period in time while
the Congress, which today is known as the House of Representatives, protected the people’s interests).
The Northern States Congress vetoed President Johnson’s veto of Lincoln’s War Power Act, thereby
reaffirming that all Americans are enemies of the State. These acts can be found today in Title 50
sections 212, 213 and 215 and among
other U.S. Titles, i.e 28 USC. These are today’s forfeiture laws that the United States uses freely against
the people who are still declared "enemies of the State." The Congress liked this control. It then went on
to make the famous Reconstruction Acts of March 2, 1867, which put all the people under the military
Rule of the Reconstruction Acts.

Do not confuse this with martial law. It is not martial law. Under military Rule, civil authorities
administer the military rule. Under Martial law the military rules and moves aside the civil authorities.
Today Americans are still under Military Rule.

The Civil Rights Acts of 1866 failed because there was too much dissention among the states. These
Reconstruction Acts of 1867 were made which put into effect the War Power Act. The civil Rights Act s
resurrected as the 14™ Amendment and passed by the northern states against the wishes of the southern
states. The eleven southern States were all put under Military law for a while and then the civil
authorities operated after the Reconstruction Acts were completed. The 14th Amendment has been
declared unconstitutional by many Law Reviews, The South Carolina Quarterly Law Review and

Scholars of law due to the above facts. Congress had now gained control of the enemy through the 14th
Amendment and everyone was therefore made a "United States citizen." The control would be complete
in every southern state including the northern states as well.

Now the Constitution cannot have a law applied only to certain states so it had to apply to all, including
the northern states as well. Now you know why we are, still to this day, the enemy of the State. Do not
think for one moment that you are not the "enemy" of the State. All one has to do is research what The
Informer, Montgomery, Stern and a very few other researchers have already uncovered that proves the
above points of fact. Now there is one point that needs to be brought forth which led to Lincoln’s
plunder of the people. The Civil War was fought over money, not civil rights of the black man.

That point has been made clear in our research. Right before the Civil war the United States and the
States were getting ripped off in what was called the "wildcat banking" swindles of the 1830 era.

To protect their assets the United States and the States created an Independent Treasury in 1841. This
Independent Treasury was short lived because the Whig party took control from 1842 to 1845 and
abolished it. After the Whigs lost the elections in 1846, the Independent Treasury was reestablished in

1846. It dealt in Specie, as demanded by the Constitution of the United States. The private banking
cartel of the Bank of England did not like this one bit. They had allowed the plunder of the States money
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in the 1830 era. French bankers always had control of most of the southern

states. The south was known for having about 75 percent of the net worth of the country. This is why
the war was fought, so the Bank of England could obtain a bigger bite out of the commerce that was
taking place in the south. Albert Nock, in his book, "Our Enemy the State" did not bring forth the
reasons as | have in this writing. Right after the Reconstruction Acts, the "other" banking cartel, the
Rothschilds, started to gain a foothold into the banking system.

Before that everything was controlled strictly by the Bank of England and France. You have to
remember, the French banks were partially owned by the King of England. The King did not have
enough power to control French banks as he did his own in this country.

From the 1867 era until circa 1890 there was much strife with the gold and silver devaluation and the
stock market crash. This caused much concern within the banking system. After a long battle between
the English banking system and the Independent Treasury; the Girards, Vanderbilts, Goulds, Blairs,
Garretts, Rockefellers, Morgans, Astors, Mellons and the like, who were in league with the "other"
banking cartel, had a hand in creating the Federal Reserve banking system through their control of
government. However the Independent Treasury posed a problem to this cartel, in that the Independent
Treasury dealt in specie and U.S. Notes. People’s money, while in the Independent Treasury,

was protected, as well as was the States and the United States, because its reserves were adequate to
cover all the people’s money.

With much wheeling and dealing in private, with those mentioned in the above paragraph, the
Independent Treasury was abolished by the Act of 1920 in the year 1921. At this point those in the
Independent Treasury would have lost their jobs if Congress had not created the GAO, which is where
most of the treasury people went. The GAO is still the auditor for the United States. The Attorney
General and the Treasurer of the United States must report to the GAO all monies collected and
disbursed. The Attorney General does this in his or her capacity as Alien Property Custodian. We

are considered aliens to the States and United States, therefore our property may be seized under
forfeiture laws of the Alien Enemy Act. "Office Found" and "Estate/State"

As stated by the supreme court of Georgia 14 Ga 438, the people, which is you and me, are not parties
to the Constitution, only the States are. That is why the enemy is considered aliens. Do not for one
minute think you are the State. The State consisted of the Proprietors, wealthy land owners, Dukes,
Earls, Royal Governors and those holding property under grants by the King of his estate and their heirs,
forever. Those heirs were to hold the "office found" and are in complete control of the "Estate." Now all
you have to do is convert the word Estate to its legal meaning in America and you have "State" of the
compact, which you call Union. The Federal Reserve System then became the

Agents of the United States and the States. All the Independent Treasury’s real money and U.S. Notes
were to be kept separate from Federal Reserve Notes as stated in the abolition law;

See Title 5 USC 5512, Historical and Revision notes. "Insubsection (b), reference to the ‘General
Accounting Office’ issubstituted for ‘accounting officers of the Treasury’ on authority of theAct of June
10, 1921, ch 18, title 11, 42 Stat. 23. Reference to the‘Attorney General’ is substituted for ‘Solicitor of
the Treasury’ and‘Solicitor’ on authority of section 16 of the Act of March 3, 1933, ch212, 47 Stat.
1517; section 5 of E.O. 6166, June 10, 1933; and section 1of 1950 Reorg. Plan No. 2, 64 Stat. 1261."
From 1922 to 1929 the private federal reserve agents of the United States used the gold and silver, the
"reserves," in overseas dealing in property and business. They used this for foreign business ventures
that fell through as bad deals. If people got wind that the Gold and Silver were depleted and if the
Federal Reserve Notes were to be cashed in, there would not be enough reserves left. That would be a
national emergency. Then a crash of the stock marked was created to draw the people away from this
fact.

The Third major use of Emergency and War Power Act

The Private Federal Reserve then wrote a letter to President Hoover. This letter, written by the lawyers
using the War Powers Act of 1917, was the basis for the President to declare a national emergency to
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cover the Feds stealing of the people’s money. Hoover said no, as it was unconstitutional because the
Federal Reserve drafted it so that the people would become the enemy of the banking system. The
proposed Act, which subsequently became 48 Stat 1, would convert sec. 5(b) of the 1917 War Powers
Act to eliminate the American from the protected class of people and included them as the enemy.
Hoover left office on March 4, 1933. The "Hoover Papers" describe what went on from

March 1 to March 5 of 1933. Roosevelt took office on March 5th and immediately did what the Federal
Reserve wanted, word for word. On March 9, 1933, he called Congress into special session and told
them under Executive Order 2039 that they will pass this 48 Stat 1.

This act forbade any American from holding any gold or suffer 10,000 dollars fine and jail time. All of
this happened because the people wanted their real money (Specie) from the bank, who was supposed to
be protecting it.

The banks could not return to the people their own real money. They (the bank), had in essence, stolen
it. Rockefeller was the owner of the Bank of Chicago. This bank was the second largest in the country.
If a run on this bank was begun by the people, it would cause the bank to collapse. Rockefeller would
probably be hung by the people or at least be brought up on embezzlement charges as would all the
other banks in the Federal Reserve system.

Rockefeller and Roosevelt were law buddies and Roosevelt had to protect his friend.

This was the third use of the Emergency act. It was used to protect the banks. The first time it was used
to create the banks. Now we have the people as the "enemy" of the bank. That is why the banks had to
be closed for six days to allow the President to issue to all the banks a license. This license allowed the
banks to deal with the "enemy." That "enemy," dear reader, was and is, us..!!!

How do you control the enemy?

What was the real reason for the Social Security number? Is that not a license for the enemy, us, so we
can trade with the banks and also others that are not the enemy such as your fellow American? When
reading the entire 48 Stat 1 and attendant Agriculture Acts and all the alphabet agencies laws created by
Roosevelt, we are their enemy and are in need of a license. All one has to do to verify this is to obtain
Mr. Gene Schroder’s material as it is too lengthy to go into detail in this writing. Also pull all the
statutes, session laws of Congress, Congressional Reports that I have mentioned, and 12 USC 95 (a)&
(b) to see what I mean.

You must also pull the two U.S. Supreme Court cases in 1935, cited as 363 U.S. 603 and 301 U.S. 548;
the book titled, Social Security: The Fraud in Your Future, by Warren Shore; and finally, "Hearings

Before a Subcommittee of the COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS House of Representatives,
Eighty-Third Congress, First Session, Part 6, Analysis of the Social Security System, November 27,
1953, Pages 879 to 1521." In the above cited material it says that; Social Security is not a special Trust
Fund. It is not Insurance. It is a gift from government, and not considered income. It is not a contract. It
is a flat income tax on employees. The employer matches no funds because the tax on the
employer is a separate tax for the privilege of hiring workers.

That not one dime goes to a special trust because there is no such trust. All Social Security taxes go
into the general treasury. Congress can shut down Social Security anytime it wants as there is no
obligation on the Governments part to pay as it is merely statutory benefits. Payments are at the
discretion of Congress. Payments are to promote the general welfare of the United States only. There is
no vested or inherent right to receive Social Security payments. All these are true statements.

The statement quoted below is from the conclusion of the above mentioned Report and can be found on
page 1485 et seq. It will lead you to believe the Social Security number is nothing but a number to track
the "enemy" since the number does nothing for you.

"As already indicated, I am one who feels deeply that the level
of social insurance benefits must be kept within proper bounds lest the
system get out of hand and become a means of perpetrating a political
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party in power. Once entrenched, the Executive would use social

insurance to enslave people. Hitler’s control of the German

social-insurance system enabled him to force individuals to conform to

his program. Those who deviated stood to lose their benefits. In

social-insurance we are therefore dealing with something that could

become an instrument of dictatorship."

Truer words were never spoken since no one can do anything without the number. Hitler’s principles
rule again and you truly are an enemy slave under the executive military rule. The government has told
you in its own words that the Social Security number is nothing more than an "enemies" license number
issued for the purpose of trading with the enemy.

SYNOPSIS

The Bank of England caused Washington to create the First bank of the United States in 1791 for the
purpose of controlling the money. It then ran into a problem in 1846 when the Independent Treasury
was created by the U.S. And the States to protect their own money. President Lincoln then made us the
enemy of the Government (State) by 12 Stat 319 in 1862 and Congress continued to keep the status quo
by the creation of the Reconstruction Acts in 1867. Then in 1868 the 14th Amendment placed the people
of both the north and south under the control of the military rule. The

"other" banking system, after gaining a foothold in 1913 by the creation of the Federal Reserve System,
caused the demise of the Independent Treasury. To complete the enemy status, Roosevelt finalized us as
enemies of the bank in 48 Stat 1, March 9, 1933.

It is the Congress that has enslaved the people of this country in order to placate the international
bankers of the Federal Reserve System and those of the "300." This is a little known group of
controlling people that operate above the law in this country and control the Congress. The people were
never in control of anything since day one (1787) and before. It is all smoke and mirrors for the purpose
of deceiving you and plundering. The total object from the 1791 Act by Washington, to the 1933 Act by
Roosevelt was to totally control the money and the labor of the people. This

encroachment on the people’s liberty took place over an extended period of time so as to not make
obvious that which would be otherwise intolerable.

The Social Security number plays but a small part in the overall scheme. Before the number existed,
your lineage were considered the enemy under the 1867 Reconstruction Acts and you, being their heirs,
are still the enemy today.

To the informed reader this paper gives the "why and how" , to the novice it gives "food for thought".
To both I ask the question "what is the remedy or recourse.?" Do you throw up your hands, totally give
up and continue submitting to our enemy, "the State" by licensure, remain in banking and all the
attendant snares that entrap you, or do you finally "draw your line in the sand ?". Control of Money was
the first step in your enslavement which has been nearly accomplished.

Now, fingerprinting, compelled use of the enemy’s SS (Social Slave) number in everything you do,
retina eye scans, plastic credit cards, body microchips, and national I.D. similar to old Germany and
Russian control of their people are on the horizon as the final step. Each reader has a talent, whether a
leader or a follower, and both must understand the task at hand. Individually we must make a difference
and work with others of the same mindset, because if we don’t........

This article is to Inform you of only one aspect of government and banking that you do not know about.
How you are controlled in this country by private corporations.

This is called fascism and how Mussolini operated in WWII. We have it here today and the people
(slaves in reality) think it is wonderful. With no real money in the hands of the people, its all debt, they
have no idea what real money is.

Gold standard is a scam devised by bankers way back in 1788 to put paper money into effect that had no
value unless backed by paper on a par basis. By that I mean a coin containing a certain amount of silver
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or gold was the same value of a paper dollar. The paper dollar could be exchanged for a dollar of metal
coin. Today you cannot do that because there is no parity and the bankers have seen to it that it cannot
exist so as to unjustly enrich themselves at your expense.

Fawcet, in a work on Gold and Debt, says: "It is a trick of capital in all countries to persuade the people
that their honor is at stake in the payment of war debts at the highest valuation the avarice of the holders
may set on them."

Gold advocates declare that it is dangerous to allow the gold reserve in the Treasury--created ostensibly
to maintain the parity or equal value of the American dollars-to fall below $100,000,000. In March,
1894, it dropped below this amount and in February, 1894, it went down to $65,000,000--at which time
the American paper dollar was bringing a premium.

At this time, as of old, through the past history of bond issues by the United States, the international
bankers and saviors of the credit of nations appear upon the scene and enter into a secret contract with
the Secretary of the Treasury, and approved by the President of the United States, whereby, Morgan,
Rothschild, and associates buy $62,000,000 of United States bonds at about 1041/2 in gold--at which
time these bonds were worth $117.00 in the open market, and a little later went up to $120.00. The
syndicate, therefore, bought these bonds at about $10,000,000 less than their value

and the American people were saddled with an unnecessary debt, which they have to pay, principal and
interest, through taxation.

In one of my articles on the e-mail I described how the real bank of the United States, the Independent
Treasury, was causing fits with these International Bankers. The real bank of the people of this country
was called sub-treasuries for some strange reason. The international bankers had to get rid of it because
they could not control the money supply and actually control Congress or the President until they had
complete control. They did in 1921 and I described in detail how this came about and the result of it and
I also mentioned it in my book The New History of America. So with that

in mind I quote from another book by T. Cushing Daniel, published in 1924.

"The visit of Morgan in company with Baker, and Assistant Secretary of State, Robert Bacon, former
partner of J.P. Morgan, was described in the public press as follows:

"MORGAN VISITS WHITE HOUSE IN OPPOSITION TO GOVERNMENT BANK

"Washington, D.C., November 22, 1907.--The establishment of a Central Government Bank has been
earnestly discussed within the Administration circle for the last week.

"Two things have contributed toward making the Administration favor the plan.

"First, as has been stated, the relief funds released by the Government have not been handled by the
banks in a way to bring aid to the real business interests of the country, but rather to build up cash
reserve and favor specialized interests, the real business demands being ignored.

"Second, in the issue of the $100,000,000 certificates of indebtedness, the banks practically have
demanded that the Government turn the money over to them without recompense of any sort. The
Secretary of the Treasury was compelled to compromise with the bankers in order to get anything at all.
"Mr. Cortelyou announced this evening that he purposed to return to national banks subscribing for the
certificates, as a deposit of public money, 75 per cent. of the cash paid for them. The remaining 25 per
cent. will go for the time being to strengthen the cash balance of the Treasury.

"The transaction in the certificates of indebtedness leaves the Secretary of the Treasury in a ludicrous
light as a financier. Briefly, summed up, it is revealed that for the first time in

the history of the world probably a Government pays interest on its own deposits in the banks.

"Taking a round million as a basis under the terms made with the banks, the following transaction takes
place: The banks put up $250,000 and we promptly returned $1,000,000 in certificates of indebtedness
exchangeable for currency."”

"These certificates of indebtedness carry 3 per cent interest. The other $750,000 supposed to be put up
is promptly returned to the banks as deposits.
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"The purpose of the Treasury as announced by the Secretary to-day is to leave the money in the banks
and to increase the supply in the banks in every manner possible.

"In order to carry through the arrangement with the banks in the most expeditious manner, the Secretary
and the banks have completed described and the issuance of bank note currency may all be accomplished
simultaneously.

"The banks will include in their offers for certificates applications for increased circulation. They will
make the payments for the certificates in cash and securities to the sub-treasuries, and receive in return,
not the certificates themselves, but bank notes to the full amount of the certificates purchased."

This last deal with the United States Treasury occurred less than a month after the Secretary of the
Treasury had given these men the use of $34,033,000 of the money of the tax-payers of this country, at a
critical time during the panic. This was in addition to over $150,000,000 that had already been deposited
of the people's money in national banks without interest, and by December 31, 1907, amounted to
$245,556,944. This enormous amount of the people's money was deposited in these banks, when by the
testimony before the Banking and Currency Committee of Congress these national-banks were unable to
pay into the United States Treasury the 5 per cent. Cash guarantee to the Government to protect their
bank-note circulation. This brings to mind the one-sided partnership that exists between the Treasury of
the United States and the banks.

Here is a specimen on how the business is carried on by the fiduciary department of the Government
representing the people, and the present banking system.

"The United States Treasury does queer things. On August 22, 1907, I personally directed the attention
of Secretary Cortelyou to some $4,000,000 of false entries made daily at the sub-treasury in New York.
These entries are described in the report on fiscal system (page 76) as receipts of checks 'converted into
cash before final credit is given in the accounts involved '--that is, checks' are received from the clearing-
house and paid with other checks sent there for collection, the checks being exchanged or swapped
without handling any money except the difference--but the amount

balanced is falsely entered as gold certificates, for the most part, with additional entries of United States
notes, silver certificates, fractional silver, nickels, and

copper to make up the exact sum. My letters to Secretary Cortelyou detailing falsifications to the
amount of $1,279,563,526 for the fiscal year 1906 were printed in the Congressional Record March 2,
1908, pages 2829-31.

"False entries engender false ideas. The false entries I complain of are made to conceal the fact that
every year checks aggregating several hundred million dollars are received at the sub-treasury in New
York and paid by balancing accounts.

"In 1907 the Treasury Department had over $250,000,000 of available cash balance on hand or in banks,
and $111,000,000 of United States bonds to pay off. By the use of bank deposits and checks drawn on
them the operation would have been as simple as checking $111 out of $250 deposited. The Treasury
seems to have considered the operation impracticable. Secretary Cortelyou paid $61,000,000 of the
bonds and to pay off $50,000,000 more, instead

of using the cash on hand or in banks, borrowed $50,000,000 to be repaid in 23 years (1930), with
$1,000,000 a year interest, that is, the Secretary bound the United States to pay $23,000,000 before
paying the principal, which was as purely a waste of $23,000,000 as if it had been stolen.

"JAMES C. Hallock, Washington, D.C."

It can be clearly seen that Congress and the United States Treasury no longer represent the people. The
greatest standing reflection upon the boasted intelligence of our people is their thoughtless submission to
the present infamous currency system--money based on debts, Banks of Issue, and gold redemption.
And so it is today with the people believing that somehow these banks of today are theirs. They believe
they are government banks and Congress has control. Even patriots say why not audit the banks? That is
like saying that the government should audit your neighbor or they should audit Wal-Mart. The
government cannot audit private concerns period.

The banking industry is private and the federal courts have so stated as late as 1992. Robert Rubin is
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Governor of the International Monetary Fund today which was created by the private federal reserve
bank in 1916. You should all be aware that the Bank of England owns every federal reserve bank and
affiliates in this country. They cut deals all the time that you have no idea what is going on. The deal cut
in 1908 is now put before you. It is not in its entirety but the important parts are included:

"This agreement entered into this 8th day of February, 1895, between the Secretary of the Treasury of
the United States, of the first part, and Messrs. August Belmont & Co., of New York, on behalf of
Messrs. N.M. Rothschild & Sons, of London, England, and themselves, and Messrs. J.P.

Morgan & Co., of New York, on behalf of Messrs. J. P. Morgan & Co., of

London, and themselves, parties of the second part.

"Witnesseth: Whereas it is provided by the Revised Statutes of the United States (section 3700) that the
Secretary of the Treasury may purchase coin with any of the bonds or notes of the United States
authorized by law, at such rates and upon such terms as he may deem advantageous to the public
interests; and the Secretary of the Treasury now deems that an emergency exists in which the public
interests require that, as hereinafter provided, coin shall be purchased with the bonds of the United
States, of the description hereinafter mentioned, authorized to be issued under the act entitled

'An act to provide for the resumption of specie payments,' approved January 14, 1875, being bonds of
the United States described in an act to Congress approved July 14, 1870, entitled 'An act to authorize
the refunding of the national debt.' "Now, therefore, the said parties of the second
part[Rothchilds/Morgan] hereby agree to sell and deliver to the United States 3,500,000 ounces of
standard gold coin of the United States, at the rate of $17.80441 per ounce, payable in

United States 4 per cent. thirty-year coupon or registered bonds, said bonds to' be dated February 1,
1895, and payable at the pleasure of the United States after thirty years from date, issued under the acts
of Congress of July 14, 1870, January 20, 1871, and January 14, 1876, bearing interest at the rate of 4
per cent. per annum, payable quarterly.

"First. Such purchase and sale of gold coin being made on the following conditions:

"(1) At least one-half or all coin deliverable hereinunder shall be obtained in and shipped from Europe,
but the shipments shall not be required to exceed 300,000 ounces per month, unless the parties to the
second part[Rothchilds /Morgan] shall consent thereto.

"(2) All deliveries shall be made at any of the subtreasuries or at any other legal depository of the United
States.(1)

"Second. Should the Secretary of the Treasury desire to offer or sell any bond of the United States on or
before the 1* day of October, 1895, he shall first offer the same to the parties of the second
part;[Rothchilds / Morgan] but thereafter he shall be free from every such obligation to the parties of the
second part[Rothchilds /Morgan].

"Fifth. In consideration of the purchase of such coin the parties

of the second part[Rothchilds /Morgan], and their associates hereunder assume and will bear all the
expense and inevitable loss of bringing gold from Europe hereunder; and as far a lies in their power, will
exert all financial influence and will make all legitimate efforts to protect the Treasury of the United
States against the withdrawals of gold pending the complete performance of this contract.

"In witness whereof the parties hereto set their hands in five parts this 8th day of February,; 1895.

"J. G. CARLISLE,

"Secretary of the Treasury.

"AUGUST BELMONT & CO. "On behalf of Messrs. N.M. Rothschild & Sons, London and themselves.
"J. . MORGAN & CO.

"On behalf of Messrs. J.P. Morgan & Co., London, and themselves.

"Attest:

"W. E. CURTIS,

" FRANCIS LYNDE STETSON."

In return for a profit of about $10,000,000 these gentlemen obligate themselves not to raid the gold
reserve of the Government by the use of outstanding credit money until they complete their contract.
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Footnote 1- This would allow the gold to still remain in the banks as depositories of the United States.
The only way to stop this private cartel and its private collection agency, the IRS, is to stop using banks
for anything. Use cash or U.S. Postal Money Orders. Insist that Congress issue U.S. Notes that are
interest free? Not on their dying bed will they do that because of their contracts are with the banking
system, NOT YOU. Besides, you cannot, by law, obligate a private contract.

If you could, no contract that you ever made with a friend would ever be safe. No, the only way will be
to use coin which is minted by the government and not the banking system. Start using Susan B dollars,
quarters, etc., even though these are a fraud upon the people also, because these have cost the
government money to coin that they cannot afford to stop using.

However, people are so used to plastic and paper checks that they will still let the banks rape them
gleefully. So it is a folly to think anything will change by the writing of this article. Just think of the other
contracts besides that of 1908 that have taken place behind closed doors that you don't know about.
People will have to become so destitute, such as a mass loss of foreclosures on houses to wake them up.
But alas the bankers will "come to the rescue" and lull the people into thinking they will be saved by the
kind hearted banker and they will become even further enslaved by the system. And don't think that for
one moment that the fortune 500 companies don't have a hand in controlling the people as they are tied
totally to the banking system. Of course these corps and banks control Congress and is of absolutely no
meaning and is a waste of time to go, write or ask anything from Congress. They could care two tinker's
damn about you. They know which side their bread is buttered on, everyone of

them and that goes all the way down to local government as well.

Citizenship, income taxes and Constitutional
limitations on government.

This page is provided to assist people in their investigation of the issue of sovereign citizenship and
other related topics

such as the federal income tax and limited federal jurisdiction. This page will provide clips from court
opinions and

other quotes from within the law which can help you understand your status in this country.

28 USC 2201, Why you see tax protesters losing in Federal courts.

Federal Jurisdiction within the States, a government report.

The Buck Act, how the federal government crossed it's territorial limits into the states.

The Kentucky Resolution, objection to the federal gov't for invading state control on citizenship.

The Virginia Resolution, objection to the federal gov't for invading state control on citizenship.

U.S.A. Republic The 14th Amendment

The 14th Amendment- Equal Protection Law or Tool of Usurpation (Congressional Record)

Dyett v. Turner 14th Amendment not ratified.

The Cheek Case a defense still valid against the I.R.S.

United States v. Cruikshank , citizenship.

Dred Scott v.John Sandford or Taney v. Curtis, citizenship.

Slaughterhouse Cases , Supreme Court opinion; citizenship.

THE BRUSHABER DECISION , the true meaning of the 16th Amendment

The Lloyd Long Case (html) , victory over the [.R.S.

(1)

"By metaphysical refinement, in examining our form of government, it might be correctly said that there
1s no such thing as a citizen of the United States. But constant usage -arising from convenience, and
perhaps necessity, and dating from the formation of the Confederacy - has given substantial existence to
the idea which the term conveys. A citizen of any one of the States of the Union, is held to be, and called
a citizen of the United States, although technically and abstractly there is no such thing. To conceive a
citizen of the United States who is not a citizen of some one of the
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states, is totally foreign to the idea, and inconsistent with the proper construction and common
understanding of the expression as used in the constitution, which must be deduced from its various
other provisions. The object then to be obtained, by the exercise of the power of naturalization, was to
make citizens of the respective states."

Ex parte Knowles, 5 Ca. 300, 302 (1855)

(2)

3A Am Jur 1420, Aliens and Citizens

"A person is born subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, for purposes of acquiring citizenship at
birth, if this birth occurs in a territory over which the United States is sovereign..."

3)

"The 14th Amendment creates and defines citizenship of the United States. It had long been contended,
and had been held by many learned authorities, and had never been judicially decided to the contrary,
that there was no such thing as a citizen of the United States, except by first becoming a citizen of some
state."

United States v. Anthony (1874), 24 Fed. Cas. 829 (No. 14,459), 830.

(4)

"We have in our political system a government of the United States and a government of each of the
several states.

Each one of these governments is distinct from the others, and each has citizens of its own who owe it
allegiance, and whose rights, within its jurisdiction, it must protect. The same person may be at the same
time a citizen of the United States and a citizen of a state, but his rights of citizenship under one of these
governments will be different from those he has under the other."

U. S. v. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 542 (1875).

(5)

"Both before and after the Fourteenth Amendment to the federal Constitution, it has not been necessary
for a person to be a citizen of the United States in order to be a citizen of his state."

Crosse v. Bd. of Supvr,s of Elections, 221 A.2d. 431 (1966)

(6)

Blair v. Ridgely, 97 D. 218,249, S.P.

"Prior to the adoption of the federal Constitution, states possessed unlimited and unrestricted
sovereignty and retained

the same ever afterward. Upon entering the Union, they retained all their original power and
sovereignty..."

(7)

George Bancroft

" Our Union in its foreign relations presents itself with all its states and territories as one and indivisible;
a garment without a seam; BUT at home we are separate sovereign states of the union. Within the limits
of the states, the government of the United States has no powers but those that have been delegated to
it."

(8)

Rule 12. Defenses and Objections-

(b)"...the following defenses may at the option of the pleader be made by motion.:

(1) lack of jurisdiction over the subject matter.

(2) lack of jurisdiction over the person... a motion making any of these defenses shall be made BEFORE
PLEADING...

(h)(3) Whenever it appears by suggestion of the parties or otherwise that the court lacks jurisdiction of
the subject matter, the court shall dismiss the action.

)

In the 1945 ,Hooven and Allison Co. v. Evatt, the Supreme Court defined

"United States", perhaps for the last time.
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The term "United States" may be used in any ONE of the several senses:

(1) It may be merely the name of a sovereign occupying the position analogous to that of other
sovereigns in the family of nations. (2) It may designate the territory over which the sovereignty of the
United States extends OR (3) It may be the collective names of the states which are united under the
Constitution.

The Court also defined the two types of legislative powers of Congress. Legislation in respect to the (2)
definition and legislation in respect to (3) definition.

"In exercising its constitutional power to make all needful regulations respecting territory belonging to
the United States, " (2) " Congress is not subject to the same constitutional limitations as when
legislating for the United States."

3)

(10)

June 16th, 1909, President Taft's speech to Congress.

"...It is now proposed to make up the deficit by the imposition of a general income tax, in the form and
substance and almost exactly the same character as that which, in the case of Pollock v. Farmers Loan
and Trust Co was held by the supreme Court to be a direct tax, and therefore not within the power of
the federal government to impose unless apportioned among the several states according to population...
I, therefore, recommend an amendment to the tariff bill

imposing upon all corporations and joint stock companies for profit, except national banks otherwise
taxed, measured by 2% on the net income of such corporations. This is an excise tax upon the privilege
of doing business as an artificial entity and the privilege of freedom from a general partnership liability
enjoyed by those who own the stock. This course is much to be preferred to the proposal of reenacting a
law once judicially declared to be unconstitutional."

(11)

Amendment 14, Section 1

"The opening clause of this section makes national citizenship primary and State citizenship derivative
therefrom."

referring to 14th Amendment citizenship." The definition it lays down of citizenship 'at birth' is not
however, exhaustive, as was pointed out in connection with Congress's power to 'establish an uniform
rule of naturalization'.

Subject to the jurisdiction thereof': The children born to foreign diplomats in the United States are not
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, and so are not citizens of the United States. With this
narrow exception all persons born in the United States are, by the principle of the Wong Kim Ark case,
Entitled to Claim citizenship of the United States." There is no imposition. It is a voluntary act, that
once claimed, can not be taken away by the government.

(12)

Charles Warren, Pulitzer Prize winner for his books on American law and history, praised the
Slaughterhouse causes, limiting the scope of the 14th Amendment. "Had the case been decided
otherwise the States would have largely lost their autonomy and become, as political entities, only of
historic interest... The boundary lines between the States and the National Government would be
practically abolished, and the rights of the citizens of each state would be irrevocably fixed as of the date
of the Fourteenth Amendment. " The Slaughterhouse case was "one of the glorious landmarks of
American law." Editors note that within a few decades of this publication, (1920's) what Charles Warren
warned of, grew to happen. Thus we have the situation today where a majority of Americans believe
they are all Federal citizens.

(13)

In another case, Chief Justice Waite stated, " By the 5th Amendment, It (federal limitations) was
introduced into the Constitution of the United States as a limitation upon the powers of the National
government and by the 14th, as a quarentee against any encroachment upon an acknowledged right of
citizenship by the Legislatures of the States..."
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(14)
We should know of the grave error Justice Taney made in the Dred Scott decision. I'll follow the
respected opinion of Judge John Appleton, of the Maine Supreme Court in which he said, "Justice Taney
says 'every person... recognized as citizens of the several states, became also citizens of this new political
body'... Taney's opinion therefore, rests upon a

remarkable and most unfortunate misapprehension of facts. Taney would have concurred with (Justice)
Curtis had the facts... been pointed out to him."

(15)

Federal Constitutional debates. "Friday, June 15, 1787...

8. Resolved that rule for naturalization ought to be the same in every state."

This gives Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 a whole new meaning now doesn't it?

(16)

Girty v. Logan 6 Bush Ky. 8

"It is an elementary rule of pleading, that a plea to the jurisdiction is... a tacit admission that the court
has a right to judge in the case, and IS A WAIVER TO ALL EXCEPTIONS TO THE
JURISDICTION."

To challenge Federal jurisdiction, the challenge must be made and responded to before a plea is made.
(17)

Public Law No 8177 re: Buck Act, redefines "the states" as only territorial states, federal enclaves and
instrumentalitys.

It is within these federally zoned areas that the federal government and its laws extend. (exception for
Art. Sec 8 laws)

The Public Law further explains that it is the inhabitants of these federal areas that become subject to the
jurisdiction of the United States.

(18)

New Orleans v. United States 35 U.S. (10 Pet.) 662

"Special provision is made in the Constitution for the cession of jurisdiction from the states over places
where the federal government shall establish forts or other military work. And it is ONLY IN THESE
PLACES or in territories of the United States, where it can exercise a general jurisdiction."

(19)

Handbooks for Special Agents.

(Constitutional Law s342.12)

(2) "The privilege against self-incrimination does not permit a tax payer to refuse to obey a summons
issued under IRC s7602 or a court order directing his/her appearance. He/she is required to appear and
cannot use the Fifth Amendment

as an excuse for failure to do so, although HE/SHE MAY EXERCISE IT IN CONNECTION WITH
SPECIFIC QUESTIONS.

[Landy v. U.S.] He/she cannot refuse to bring his/her records, but MAY DECLINE TO SUBMIT
THEM FOR INSPECTION ON CONSTITUTIONAL GROUNDS.

So, another pointer to remember, if the IRS makes you go, GO. If the IRS demands your records,
BRING THEM, BUT use your 5th Amendment Right not to show your records and use the 5th
Amendment in order to not answer any questions. ALSO KEEP IN MIND, do not refuse to answer all
questions that have not been asked yet. Refuse to answer them as each one is asked. If you refuse to
answer all questions before they are asked, it becomes a blanket Fifth and the judge can overrule your
5th Amendment rights to not answer.

(20)

USC Title 18 s 451 Par 3d

"Criminal jurisdiction of the federal courts is restricted to federal reservations over which the Federal
Government has exclusive jurisdiction, as well as to forts, magazines, arsenal, dockyards or other
needful buildings."
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21)
"Congress has taxed income, NOT COMPENSATION. Conner v. US 303 F Supp 1187 '69

(22)

If the 14th Amendment had created a national citizenship, imposed upon the states and their citizens, the
Amendment would have also created suffrage for women (i.e.). Prior to the Slaughterhouse cases, every
one was using the 14™ Amendment to legalize something or another under the claim of being a U.S.
citizen. The most well known being Susan B. Anthony. But, as Susan B. Anthony found out, as well as
thousands of others the Amendment was to give citizenship to the former slaves and to protect their
rights, nothing else. As the Chicago Tribune stated, in response to the Slaughterhouse cases, it "will put
a quietus upon the thousand and one follies seeking to be legalized by hanging on

to the Fourteenth Amendment... The decision has long been needed as a check upon the centralizing
tendencies of the Government..." In specific, the Court stated "...that the only LEGAL AFFECT is to
make full-fledged citizens of negros, but leaving the government of the country in all other respects
precisely the same as if the Constitution had stood as first adopted, and no negro had ever left his native
Africa."

(23)

"Any way, getting back to the subject, the 16th did not repeal anything. It is even believed that because
the 16th was for a specific tax, it was not necessary to repeal either of the other tax clauses because
those clauses were about taxation in general. This brings me back to my family secret, the words
"without apportionment among the several states. " Please refer to Black's Law Dictionary under
Apportionment and then under the subsection Taxes. "The apportionment of a

tax consists in a selection of the subjects to be taxed, and in laying down the rule by which to measure
the contribution which each of these subjects shall make to the tax." By the Amendment specifying
"without apportionment among the several states", the amendment is specifying that the states are not
within the scope of the amendment, the purpose thus then implying that the income tax if for within
federal areas only."

(24)

Jack Warren Wade Jr., Former IRS officer. He was in charge of the IRS' nationwide Revenue Officer
training program, "The Tax Code represents the genius of legal fiction... The I.R.S. has never really
known why people pay income taxes... The IRS encourages voluntary compliance, through fear."

(25)

Financial Survival, Issue I 1990

"Former I.R.S. Commissioner Roscoe Egger resigned in April of 1986 after publicly admitting that 35
million Americans no longer file personal income taxes!"

(26)

"In a recent conversation with an official at the Internal Revenue Service, I was amazed when he told me
that, 'If the Taxpayers of this Country ever discover that the IRS operates on 90% bluff, the entire
system would collapse' ".

Sen. Henry Bellmon (1969)

(27)

From the Kentucky Resolution of 1798

I'V. Resolved, that alien friends are under the jurisdiction and protection of the laws of the State wherein
they are; that no power over them has been delegated to the United States, nor prohibited to the
individual States distinct from their power over citizens; and it being true as a general principle, and one
of the amendments to the Constitution having also declared that "the powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States respectively, or
to the people," the [Alien Act of June 22, 1798], which assumes power over alien

friends not delegated by the Constitution, is not law, but is altogether void and of no force....

(28)

"...it has been said by eminent judges that no man was a citizen of the United States except as he was a



110

citizen of one of the States composing the Union. Those, therefore, who were born and always resided
in the District of Columbia or in the Territories, though within the United States, were not citizens..."
definition before the 14th Amendment "
"...the distinction between citizenship of the United States and citizenship of a state is clearly
recognized. Not only may a man be a citizen of the United States without being a citizen of a state, but
an important element is necessary to make the former, the latter. He must reside in the state to make him
a citizen of it, but it is not necessary that he should be born or naturalized in the United States to
become a citizen of the Union..." definition after the 14th Amendment. Slaughter House Cases, 16 Wall.
36,72,73,74 (1873)
(29)
"The privileges and immunities clause of the 14th Amendment protects very few rights because it neither
incorporates the Bill of Rights nor protects all rights of individual citizens. Instead this provision
protects only those rights peculiar to being a citizen of the federal government; It does not protect those
rights which relate to state citizenship."
Jones v. Temmer 829 F. Supp. 1226
(30)
"No white person born within the limits of the United States and subject to THEIR jurisdiction... or born
without those limits, and subsequently naturalized under THEIR laws, owes his status of citizenship to
the recent amendments to the

Constitution. The purpose of the 14th Amendment... was to confer the status of citizenship upon a
numerous class of persons domiciled within the limits of the United States who could not be brought
within operation of the naturalization laws because native born, and whose birth, though native, at the
same time left them without citizenship.
Such persons were not white persons but in the main were of African blood, who had been held in
slavery in this country..."
Van Valkenburg v Brown 43 Cal 43. 47 (1872)
(31)
"...the 14th Amendment is throughout affirmative and declaratory, intended to ally doubts and to settle
controversies which had arisen, and NOT TO IMPOSE ANY NEW RESTRICTION UPON
CITIZENSHIP." U.S. v Wong Kim Ark 169 US 649.687,688
(32)
A predictive warning of what has eventually happened.
"The idea prevails with some, indeed it has expression in arguments at the bar, that we have in this
country substantially two national governments; one to be maintained under the Constitution, with all its
restrictions; the other to be maintained by Congress outside and independently of that instrument, by
exercising such powers as other nations of the earth are accustomed to... I take leave to say that, if the
principles thus announced should ever receive the sanction of a majority of this court, a radical and
mischievous change in our system will result. We will, in that event, pass from the era of constitutional
liberty guarded and protected by a written constitution into an era of legislative absolutism... It will be
an evil day for American Liberty if the theory of a government outside the Supreme Law of the
Land finds lodgment in our Constitutional Jurisprudence. No higher duty rests upon this court than to
exert its full authority to prevent all violation of the principles of the Constitution."
Honorable Supreme Court Justice John Harlan in the 1901 case of Downes v. Bidwell.
(33)
Recent hope.
"Congress exercises its confirmed powers subject to the limitations contained in the Constitution. If a
state ratifies or gives consent to any authority which is not specifically granted by the Constitution of the
United States, it is null and void. State officials cannot consent to the enlargement of powers of
Congress beyond those enumerated in the Constitution."
Sandra Day O'Conner in the 1992 case of New York v. United States
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34

"The more intelligent adversaries of the new Constitution admit the force of this reasoning; but they
qualify their admission by a distinction between what they call INTERNAL and EXTERNAL taxation.
The former they would reserve to the State governments; the latter, which they explain into commercial
imposts, or rather duties on imported articles, they declare themselves willing to concede to the federal
head.", Alexander Hamilton, Federalist 36

35

"A citizen of the United States is ipso facto and at the same time a citizen of the state in which he
resides. While the 14th Amendment does not create a national citizenship, it has the effect of making that
citizenship 'paramount and dominant' instead of 'derivative and dependent' upon state citizenship."
Colgate v. Harvey, 296 U. S. 404, 427.

36

"The (14th) amendment referred to slavery. Consequently, the only persons embraced by its provisions,
and for which Congress was authorized to legislate in the manner were those then in slavery."

Bowlin v. Commonwealth (1867), 65 Kent. Rep. 5, 29.

37

"It is claimed that the plaintiff is a citizen of the United States and of this state. Undoubtedly she is. It is
argued that she became such by force of the first section of the 14th Amendment, already recited. This,
however, is a mistake."

Van Valkenberg v. Brown (1872), 43 Cal. Sup. Ct. 43, 47

38

"After the adoption of the 13th Amendment, a bill which became the first Civil Rights Act was
introduced in the 39" Congress, the major purpose of which was to secure to the recently freed Negroes
all the civil rights secured to white men. . . .(N)one other than citizens of the United States were within
the provisions of the Act."

Hague v. C. 1. O., 307 U. S. 496, 509.

39.

I.R.S., "The file requirement for 01 is return not required to be mailed or filed."

U.S. v. Lloyd Long

HOW HARMFUL IS MARIJUANA?

ANNUAL AMERICAN DEATHS CAUSED BY DRUGS

TOBACCO ......ooevuueeereinnne 400,000
ALCOHOL . ........ccccevuuereene. 100,000

ALL LEGAL DRUGS ................ 20,000
ALL ILLEGAL DRUGS .............. 15,000
CAFFEINE ..........cccuuueeuuee 2,000
ASPIRIN ....covvureerernnnenn 500
MARIJUANA ......ccovvuveeennnee 0

Source: United States government...

National Institute on Drug Abuse,

Bureau of Mortality Statistics

Like any substance, marijuana can be abused. The most common problem attributed to marijuana is
frequent overuse, which can induce lethargic behavior, but does not cause serious health problems.
Marijuana can cause short-term memory loss, but only while under the influence. Marijuana does not
impair long-term memory. Marijuana does not lead to harder drugs. Marijuana does not cause brain
damage, genetic damage, or damage the immune system. Unlike alcohol, marijuana does not kill brain
cells or induce violent behavior. Continuous long-term smoking of marijuana can cause bronchitis, but
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the chance of contracting bronchitis from casual marijuana smoking is minuscule. Respiratory

health hazards can be totally eliminated by consuming marijuana via non-smoking methods, i.e.,
ingesting marijuana via baked foods, tincture, or vaporizer.

A 1997 UCLA School of Medicine study (Volume 155 of the American Journal of Respiratory & Critical
Care Medicine) conducted on 243 marijuana smokers over an 8-year period reported the following:
"Findings from the longterm study of heavy, habitual marijuana smokers argue against the concept that
continuing heavy use of marijuana is a significant risk factor for the development of chronic lung
disease." "Neither the continuing nor the intermittent marijuana smokers exhibited any significantly
different rates of decline in lung function as compared with those individuals who never smoked
marijuana.”" The study concluded: "No differences were noted between even quite heavy

marijuana smoking and nonsmoking of marijuana."

Marijuana does not cause serious health problems like those caused by tobacco or alcohol (e.g., strong
addiction, cancer, heart problems, birth defects, emphysema, liver damage, etc.). Death from a marijuana
overdose is impossible.

In all of world history, there has never been a single human death attributed to a health problem caused
by marijuana.

MARIJUANA MYTHS

Myth: Today's marijuana is more potent and more harmful than it was many years ago.

Fact: There is no medical evidence that shows high-potency marijuana is more harmful than low-potency
marijuana.

Marijuana is literally one of the least toxic substances known. High-potency marijuana is actually
preferable because less is of it consumed to obtain the desired effect; thereby reducing the amount of
smoke that enters the lungs and lowering the risk of any respiratory health hazards. Claiming that high-
potency marijuana is more harmful than lowpotency marijuana is like claiming wine is more harmful than
beer.

Myth: Smoking marijuana can cause cancer and serious lung damage.

Fact: There chance of contracting cancer from smoking marijuana is minuscule. Tobacco smokers
typically smoke 20+ cigarettes every day for decades, but virtually nobody smokes marijuana in the
quantity and frequency required to cause cancer. A 1997 UCLA study (see page 9) concluded that even
prolonged and heavy marijuana smoking causes no serious lung damage. Cancer risks from common
foods (meat, salt, dairy products) far exceed any cancer risk posed by smoking marijuana. Respiratory
health hazards and cancer risks can be totally eliminated by ingesting marijuana in

baked foods.

Myth: Marijuana contains over 400 chemicals, thus proving that marijuana is dangerous.

Fact: Coffee contains 1,500 chemicals. Rat poison contains only 30 chemicals. Many vegetables contain
cancer-causing chemicals. There is no correlation between the number of chemicals a substance contains
and its toxicity.

Prohibitionists often cite this misleading statistic to make marijuana appear dangerous.

Myth: Marijuana is a gateway drug--it leads to harder drugs.

Fact: The U.S. government's own statistics show that over 75 percent of all Americans who use
marijuana never use harder drugs. The gateway-drug theory is derived by using blatantly-flawed logic.
Using such blatantly-flawed logic, alcohol should be considered the gateway drug because most cocaine
and heroin addicts began their drug use with beer or wine--not marijuana.

Myth: Marijuana is addicting.

Fact: Marijuana is not physically addicting. Medical studies rank marijuana as less habit forming than
caffeine. The legal drugs of tobacco (nicotine) and alcohol can be as addicting as heroin or cocaine, but
marijuana is one of the least habit forming substances known.

Myth: Marijuana use impairs learning ability.
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Fact: A 1996 U.S. government study claims that heavy marijuana use may impair learning ability. The
key words are heavy use and may. This claim is based on studying people who use marijuana daily--a
sample that represents less than 1 percent of all marijuana users. This study concluded: 1) Learning
impairments cited were subtle, minimal, and may be temporary. In other words, there is little evidence
that such learning impairments even exist. 2) Long-term memory was not affected by heavy marijuana
use. 3) Casual marijuana users showed no signs of impaired learning. 4) Heavy

alcohol use was cited as being more detrimental to the thought and learning process than heavy
marijuana use.

Myth: Marijuana is a significant cause of emergency room admissions.

Fact: The U.S. government reports that marijuana-related emergency room episodes are increasing. The
government counts an emergency room admission as a marijuana-related episode if the word marijuana
appears anywhere in the medical record. If a patient tests positive for marijuana because he/she used
marijuana several days before the incident occurred, if a drunk driver admits he/she also smoked some
marijuana, or if anyone involved in the incident merely possessed marijuana, the government counts the
emergency room admission as a "marijuana-related episode." Less than 0.2% of all emergency room
admissions are "marijuana related." This so-called marijuana-causes-emergencies

statistic was carefully crafted by the government to make marijuana appear dangerous.

MERRY-GO ROUND

I have been watching all this banter back and forth on E-mail about how wonderful the Constitution and
Bill of Rights are. I have seen people quoting parts of it and how it protects them. Many people sit on
the merry-go-round and continually argue that it is turning. They say they can prove it, like the flat
world people of the 14th Century, they can prove the world is flat. I got oft the merry-go round around
1984. Much to my surprise the merry-go-round was standing still. Now I was going around, as the rest
of government was, while the people on the merry-go round thought that government was standing still
and they were moving. This just proved that those on the merry-go round were

absolutely wrong. They were standing still and the world was revolving, not them. What I am trying to
prove here is that no one wants to get off and research correctly that the Constitution has been an utter
fraud from the beginning and so has the Bill of Rights.

I said I was not going to do this but the Almighty says I have to keep trying. At least no one, when
finding out the truth, can say "I never told you so." So with that, I am going to give you three cases that
prove beyond a shadow of doubt that these merry-go-rounders are all wrong. Howard Griswold, Big
Byrd, Dave DeRiemer and only a hand full of others are also, "off the merry-go-round" as they too have
read these cases and agree. All the e-mail that I see that starts by showing the Bill of Rights are designed
to protect the people in the States, I hit the delete key. I am waiting for a good

e-mail to come over that does not say that. As a result, all the e-mail I get, extolling the constitution or
the Bill of Rights gets the delete key right away. It takes up too much of my time reading falsehoods. I
CAPITALIZE these words for effect in the cases.

FIRST CASE:

Supreme Court of United States--Constitutional law, John Barron v The

Mayor and City Council of Baltimore, 7 Peters 243.

This defendant had his property taken by the State of Maryland and he plead the fifth amendment. The
court lacked jurisdiction because the 5th did not apply to a state man, only to a United States man. And,
the property was not within the United States or part of it's land ceded to the United States by
Maryland. Therefore, the man could not use any of the amendments to the separate United States
Constitution because it did not apply.

THE COURT STATED: "The provision in the fifth amendment to the Constitution of the United States,
declaring that private property shall not be taken for public use without just compensation, is intended
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solely as a limitation on the exercise of power by the government of the United States, AND IS NOT
APPLICABLE TO THE LEGISLATION OF THE STATES. The Constitution was ordained and
established BY THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES, FOR THEMSELVES, FOR THEIR OWN
GOVERNMENT, AND NOT FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE INDIVIDUAL STATES. Each
State established a constitution for itself, and in that constitution provided such

limitations and restrictions on the powers of ITS PARTICULAR government as its judgments dictated.
The people of the United States FRAMED SUCH A GOVERNMENT FOR THE UNITED STATES as
THEY supposed best adapted TO THEIR situation, and best calculated TO PROMOTE THEIR
INTERESTS. The powers conferred on this government were to be EXERCISED BY ITSELF; and the
limitations on power, if expressed in general terms, are naturally and necessarily applicable TO THE
GOVERNMENT CREATED BY THAT INSTRUMENT. They are limitations of power granted in the
instrument itself, NOT OF DISTINCT GOVERNMENTS FRAMED BY DIFFERENT PERSONS
AND FOR DIFFERENT PURPOSES. IF THESE PROPOSITIONS BE CORRECT, THE

FIFTH AMENDMENT must be understood AS RESTRAINING THE POWER OF THE GENERAL
GOVERNMENT, NOT AS APPLICABLE TO THE STATES.

This cause came on to be heard on the transcript of the record from the Court of Appeals for the
Western Shore of Maryland, and was argued by counsel; on consideration whereof, it is the opinion of
this court that there is no repugnancy between the several acts of the General Assembly of Maryland,
given in evidence by the defendants at trial of this cause in the court of that State, and the Constitution
of the United States; whereupon, it is ordered and adjudged by this court that this writ of error be, and
the same is hereby dismissed for the want of jurisdiction.

SECOND CASE:

Hepburn and Dundas v. Ellzey, 2 Cranch 445

This was a case where a citizen of the District of Columbia (United States) tried to maintain an action in
a Circuit Court for the Virginia district against a Virginia citizen.

THE COURT STATED AND HELD: "A citizen of the District of Columbia CANNOT maintain an
action against a citizen of Virginia, in the circuit court for the Virginia district. A citizen of the District of
Columbia IS NOT A CITIZEN OF A STATE, within the meaning of the constitution. * * *

It is contended that a citizen of the District of Columbia is a citizen of a state. It is said that he is a
citizen of the United States, and not being a citizen of the same state with the defendant, he must be a
citizen of a different state. But there may be a citizen of the United States who is NOT a citizen OF
ANY ONE OF THE STATES. The expression "a citizen of a state," has a constitutional meaning. The
states ARE NOT absolutely sovereigns, but (if [ may use the expression) they are DEMI-
SOVEREIGNS. the word state has a meaning PECULIAR to the United States. It means a CERTAIN
POLITICAL SOCIETY FORMING A CONSTITUENT PART OF THE UNION.

Even if the constitution of the United States authorizes a more enlarged jurisdiction than the judiciary
act of 1789 has given, yet the court CAN TAKE NO JURISDICTION WHICH IS NOT GIVEN BY
THE ACT. I, therefore, call for the law which gives a jurisdiction in this case.

The court goes into great detail using just about all the Bill of Rights and then makes the
following conclusion.

Other passages from the constitution have been cited by the plaintiffs to show that the term state is
sometimes used in its more enlarged sense. But on examining the passages quoted, they do not prove
what was shown by them. It is true that as citizens of the United States, and if that PARTICULAR
DISTRICT which is subject to the jurisdiction of Congress, it is extraordinary that the courts of the
United States, which ARE OPEN TO ALIENS, and to the citizens of every state of the union, should be
closed upon them. BUT THIS IS A SUBJECT FOR LEGISLATIVE, NOT FOR JUDICIAL
CONSIDERATION. The opinion to be certified to the circuit court is, THAT THIS COURT HAS NO
JURISDICTION IN THE CASE."

After completely reading the first case and solidify in your brain cells that the court stated the
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Constitution and the Bill of Rights are not for the people in the states, this second case, when read in its
entirety squares with the first case and supports the conclusion that the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights never was yours in the first place. Now for the kicker, clincher, hydrogen bomb, torpedo,
whatever you want to call it, that finalizes the above two cases and sets it in

stone that the Constitution and Bill of Rights YOU claim to be your godsend to the protection of God
given Rights was a fraud from he very beginning is:

THIRD CASE

Padleford, Fay & Co. v. The Mayor, City of Savanna, 14 Ga 438.

This involved a sales tax case in 1854 by a company who refused to pay a sales tax after he collected it
and brought an action. The opening opinion of the Supreme court judge states it quite clearly what the
question is about. Then I will quote a paragraph or two and the final opinion only, since this case is 82
pages long. Don't read it and you are still on the merry-go-round and will never know the truth.

THE COURT: "But a single question is presented for decision in this case; and that is, whether the
Ordinance of the City Council of Savanna violates the Constitution of the United States. The Plaintiffs in
error insists that it violates two of the provisions of theConstitution---that which declares that Congress
shall have power "To regulate commerce with foreign nations and among the several States"; and that
which declares that "No State shall, without consent of the Congress, lay any imposts on duties or
exports, except what may be absolutely necessary for executing its Inspection Laws."

Now it must be manifest to any one, on a little reflection, that if the United States' Courts have power
over the State Courts, they have power over State laws--power over operation of those Laws, within
the territory of the States—power to nullifty EVERY ACT OF THE STATES. Was this the intention of
the makers of the Constitution--these very States?

The conclusion is, * * *the Supreme Court of the United States has no jurisdiction over the Supreme
Court of Georgia; and cannot, therefore give it an order, or make for it a PRECEDENT. * * * The
consumer, therefore, can waive his right to object to this ordinance, on the score of its being void; and
HE DOES THIS WHEN HE PAYS THE TAX IT IMPOSES UPON HIM. It is time enough to hold the
Law, made under the authority of the State, to be a violation of the Constitution, when it is complained
of by somebody that it injures. It is too soon to do this, when the complaint is made by one that it does
not injure, and one, who, if the complaint be allowed, will be enabled to keep what, in justice and equity,
he has no right to. But, indeed, NO PRIVATE PERSON HAS A RIGHT

TO COMPLAIN, BY SUIT IN COURT, ON THE GROUND OF A BREACH OF THE
CONSTITUTION. The Constitution, it is true, is a COMPACT, BUT HE |[the private man people, that's
you.] IS NOT A PARTY TO IT. The States are the parties to it. And they may complain. If they do, they
are entitled to REDRESS. [Informer: How many thought YOU had REDRESS? B.S., you never had
any]. Or they may waive their right to complain. If they do, the right stands waived. * * * And this
brings me to my general conclusion, which is, that the judgment of the Court below,

ought to be affirmed."

The private man flat out lost. Now, how many still want to stay on the merry-go-round and moan,
complain and argue that the Constitution and Bill of Rights are still yours? There are a few of us that
have gotten off the merry-go-round , that is not really moving, long ago. We only laugh now at the
ignorance of those on the merry-go-round, because we tried to get those on the merry-go-round, that
the criminal government created so those could take the ride of their life, standing still on the merry-go-
round and getting nowhere. That is why I hit the delete button when I see the drivel and ranting and
ravings of a lunatic. Yes people, YOU are considered one of lunacy by the courts when you bring up the
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. Don't believe me, look up the word in the King's Dictionary (Black's
Law) and in Words and Phrases. I am feeling sorry for those poor lost souls whose ignorance will keep
them in chains by not giving up their egos. They want to be right, because they can't see the light, and
don't want to admit to their followers that they may have been wrong. They are clinging to a thought
process that was created by the best criminals the taxpayer could afford and refuse to get off the merry-
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go-round.

The United States of America is still the greatest nation on the face of the earth but our leadership role is
being undermined by our actions. America is tragically becoming a “Nation of Hypocrites™.

How is this so? What are we doing that is casting a dark shadow upon ‘Old Glory’?Following are just a
few examples of American hypocrisy:

1. We condemn Brazil for clear-cutting the rain forests of the Amazon yet we are clear-cutting the last
remnants of our ancient forests.

2. We promote ourselves as the world’s leader in bringing peace to the world yet we are constantly
rattling sabers and talking of war.

3. We tell the world that we care about the health of children yet we are destroying the health of our
own children by stuffing them with junk food and exposing them to a mind-boggling soup of health
destroying chemicals.

4. We act as if we care about the humane treatment of animals yet we torture millions upon millions of
animals in factory farms.

5. We say that we care about the education of our children yet we warehouse them under inhumane
conditions in windowless schools and then ply them with drugs to control them.

6. We act as if we care about food for the hungry yet instead of providing the poor and hungry with
wholesome and nutritious food we hand out food stamps with which they can purchase shopping carts
loaded with junk food in fancy packaging.

7. We condemn totalitarian nations for their use and abuse of the death penalty yet we execute more
innocent people than the rest of the so-called ‘Free World’ combined.

8. We spend billions to fight a ‘“War on Drugs’ and destroy the lives of tens of thousands of our nation’s
youth by throwing them in prison for minor infractions yet thousands of the so-called drug fighters are
themselves addicted to nicotine, alcohol, and prescription drugs.

9. We promote our nation as “America the Beautiful” yet we are in the process of bulldozing and
destroying what little is left of the “America the Beautiful” as first described by our founding fathers and
mothers.

Is it any wonder then that the citizens of other nations feel that they cannot trust us to be honest and
truthful in our dealings with them?

Is it any wonder then that some people look down upon us rather than respect us?

Our actions betray our words. We must set the example for the rest of the world to follow. We can no
longer demand that they ‘do as we say, not as we do’.

The New Freedom Initiative

New Freedom Act Passes in November 2004

Its the "New Freedom", Folks!

Declaration of Refusal to Comply - Please Sign

It is already happening in Illinois

Illinois must be a test state.

While people there are getting ready to move out of state, the federal government is moving to

institute the program in all states.

"If ever there existed a reason for citizens to rise up against the governing elite, this is such a cause. It is
imperative that the citizens of this state recognize both the folly and offensive nature of this program."

- M. Dennis Paul, PhD

Forced mental health evaluations

Here we go again. This is NOT about freedom! Here comes the federal government seeking to "help"
people again. This time they plan to force every American into mandatory mental health evaluations
starting with school children and their teachers - an easy-access population controlled by funding-hungry
school administrators.

You who are going through CPS trauma and family-interference should know better than anyone that a
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mandated, forced mental health evaluation is an intrusive, distressing process. It is a violation of your
right to privacy under the Fourth Amendment.

This "New Freedom" is another violation of the Tenth Amendment which states, "The powers not
delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the
States respectively, or to the people." This is the latest in a long line of violations. The federal
government unconstitutionally interferes with child welfare, health care, education and so much more.
Just like many other laws Bush signed, the "New Freedom Initiative" is deceptively named. This is not
for more freedom. It is for violations of our freedoms and our rights to decline intrusive health
evaluations. Do you realize in 2003 Bush signed a law called "Keeping Children and Families Safe" that
renewed child welfare funding and included a new clause allowing caseworkers to intrude on your
formerly private medical records? Do you think your children and families are safer now?

Do you realize this followed the new medical "privacy" act, HIPPA, that keeps your closest relatives
from being able to ask your doctor how you're doing, but allows all HHS employees full access to your
records? Does this feel like medical record privacy to you?

Do you think the Patriot Act and its violation of Constitutional Rights was something real patriots would
approve of? So who does this "New Freedom" benefit? Drug company owners, that's who. They'll be
dishing out more psychotropic drugs than ever. It will also help the fascists who are controlling our
government to keep our dissidents and independent thinkers under chemical restraints just like they've
done to so many children in foster incarceration facilities. It will help them break down the will and
autonomy of the population, forcing more beautiful souls to become mindless, over-medicated sheep.
People who truly need mental health services have a way of identifying themselves and they are already
getting services. Forced mental health evaluations and forced medications are not needed for every child
and adult in the US population. This is about government control, not about "helping" and not about
freedom.

Public schools to be used as children's mental health centers.

"Schools are where children spend most of each day. While schools are primarily concerned with
education, mental health is essential to learning as well as to social and emotional development. Because
of this important interplay between emotional health and school success, schools must be partners in the
mental health care of our children."

- From the Final Report of the New Freedom Commission

By starting this intrusive scheme in public schools a new generation of children will become accustomed
and acclimated to the government's new role of forced mental health "services"... just like most young
Americans today think CPS is a normal part of life even though the system started less than forty years
ago. Adults will be forced into evaluations too

Imagine a world where you're forced to get a mental health evaluation whenever you need medical help
of any kind, when you're in need of temporary shelter, or when you apply for senior housing. Imagine a
world where government doctors will decide to force unwanted medications on you.

Its coming. Here's what the Final Report of the New Freedom Commission suggests:

"The Commission supports implementing systematic screening procedures to identify mental health and
substance use problems and treatment needs in all settings in which children, youth, adults, or older
adults are at high risk for mental illnesses or in settings in which a high occurrence of co-occurring
mental and substance use disorders exists. In addition to specialty mental health and substance abuse
treatment settings, screening for co-occurring disorders should

be implemented when an individual enters the juvenile or criminal justice systems, child welfare system,
homeless shelters, hospitals, senior housing, long-term care facilities, nursing homes, and other settings
where populations are at high risk. Screening should also occur periodically after an individual enters
any of these facilities."

"When mental health problems are identified, children, youth, adults, and older adults should be linked
with appropriate services, supports, or diversion programs. Additionally, given the high incidence of
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substance use disorders among parents of children in the child welfare system, where indicated, these
parents should be screened for cooccurring disorders and linked with appropriate treatment and
supports."

- From the Final Report of the New Freedom Commission

It sounds like CPS for everyone!

Can you imagine not being able to get into senior housing just because you refuse a mental health
evaluation or refuse to take mis-prescribed meds?

Can you imagine going to the hospital for back surgery and being forced to have a psychological
evaluation while you're there?

These evaluations are not just for the mentally ill. They will be forced on everyone, one way or another.
As time goes by the control-freaks in the government will find more and more ways to force these
evaluations and medications, to oppress and enslave us.

The "New Freedom"

Expressing the sense of Congress that Congress should adopt and implement the goals and
recommendations provided by the President's New Freedom Commission on Mental Health through
legislation... (Introduced in House)

HCON 292 [H

108th CONGRESS

1st Session

H. CON. RES. 292

Expressing the sense of Congress that Congress should adopt and implement the goals and
recommendations provided by the President's New Freedom Commission on Mental Health through
legislation or other appropriate action to help ensure affordable, accessible, and high quality mental
health care for all Americans.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

October 2, 2003

Mrs. NAPOLITANO submitted the following concurrent resolution; which was referred to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Expressing the sense of Congress that Congress should adopt and implement the goals and
recommendations provided by the President's New Freedom Commission on Mental Health through
legislation or other appropriate action to help ensure affordable, accessible, and high quality mental
health care for all Americans.

Whereas the National Institute of Mental Health has found that 22.1 percent of Americans ages 18 and
older suffer from a diagnosable mental disorder each year;

Whereas the National Institute of Mental Health has found that 4 of the 10 leading causes of disability in
the United States are mental disorders; Whereas approximately 90 percent of the 30,000 people who
commit suicide in the United States every year have a diagnosable mental disorder;

Whereas the President created the New Freedom Commission on Mental Health on April 29, 2002 to
study the mental health service delivery system and make recommendations to enable people with
serious mental illness to live, work, learn, and participate fully in their communities;

Whereas the Commission identified 6 goals to begin transforming mental health care in America: (1) to
help all Americans understand that mental health is essential to overall health; (2) to make mental health
care consumer and family driven; (3) to eliminate disparities in mental health services; (4) to make early
mental illness screening, assessment, and referral to services common practice; (5) to ensure delivery of
excellent mental health care and

acceleration of mental illness research; and (6) to use technology to access mental health care and
information;
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Whereas the Commission has made a number of recommendations to Congress to implement its goals;
Whereas the Commission has recommended that to implement its first goal of helping Americans
understand that mental health is essential to overall health, Congress should address mental health with
the same urgency as physical health, as well as develop and advance a national strategy for suicide
prevention and a national campaign aimed at reducing the stigma attached to seeking mental health care;
Whereas the Commission has recommended that to implement its second goal of making mental health
care consumer and family driven, Congress should support the practice of developing an individualized
plan of care for every individual with a serious mental illness, encourage mental health care providers to
involve consumers and families in the mental health system and the path toward recovery, take action to
realign relevant Federal programs to improve consumer access and accountability for mental health
services, support the States in developing extensive, coordinated mental health systems, and encourage
the protection and enhancement of the rights of people with mental illness;

Whereas the Commission has recommended that to implement its third goal of eliminating disparities in
mental health services, Congress should support improved access to quality care in rural and
geographically remote areas and ensure

that mental health care providers are trained to work effectively with culturally diverse populations;
Whereas the Commission has recommended that to implement its fourth goal of making early screening,
assessment, and treatment of mental illness a common practice, Congress should help promote children's
mental health by improving and expanding school mental health programs, encouraging screenings for
mental disorders (including cooccurring substance use disorders) in primary health care, and supporting
appropriate referral to treatment and integrated treatment strategies;

Whereas the Commission has recommended that to implement its fifth goal of ensuring the delivery of
excellent mental health care and the acceleration of mental illness research, Congress should encourage
the acceleration of research to promote recovery, cures, and prevention, the advance of evidence-based
practices using dissemination and demonstration projects, the improvement and expansion of the
workforce which provides these services, and the development of a base of knowledge in understudied
areas;

Whereas the Commission has recommended that to implement its sixth goal of using technology to
access mental health care and information, Congress should encourage the use of health technology and
telehealth to improve access and coordination of mental health care, particularly for Americans in remote
areas or in underserved populations, and the development and implementation of integrated electronic
health records;

Whereas these goals are interrelated and must be pursued together as quickly as possible: Now,
therefore, be it Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that Congress should act immediately to adopt and implement the goals and recommendations
highlighted in the final report of the President's New Freedom Commission on Mental Health,
"Achieving the Promise: Transforming Mental Health Care in

America' through legislation or other appropriate action to help ensure affordable, accessible, and high
quality mental health care for all Americans.

Shut Up and Take Your Drugs - writer Mary Starrett calls the New Freedom Initiative one of the
president's "worst civil and human rights abuses to date".

Mental Health and World Citizenship by Dr. Dennis Cuddy

Mind Freedom - united action for human rights in mental health.

Psychiatry and the Schools: Mental Hygiene in the 21st Century by Dr. John Breeding

The Truth About Drug Companies - corruption in the pharmaceutical drug industry.

This last site 1s the official government website for "The President's New Freedom Commission on
Mental Health"...

but proceed with caution. I've tried to access the site three times now. Each time it crashed my Internet
Explorer. No apparent damage done, but it leads me to wonder whether they want people to get this
information or not.
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http://www.mentalhealthcommission.gov/

Notice to Citizens IRS

United States in default... it's the Law!

Public Judicial Notice, Public Judicial Notice #2, and Public Judicial

Notice #3 were published in this public forum upon this WebSite for

twenty (20) consecutive days. Each has also been published in accordance

with law in Veritas National Newspaper, The Round Valley Paper, and

many other publications throughout the United States of America. The law

requires they be published for only 3 consecutive days or issues in the

media in which they are printed. The United States including but not

limited to the Department of the Treasury, and Internal Revenue Service

has defaulted failing to rebut any allegations of fact in any of these Public

Judicial Notices within the twenty days allotted. According to Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure and attending State rules, "He who remains

silent consents." In accordance with State and Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure the allegations of fact in each of these Public Judicial Notices

are now PRESUMED FACT. All Citizens may now act in accordance with

these FACTS.

Proof of service is registered on the WebSite server and in the captured files of the Statistics for the
WebSite program which has registered the download of this entire WebSite by United States government
computers including, but not limited to, The White House, the Department of the Treasury, the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the United States Postal Service, the Internal Revenue Service, the Bureau of
Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms, the Pentagon, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency
(DARPA), United States Military installations across the nation, and EVERY United States National
Laboratory including, but not limited to, Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, Berkeley, and etc.

Public Judicial Notice

This memorandum will be construed to comply with provisions necessary to establish presumed
fact (Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and attending State rules) should interested parties fail to
rebut any given allegation or matter of law addressed herein. The position will be construed as
adequate to meet requirements of judicial notice, thus preserving fundamental law. Matters
addressed herein, if not rebutted, will be construed to have general application. A true and correct
copy of this Public Notice is on file with and available for inspection at the newspaper responsible
for publishing the instrument as legal notice. The memorandum addresses the character of the
Internal Revenue Service and other agencies of the Department of the Treasury, and legal
application of the Internal Revenue Code.

IRS Identity & Principal of Interest

In 1953, the Internal Revenue Service was created by the stroke of a pen when the Secretary of the
Treasury changed the name of the Bureau of Internal Revenue (T.O. No. 150-29, G.M. Humphrey,
Secretary of the Treasury, July 9, 1953). However, no congressional or presidential authorization
for making this change has been located, so the source of authority had to originate elsewhere.
Research to which IRS officials have acquiesced suggests that the Secretary exercised his authority
as trustee of Puerto Rico Trust #62 (Internal Revenue) (see 31 USC § 1321), and as will be
demonstrated, the Secretary does, in fact, operate as Secretary of the Treasury, Puerto Rico.

The solid link between the Internal Revenue Service and the Department of the Treasury, Puerto
Rico, was first published in the September 1995 issue of Veritas Magazine, based on research by
William Cooper and Wayne Bentson, both of Arizona. In October, a criminal complaint was filed

in the office of W. A. Drew Edmondson, attorney general for Oklahoma, against an Enid-based



revenue officer, and in the time since, IRS principals have failed to refute the allegation that IRS is
an agency of the Department of Treasury, Puerto Rico. In November, criminal complaints were
filed simultaneously with the grand jury for the United States district court for the District of
Northern Oklahoma, Tulsa, and the office of Attorney General Edmondson, and both the office of
the United States Attorney and IRS principals have yet to rebut the allegations in that instance
(UNITED STATES OF AMERICA vs. Kenney F. Moore, et al, 95 CR-129C).

By consulting the index for Chapter 3, Title 31 of the United States Code, one finds that IRS and
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms are not listed as agencies of the United States
Department of the Treasury. The fact that Congress never created a “Bureau of Internal Revenue”
is confirmed by publication in the Federal Register at 36 F.R. 849-890 [C.B. 1971 - 1,698], 36 F.R.
11946 [C.B. 1971 - 2,577], and 37 F.R. 489-490; and in Internal Revenue Manual 1100 at 1111.2.
Implications are condemning both to IRS and third parties who knowingly participate in

IR S-initiated scams: No legitimate authority resides in or emanates from an office which was not
legitimately created and/or ordained either by state or national constitutions or by legislative
enactment. See variously, United States v. Germane, 99 U.S. 508 (1879), Norton v. Shelby County,
118 U.S. 425, 441, 6 S.Ct. 1121 (1866), etc., dating to Pope v. Commissioner, 138 F.2d 1006, 1009
(6th Cir. 1943); where the state is concerned, the most recent corresponding decision was State v.
Pinckney, 276 N.W.2d 433, 436 (Iowa 1979).

Another direct evidence of the fraud is found at 27 CFR § 1, which prescribes basic requirements
for securing permits under the Federal Alcohol Administration Act. The problem here is that
Congress promulgated the Act in 1935, and the same year, the United States Supreme Court
declared the Act unconstitutional. Administration of the Act was subsequently moved offshore to
Puerto Rico, along with the Federal Alcohol Administration, and operation eventually merged
with the Bureau of Internal Revenue, Puerto Rico, which until 1938, along with the Bureau of
Internal Revenue, Philippines, created by the Philippines provisional government via Philippines
Trust #2 (internal revenue) (see 31 USC § 1321 for listing of Philippines Trust #2 (internal
revenue)), administered the China Trade Act (licensing & revenue collection relating to opium,
cocaine & citric wines). This line will be resumed after examining additional evidences concerning
IRS and Commissioner of Internal Revenue authority.

Further verification that IRS does not have lawful authority in the several States is found in the
Parallel Table of Authorities and Rules, beginning on page 751 of the 1995 Index volume to the
Code of Federal Regulations. It will be found that there are no regulations supportive of 26 USC
§§ 7621, 7801, 7802 & 7803 (these statute listings are absent from the table). In other words, no
regulations have been published in the Federal Register, extending authority to the several States
and the population at large, (1) to establish revenue districts within the several States, (2)
extending authority of the Department of the Treasury [Puerto Rico] to the several States, (3)
giving authority to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue and assistants within the several States,
or (4) extending authority of any other Department of Treasury personnel to the several States.
Authority of the Internal Revenue Service, via the Commissioner of Internal Revenue, is
convoluted in regulations, but makes an amount of sense by citing various regulations pertaining
to the Service and application of the Commissioner’s authority. General procedural rules at 26
CFR § 601.101(a) provide a beginning-point:

(a) General. The Internal Revenue Service is a bureau of the Department of the Treasury

under the immediate direction of the Commissioner of Internal Revenue. The

Commissioner has general superintendence of the assessment and collection of all taxes

imposed by any law providing internal revenue. The Internal Revenue Service is the

agency by which these functions are performed...

The fact that there are no regulations extending Commissioner of Internal Revenue, or
Department of the Treasury authority to the several States (26 USC § 7802(a)), has greater clarity
in the light of the general merging of functions between IRS and other agencies presently attached
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to the Department of the Treasury. The Commissioner is given responsibility for issuing rules and
regulations for the Code at 26 CFR § 301.7805-1, with approval of the Secretary, but there are no
cites of authority for this CFR subpart, whether Treasury Order, publication in the Federal
Register, or even statute cite. In other words, there is no actual or effective delegation which vests
the Commissioner with significant independent authority which might be conveyed to IRS, BATF,
Customs or any other Department of the Treasury agency with respect to powers extending to or
affecting the several States and the population at large.

The link between IRS and the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms is significant as the tie
with the Bureau of Internal Revenue, Department of the Treasury, Puerto Rico, is through this
door. Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 1940, Section 2, made the following change:

§ 2. Federal Alcohol Administration The Federal Alcohol Administration, the offices of the members
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thereof, and the office of the Administrator are abolished, and their function shall be administered under
the direction and supervision of the Secretary of the Treasury through the Bureau of Internal Revenue in

the Department of the Treasury.

Again, the Federal Alcohol Administration Act of 1935 was declared unconstitutional in 1935, and
the operation thereafter transferred off shore to Puerto Rico. The name of the Bureau of Internal
Revenue was changed to the Internal Revenue Service in 1953 (cite above), then the Bureau of
Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms, a division of the Internal Revenue Service, was seemingly
separated from IRS (T.O. 120-01, June 6, 1972). In relevant part, the order reads as follows:

1. The purpose of this order is to transfer, as specified herein, the functions, powers and

duties of the Internal Revenue Service arising under law relating to Alcohol, Tobacco,

Firearms and Explosives including the Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms division of the

Internal Revenue Service, to the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms herein after

referred to as the Bureau which is hereby established. The Bureau shall be headed by the
Director of the Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms herein referred to as the Director... 2.

The Director shall perform the functions, exercise the powers and carry out the duties of

the Secretary and the administration and the enforcement of the following provisions of

law: A. Chapters 51 and 52 and 53 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and Section

7652 and 7653 of such code insofar as they relate to the commodity subject to tax under

such chapters. B. Chapter 61 to 80 inclusive to the Internal Revenue Code of 1954

insofar as they relate to activities administered and enforced with respect to chapters 51,

52, 53. (emphasis added)

Transfer of functions and duties of IRS to BATF relative to Internal Revenue Code Subtitle F
(chapters 61 to 80) is important where the instant matter is concerned as the only regulations
published in the Federal Register applicable to the several States are under 27 CFR, Part 70 and
other parts of this title relating exclusively to alcohol, tobacco and firearms matters. However, the
charade doesn’t end there. In Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1965 (5 USC § 903), the original
Bureau of Customs, created by Act of Congress in 1895, was abolished and merged under the
Secretary of the Treasury.

In a Treasury Order published in the Federal Register of December 15, 1976, the Secretary of the
Treasury used something of a slight of hand to confuse matters more by determining, “The term
Director, Alcohol, Tobacco, and Firearms has been replaced with the term Internal Revenue
Service.”

Obviously, it is impossible to replace a person with a thing when it comes to administrative
responsibility. However, the order demonstrates that IRS and BATF are one and the same, merely
operating with interchangeable hats. Therefore, definitions and designations applicable to one are
applicable to the other.

In definitions at 27 CFR § 250.11, the following provisions are found:

Revenue Agent. Any duly authorized Commonwealth Internal Revenue Agent of the

Department of the Treasury of Puerto Rico. Secretary. The Secretary of the Treasury of



123

Puerto Rico. Secretary or his delegate. The Secretary or any officer or employee of the
Department of the Treasury of Puerto Rico duly authorized by the Secretary to perform

the function mentioned or described in this part.

In the absence of any other definition describing revenue officers and agents, the Secretary, or the
Department of the Treasury, definitions above are uniformly applicable to all IRS and BATF
departments, functions and personnel. In fact, it will be found that even petroleum tax prescribed
in Subtitle D of the Internal Revenue Code applies only to United States territorial jurisdiction
exclusive of the several States and to imported petroleum. BATF has authority only with respect to
firearms, munitions, etc., produced outside the several States and the first sale of imports.

The two delegations of authority to the Commissioner of Internal Revenue thus far located tend to
reinforce conclusions set out above. Treasury Department Order No. 150-42, dated July 27, 1956,
appearing in at 21 Fed. Reg. 5852, specifies the following:

The Commissioner shall, to the extent of the authority vested in him, provide for the
administration of United States internal revenue laws in the Panama Canal Zone,

Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands.

On February 27, 1986 (51 Fed. Reg. 9571), Treasury Department Order No. 150-01 specified the
following:

The Commissioner shall, to the extent of authority otherwise vested in him, provide for

the administration of the United States internal revenue laws in the U.S. Territories and

insular possessions and other authorized areas of the world.

To date only three statutes in the Internal Revenue Code of 1986, as currently amended, have been
located that specifically reference the several States, exclusive of the federal States (District of
Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, the Virgin Islands, etc.): 26 USC §§ 5272(b), 5362(c) & 7462. The
first two provide certain exemptions to bond and import tax requirements relating to imported
distilled spirits for governments of the several States and their respective political subdivisions,
and the last provides that reports published by the United States Tax Court will constitute
evidence of the reports in courts of the United States and the several States. None of the three
statutes extend assessment or collections authority for IRS or BATF within the several States.

IRS is contracted to provide collection services for the Agency for International Development, and
case law demonstrates that the true principals of interest are the International Monetary Fund and
the World Bank (Bank of the United States v. Planters Bank of Georgia, 6 L.Ed (Wheat) 244; U.S.
v. Burr, 309 U.S. 242; see 22 USCA § 286, et seq.). In other words, IRS seemingly provides
collection services for undisclosed foreign principals rather than collecting internal revenue for the
benefit of constitutional United States government operation. To date, IRS principals have failed
to dispute the published Cooper/Bentson allegation that the agency, via these foreign principals,
funded the enormous tank and military truck factory on the Kama River, Russia.

The Internal Revenue Service, a foreign entity with respect to the several States, is not registered
to do business in the several States. 2. Preservation of Due Process Rights

The Internal Revenue Service has for years been protected by statutory courts both of the United
States and the several States, with the latter operating in the framework of adopted uniform laws
which ascribe a federal character to the several States. Both operate under the presumption of
Congress’ Article I'V jurisdiction within the geographical United States (the District of Columbia,
Puerto Rico, etc.), both accommodate private international law under exclusively United States
treaties on private international law, and both operate in the framework of admiralty rules to
impose Civil Law (see both majority & dissenting opinions variously, Bennis v. Michigan, U.S.
Supreme Court No. 94-8729, March 4, 1996) , which is repugnant to both state and national
constitutions (see authority of Department of Justice as representative of the “Central Authority”
established by U.S. treaties on private international law at 28 CFR § 0.49; also, “conflict of law” as
a subcategory to “statutes” in American Jurisprudence). However, this house of cards will shortly
fall as Cooperative Federalism, known as Corporatism well into the 1930s, has been thoroughly
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documented and is rapidly being exposed via state and United States appellate courts and in
public forum.

In reality, the Internal Revenue Code preserves due process rights, but the statute has been
dormant until recently:

[Sec. 7804(b)] (b) PRESERVATION OF EXISTING RIGHTS AND REMEDIES. --

Nothing in Reorganization Plan Numbered 26 of 1950 or Reorganization Plan

Numbered 1 of 1952 shall be considered to impair any right or remedy, including trial

by jury, to recover any internal revenue tax alleged to have been erroneously or illegally

assessed or collected, or any penalty claimed to have been collected without authority,

or any sum alleged to have been excessive or in any manner wrongfully collected under

the internal revenue laws. For the purpose of any action to recover any such tax,

penalty, or sum, all statutes, rules, and regulations referring to the collector of internal

revenue, the principal officer for the internal revenue district, or the Secretary, shall be

deemed to refer to the officer whose act or acts referred to in the preceding sentence

gave rise to such action. The venue of any such action shall be the same as under

existing law.

The reorganization plans of 1950 & 1952 were implemented via the Internal Revenue Code of
1954, Volume 68A of the Statutes at Large, and codified as title 26 of the United States Code.
Savings statutes have been in place since the beginning, but generally not understood by the
general population or the legal profession. The statute set out above is easier to comprehend when
references are consolidated. Further, the dependent clause “including trial by jury” relates to a
constitutionally-assured right, not a remedy, so it should be moved to the proper location in the
sentence. Finally, the matter of venue is important as “existing law” is constitutional and common
law indigenous to the several States. In the absence of legitimate federal law which extends to the
several States, those who operate under color of law, engage in oppression, extortion, etc., are
subject to the foundation law of the States. Venue is determined by the law of legislative
jurisdiction.

Citing “including trial by jury” preserves the full slate of due process rights included in Fourth,
Fifth, Sixth, Seventh and Fourteenth Amendments to the Constitution for the united States of
America and corresponding provisions in constitutions of the several States. The example
represents the class.

Additionally, note that, (1) actions may issue against bogus assessments as well as collections, and
(2) § 7804(b), unlike § 7433, does not presume that the complaining party is a “taxpayer”. Finally,
there is 26 CFR, Part 1 regulatory support for § 7804 where there are no regulations published in
the Federal Register in support of § 7433 (see Parallel Table of Authorities and Rules, beginning
on page 751 of the Index volume to the Code of Federal Regulations). Therefore, § 7804(b)
preserves rights and determines the nature of civil actions for remedies in the several States. When
straightened out, applicable portions of § 7804(b) read as follows:

Nothing in [the Internal Revenue Code] shall be considered to impair any right, [including trial by
jury], or remedy, to recover any internal revenue tax alleged to have been erroneously or

illegally assessed or collected ... The venue of any such action shall be the same as under existing law.
The necessity of due process is implicitly preserved by 28 USC § 2463, which stipulates that any
seizure under United States revenue laws will be deemed in the custody of the law and subject
solely to disposition of courts of the United States with proper jurisdiction. In other words, even if
IRS had legitimate authority in the several States, the agency would of necessity have to file a civil
or criminal complaint prior to garnishment, seizure or any other action adversely affecting the life,
liberty or property of any given person, whether a Fourteenth Amendment citizen-subject of the
United States or a Citizen principal of one of the several States. Due process assurances in the
Fifth and Fourteenth Amendments do not equivocate -- administrative seizures without due
process can be equated only to tyranny and barbarian rule. Further, even regulations governing
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IRS conduct acknowledge and therefore preserve Fifth Amendment assurances at 26 CFR §
601.106(f)(1).

(1) Rule I. An exaction by the U.S. Government, which is not based upon law, statutory

or otherwise, is a taking of property without due process of law, in violation of the Fifth
Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Accordingly, an Appeals representative in his or

her conclusions of fact or application of the law, shall hew to the law and the recognized
standards of legal construction. It shall be his or her duty to determine the correct

amount of the tax, with strict impartiality as between the taxpayer and the Government,

and without favoritism or discrimination as between taxpayers.

Even officers, agents and employees of United States agencies are assured due process where
garnishment is concerned (5 USC § 5520a), so the notion that IRS has authority to execute
garnishment and other seizures via the private sector without due process is clearly absurd. In the
English-American lineage, due process has always been deemed to mean trial by jury under rules
of the common law indigenous to the several States; the de jure people of America are not subject
to admiralty or administrative tribunals.

Where officers, agents and employees of the Internal Revenue Service are concerned, there can be
no plea of ignorance concerning the necessity of due process as the Handbook for Revenue
Agents, at paragraph 332: (1), provides the following:

During the course of administratively collecting a tax, an occasion may arise where

service of a levy or a notice of levy is not adequate to seize the property of a taxpayer. It

cannot be emphasized too strongly that constitutional guarantees and individual rights

must not be violated. Property should not be forcibly removed from the person of the

taxpayer. Such conduct may expose a revenue officer to an action in trespass, assault

and battery, conversion, etc.

The provision acknowledges the Supreme Court decision in Larson v. Domestic and Foreign
Commerce Corp. 337 U.S. 682 (1949).

In sum, the mandate for due process, meaning initiatives through judicial courts with proper
jurisdiction, is clearly antecedent to imposition of administratively-issued liens, except where
licensing agreements obligate assets, or seizures, whether by garnishment, attachment of bank
accounts, administrative seizure and sale of real or private property, or any other initiative that
compromises life, liberty or property.

3. Current Internal Revenue Code & Internal Revenue Code of 1939 Are Same

Consult 26 USC §§ 7851 & 7852 to verify that the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, as amended in
1986 and since, simply reorganized the Internal Revenue Code of 1939. Read § 7852(b) & (c), then
read the balance of §§ 7851 & 7852 for best comprehension.

The importance of making this connection rests on the fact that the Internal Revenue Code of
1939 was merely codification of the Public Salary Tax Act of 1939. There was no general income
tax levied against the population at large in 1939 or since. The Public Salary Tax Act of 1939,
which in the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 incorporated the Social Security tax activated after
1936, was premised on the notion that working for federal government is a privilege. Income and
related taxes prescribed in Subtitles A & C of the current Internal Revenue Code have never been
mandatory for anyone other than officers, agents and employees of the United States, as identified
at 26 USC § 3401(c), and agencies of the United States, identified at § 3401(d), particularized at 5
USC §§ 102 & 105.

The privilege tax is an excise rather than direct tax -- the Sixteenth Amendment, fraudulently
promulgated in 1913, did not alter or repeal constitutional provisions which require all direct taxes
to be apportioned among the several States (Constitution, Article I §§ 2.3 & 9.4). In Eisner v.
Macomber, 252 U.S. 189 (1918), Coppage v. Kansas, 236 U.S. 1, and numerous decisions since,
the United States Supreme Court has repeatedly affirmed that for purposes of income tax, wages
and other returns from enterprise of common right are property, not income. In fact, returns from
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enterprise of common right are fundamental to all property, and the sanctity is preserved as a
fundamental common law principle dating to signing of the Magna Charta in 1215.

The nature of Subtitles A & C taxes is revealed at 26 CFR § 31.3101-1: “The employee tax is
measured by the amount of wages received after 1954 with respect to employment after 1936...”
In other words, the wage is not the object, but merely the measure of the tax. This verbiage
constitutes so much legalese in an effort to circumvent the duck test, but the fact that taxes
collected by the Internal Revenue Service fall into the excise category was confirmed by the
Comptroller General’s report following the initial effort to audit IRS (GAO/T-AIMD-93-3). It is
further suggested at 26 CFR § 106.401(a)(2), where the regulation concedes that, “The descriptive
terms used in this section to designate the various classes of taxes are intended only to indicate
their general character...”

By referencing the Parallel Table of Authorities and Rules, cited above, it is found that the
definition of “gross income” is still preserved in Section 22 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939,
thus cementing the link between the Code of 1939 and Subtitles A & C of the Code of 1954, as
amended in 1986 and since. The Internal Revenue Code of 1939 merely codified the Public Salary
Tax Act of 1939. This link is further confirmed in Senate Committee On Finance and House
Committee On Ways and Means reports No. H.R. 8300 (1954, Internal Revenue Code), in which §
22 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 and § 61 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 (current
code) were solidly linked. Both reports stipulate that the current definition of “gross income” is
intended to be constitutional.

This intent is articulated at 26 CFR § 1.61-1(a): “Gross income means all income from whatever
source derived, unless excluded by law.”

An “Act of Congress” is policy, not law, and per definition located in Rule 54, Federal Rules of
Criminal Procedure, has only local application in the District of Columbia and other United States
territories and insular possessions unless general application is manifestly expressed: Rule 54(c) --
“‘Act of congress’ includes any act of Congress locally applicable to and in force in the District of
Columbia, in Puerto Rico, in a territory or in an insular possession.”

Where the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 is concerned (Vol. 68 A, Statutes at Large, p. 3), the
legislation is in fact styled, “An Act” “To revise the internal revenue laws of the United States.”
As demonstrated above, wages and other returns from enterprise of common right are exempt
from direct tax by fundamental law, and the regulation for the current Internal Revenue Code
definition for “gross income” clearly articulates the fundamental law exemption.

The exemption as it pertains to the several States is demonstrated by referencing the Parallel Table
of Authorities and Rules (Index volume to the CFR, p. 751 of the 1995 edition): There are 26 CFR,
Part 1 regulations listed for 26 USC §§ 61 & 62, the latter being the definition for adjusted gross
income, but there is no 26 CFR, Part 1 or 31 regulation for 26 USC § 63, the definition for taxable
income.

While definitions for gross and adjusted gross income are clearly antecedent to the definition of
taxable income, they have no legal effect if there is no taxing authority -- adjusted gross income
which is not taxable within the several States is of no consequence where the federal tax system is
concerned.

Further, on examination of 26 CFR § 1.62-1, pertaining to “adjusted gross income”, it is found
that subsections (a) & (b) are reserved so the published regulation is incomplete, with “temporary”
regulation § 1.62-1T serving as the current authority defining “adjusted gross income.” Temporary
regulations have no legal effect.

Definitions at § 3401, Vol. 68A of the Statutes at Large (the Internal Revenue Code of 1954),
make it clear that, (§ 3401(a)(A)), “a resident of a contiguous country who enters and leaves the
United States at frequent intervals..,” is a nonresident alien of the United States (citizens and
residents of the several States included), and the exclusion from “wages” extends even to citizens
of the United States who provide services for employers “other than the United States or an
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agency thereof” (§ 3401(a)(8)(A)).

4. The Employer or Agent is Liable

Volume 68A of the Statutes at Large, the Internal Revenue Code of 1954, makes it perfectly clear
who is “liable” for payment of Subtitles A & C taxes:

SEC. 3504. ACTS TO BE PERFORMED BY AGENTS. In case a fiduciary, agent, or

other person has the control, receipt, custody, or disposal of, or pays the wages of an

employee or group of employees, employed by one or more employers, the Secretary of

his delegate, under regulations prescribed by him, is authorized to designate such

fiduciary, agent, or other person to perform such acts as are required by employers

under this subtitle and as the Secretary or his delegate may specify. Except as may be

otherwise prescribed by the Secretary or his delegate, all provisions of law (including

penalties) applicable in respect to an employer shall be applicable to a fiduciary, agent,

or other person so designated, but, except as so provided, the employer for whom such
fiduciary, agent, or other person acts shall remain subject to the provisions of law

(including penalties) applicable in respect to employers.

The liability is further clarified at Vol. 68A, Sec. 3402(d):

(d) TAX PAID BY RECIPIENT. -- If the employer, in violation of the provisions of this
chapter, fails to deduct and withhold the tax under this chapter, and thereafter the tax

against which such tax may be credited is paid, the tax so required to be deducted and

withheld shall not be collected from the employer; but this subsection shall in no case

relieve the employer from liability for any penalties or additions to the tax otherwise

applicable in respect to such failure to deduct and withhold.

These provisions from Vol. 68A of the Statutes at Large comply with and verify liability set out at
26 CFR, Part 601, Subpart D in general. Further, territorial limits of application are made clear by
the absence of regulations supporting 26 USC §§ 7621, 7802, etc., which are the statutes
authorizing establishment of internal revenue districts and delegations of authority to the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue and assistants. The fact that the lability falls to the
“employer” (26 USC § 3401(d)) and/or his agent, with no compensation for serving as “tax
collector,” narrows the field to federal government entities as “employers” if for no other reason
than the population at large is not subject to the edict of government officials. As a matter of
course, government cannot compel performance where the general population is concerned. The
subject class that has “liability” for Subtitles A & C taxes is the “employer” or his agent,
fiduciary, etc., as specified above.

The matter is further clarified in Sections 3403 & 3404 of Vol. 68A, Statutes at Large:

SEC. 3403. LIABILITY FOR TAX. The employer shall be liable for the payment of the

tax required to be deducted and withheld under this chapter, and shall not be liable to

any person for the amount of any such payment. SEC. 3404. RETURN AND PAYMENT

BY GOVERNMENTAL EMPLOYER. If the employer is the United States, or a State,
Territory, or political subdivision thereof, or the District of Columbia, or any agency or
instrumentality of any one or more of the foregoing, the return of the amount deducted

and withheld upon any wages may be made by any officer or employee of the United

States, or of such State, Territory, or political subdivision, or of the District of

Columbia, or of such agency or instrumentality, as the case may be, having control of

the payment of such wages, or appropriately designated for that purpose.

The territorial application, and limitation, is made clear by definitions in Title 26 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, as follows:

§ 31.3121(3)-1 State, United States, and citizen. (a) When used in the regulations in this
subpart, the term “State” includes the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of

Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii before their

admission as States, and (when used with respect to services performed after 1960)
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Guam and American Samoa. (b) When used in the regulations in this subpart, the term

“United States”, when used in a geographical sense, means the several states (including

the Territories of Alaska and Hawaii before their admission as States), the District of

Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands. When used in the
regulations in this subpart with respect to services performed after 1960, the term

“United States” also includes Guam and American Samoa when the term is used in a

geographical sense. The term “citizen of the United States” includes a citizen of the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands, and, effective January 1, 1961, a

citizen of Guam or American Samoa.

Definition of the terms “includes” and “including” located at 26 USC § 7701(c) provides the
limiting authority which the above definitions, beyond constructive application, are subject to:

(c) INCLUDES AND INCLUDING. -- The terms “includes” and “including” when used

in a definition contained in this title shall not be deemed to exclude other things

otherwise within the meaning of the term defined.

Two principles of law clarify definition intent: (1) The example represents the class, and (2) that
which is not named is intended to be omitted. In the definition of “United States” and “State” set
out above, all examples are of federal States, and are exclusive of the several States, with the
transition of Alaska and Hawaii from the included to the excluded class proving the point. This
conclusion is reinforced by the absence of regulations which extend authority to establish revenue
districts in the several States (26 USC § 7621), authority for the Department of the Treasury
[Puerto Rico] in the several States (26 USC § 7801), and no grant of delegated authority for the
Commissioner of Internal Revenue, assistant commissioners, or other Department of the Treasury
personnel (26 USC § 7802 & 7803).

5. Lack of Regulations Supporting General Application of Tax

Here again, the Parallel Table of Authorities and Rules is useful as it demonstrates that Subtitles A
& C taxes do not have general application within the several States and to the population at large.
The regulation for 26 USC § 1 refers to 26 CFR § 301, but that amounts to a dead end -- there is
no regulation under 26 CFR, Part 1 or 31 which would apply to the several States and the
population at large. Further, there are no supportive regulations at all for 26 USC §§ 2 & 3, and of
considerable significance, no regulations supporting corporate income tax, 26 USC § 11, as
applicable to the several States.

Where the instant matter is concerned, regulations supporting 26 USC § 6321, liens for taxes, and
§ 6331, levy and distraint, are under 27 CFR, Part 70. The importance here is that Title 27 of the
Code of Federal Regulations is exclusively under Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms
administration for Subtitle E and related taxes. There are no corresponding regulations for the
Internal Revenue Service, in 26 CFR, Part 1 or 31, which extend comparable authority to the
several States and the population at large.

The necessity of regulations being published in the Federal Register is variously prescribed in the
Administrative Procedures Act, at 5 USC § 552 et seq., and the Federal Register Act, at 44 USC §
1501 et seq. Of particular note, it is specifically set out at 44 USC § 1505(a), that when regulations
are not published in the Federal Register, application of any given statute is exclusively to agencies
of the United States and officers, agents and employees of the United States, thus once again
confirming application of Subtitles A & C tax demonstrated above. Further, the need for
regulations is detailed in 1 CFR, Chapter 1, and where the Internal Revenue Service is concerned,
26 CFR § 601.702.

The need for regulations has repeatedly been affirmed by the Supreme Court of the United States,
as stated in California Bankers Ass’n. v. Schultz, 416 U.S. 21, 26, 94 S.Ct. 1494, 1500, 39 L.Ed.2d
812 (1974):

Because it has a bearing on our treatment of some of the issues raised by the parties, we think it
important to note that the Act’s civil and criminal penalties attach only upon violation of



regulations promulgated by the Secretary; if the Secretary were to do nothing, the Act itself would
impose no penalties on anyone ... The government argues that since only those who violate
regulations may incur civil and criminal penalties it is the regulations issued by the Secretary of
the Treasury and not the broad, authorizing language of the statute, which is to be tested against
the standards of the 4th Amendment...

Because there is a citation supporting these statutes applicable under Title 27 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, it is important to point out that, “Each agency shall publish its own
regulations in full text,” (1 CFR § 21.21(c)), with further verification that one agency cannot use
regulations promulgated by another at 1 CFR § 21.40. To date, no corresponding regulation has
been found for 26 CFR, Part 1 or 31, so until proven otherwise, IRS does not have authority to
perfect liens or prosecute seizures in the several States as pertaining to the population at large.

6. Misapplication of Authority

Regulations pertaining to seized property are found at 26 CFR § 601.326:

Part 72 of Title 27 CFR contains the regulations relative to the personal property seized by officers
of the Internal Revenue Service or the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms as subject to
forfeiture as being used, or intended to be used, to violate certain Federal Laws; the remission or
mitigation of such forfeiture; and the administrative sale or other disposition, pursuant to
forfeiture, of such seized property other than firearms seized under the National Firearms Act and
firearms and ammunition seized under title 1 of the Gun Control Act of 1968. For disposal of
firearms and ammunition under Title 1 of the Gun Control Act of 1968, see 18 U.S.C. 924(d). For
disposal of explosives under Title XI of Organized Crime Control Act of 1970, see 18 U.S.C.
844(c).

The only other comparable authority thus far found pertains to windfall profits tax on petroleum
(26 CFR § 601.405), but once again, application is not supported by regulations applicable to the
several States and the population at large.

Where the provision for filing 1040 returns is concerned, the key regulatory reference is at 26 CFR
§ 601.401(d)(4), and this application appears related to “employees” who work for two or more
“employers”, receiving foreign-earned income effectively connected to the United States. The
option of filing a 1040 return for refund is mentioned in instructions applicable to United States
citizens and residents of the Virgin Islands, but to date has not been located elsewhere. Reference
OMB numbers for § 601.401, listed on page 170, 26 CFR, Part 600-End, cross referenced to
Department of Treasury OMB numbers published in the Federal Register, November 1995, for
foreign application.

The fact that 1040 tax return forms are optional and voluntary, with special application, is further
reinforced by Delegation Order 182 (reference 26 CFR §§ 301.6020-1(b) & 301.7701). The
Secretary or his delegate is authorized to file a Substitute for Return for the following: Form 941
(Employer’s Quarterly Federal Tax Return); Form 720 (Quarterly Federal Excise Tax Return);
Form 2290 (Federal Use Tax Return on Highway Motor Vehicles); Form CT-1 (Employer’s Annual
Railroad Retirement Tax Return); Form 1065 (U.S. Partnership Return of Income); Form 11-B
(Special Tax Return - Gaming Services); Form 942 (Employer’s Quarterly Federal Tax Return for
Household Employees); and Form 943 (Employer’s Annual Tax Return for Agricultural
Employees).

The “notice of levy” instrument forwarded to various third parties is not a “levy” which warrants
surrender of property. The Internal Revenue Code, at § 6335(a), defines the “notice” instrument
by use -- notice is to be served to whomever seizure has been executed against after the seizure is
effected. In short, the notice merely conveys information, it is not cause for action. The term
“notice” is clarified by definition in Black’s Law Dictionary, 6th Edition, and other law
dictionaries. Use of the “notice of levy” instrument to effect seizure is fraud by design.

Proper use of the “notice” process, administrative garnishment, et al, is specifically set out in 5
USC § 5514, as being applicable exclusively to officers, agents and employees of agencies of the
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United States (26 USC § 3401(c)). Even then, however, the process must comply with provisions of
31 USC § 3530(d), and standards set forth in §§ 3711 & 3716-17. In accordance with provisions of
26 CFR, Part 601, Subpart D, the employer, meaning the United States agency the employee is
employed by, is responsible for promulgating regulations and carrying out garnishment.

Even if IRS was the agency responsible for collecting from an “employee,” due process would be
required, as noted above, so authority to collect would ensue only after securing a court order
from a court of competent jurisdiction, which in the several States would mean a judicial court of
the State. In law, however, there is no authority for securing or issuing a Notice of Distraint
premised on non-filing, bogus filing, or any other act relating to the 1040 return. See United States
v. O’Dell, Case No. 10188, Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, March 10, 1947. In G.M. Leasing
Corp. v. United States, 429 U.S. 338 (1977), the United States Supreme Court held that a judicial
warrant for tax levies is necessary to protect against unjustified intrusions into privacy. The Court
further held that forcible entry by IRS officials onto private premises without prior judicial
authorization was also an invasion of privacy.

7. Liability Depends on a Taxing Statute

General demands for filing tax returns, production of records, examination of books, imposition
and payment of tax, etc., are of no consequence to the point a taxing statute (1) defines what tax is
being imposed, and (2) the basis of liability. In other words, even if the Internal Revenue Service
was a legitimate agency of the United States Department of the Treasury and had authority in the
several States, the Service would have to be specific with respect to what tax was at issue and
would have to demonstrate the tax by citing a taxing statute with the necessary elements to
establish that any given person was obligated to pay any given tax.

This mandate has been clarified by the courts numerous times, with the matter definitively stated
by the Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals in United States v. Community TV, Inc., 327 F.2d 797, at p.
800 (1964):

Without question, a taxing statute must describe with some certainty the transaction, service, or
object to be taxed, and in the typical situation it is construed against the Government. Hassett v.
Welch, 303 U.S. 303, 58 S.Ct. 559, 82 L.Ed.858

In other words, to the point Service personnel produce the statute which mandates a certain tax
and which specifies, “... the transaction, service, or object to be taxed..,” the burden of proof lies
with the Government, with the consequence being that no obligation or civil or criminal liability
can ensue to the point a taxing statute that meets the above requirements is in evidence.

This conclusion is supported by the statute which provides the underlying requirements for
keeping records, making statements, etc., located at 26 USC § 6001:

Every person liable for any tax imposed by this title, or for the collection thereof, shall keep such
records, render such statements, make such returns, and comply with such rules and regulations as
the Secretary may from time to time prescribe. Whenever in the judgment of the Secretary it is
necessary, he may require any person, by notice served upon such person, or by regulations, to
make such returns, render such statements, or keep such records, as the Secretary deems sufficient
to show whether or not such person is liable for tax under this title. The only records which an
employee shall be required to keep under this section in connection with charged tips shall be
charge receipts, records necessary to comply with section 6053(c), and copies of statements
furnished by employees under section 6053(a).

The control statute for Subtitle F, Chapter 61, Subchapter A, Part I, concerning records,
statements, and special returns, clearly returns the matter to the “employee” defined at § 3401(c),
and the “employer” defined at § 3401(d). In general, however, (1) the Secretary must provide
direct notice to whomever is required to keep books, records, etc., as being the “person liable,” or
(2) specify the person liable by regulation. In the absence of notice by the Secretary, based on a
taxing statute which makes such a person liable according to provisions stipulated in United States
v. Community TV, Inc., Hassett v. Welch, and other such cases, or regulations which specifically
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set establish general liability, there is no liability.

Sec. 6001 also exempts “employees” from keeping records except where tips and the like are
concerned. This is consistent with constructive demonstration that “employers” rather than
“employees” are required to file returns, as opposed to paying deducted amounts as income tax
returns, constructively demonstrated in a previous section of this memorandum and specifically
articulated in 26 CFR § 601.104. Clarification via 26 USC § 6053(a) is as follows:

(a) REPORTS BY EMPLOYEES. -- Every employee who, in the course of his

employment by an employer, receives in any calendar month tips which are wages (as

defined in section 3121(a) or section 3401(a)) or which are compensation (as defined in

section 3231(e)) shall report all such tips in one or more written statements furnished to

his employer on or before the 10th day following such month. Such statements shall be

furnished by the employee under such regulations, at such other times before such 10th

day, and in such form and manner, as may be prescribed by the Secretary.

Unraveling § 6001 straightens out the meaning of § 6011, which requires filing returns, statements,
etc., by the person made liable (§ 3401(d)), as distinguished from the person required to make
returns (payments) at § 6012 (§ 3401(c)). Even though a person might be a citizen or resident of
the United States employed by an agency of the United States, and thereby be required to return a
prescribed amount of United States-source income, he is not the person liable under § 6011 and
attending regulations.

The “method of assessment” prescribed at 26 USC § 6303 is therefore dependent on the taxing
statute and must rest on authority specifically conveyed by a taxing statute which prescribes
liability where the Secretary (1) has provided specific notice, including the statute and type of tax
being imposed, or (2) supports assessment by regulatory application. In the absence of one or the
other, an assessment by the Secretary is of no consequence as it is not legally obligating.

The requirement for the Secretary to provide notice to whomever is responsible for collecting tax,
keeping records, etc., is clarified at 26 CFR § 301.7512-1, particularly (a)(1)(i), relating to
“employee tax imposed by section 3101 of chapter 21 (Federal Insurance Contributions Act),” and
(a)(1)(ii1), relating to “income tax required to be withheld on wages by section 3402 of chapter 24
(Collection of Income Tax at Source on Wages)...” The person liable is the employer or the
employer’s agent, and of particular significance, it is this “person” who is subject to civil and
particularly criminal penalties (26 CFR § 301.7513-1(f); 26 CFR §§ 301.7207-1 & 301.7214-1, etc.).
Officers and employees of the United States are specifically identified as being liable at 26 USC §
301.7214-1.

The matter of who is required to register, apply for licenses, or otherwise collect and/or pay taxes
imposed by the Internal Revenue Code is ultimately and finally put to rest under “Licensing and
Registration”, 26 USC §§ 301.7001-1, et seq. Each of the categories so addressed has liability
based on some particular taxing statute which creates liability.

8. The Necessity of Administrative Process

The requirement for a specific taxing statute, with 26 USC § 6001 clearly providing the first leg in
necessary administrative procedure to determine liability, was addressed at length in Rodriguez v.
United States, 629 F.Supp.333 (N.D. IIl. 1986). Presuming (1) the Secretary has provided the
necessary notice, or (2) a regulation prescribes general application which makes any given person
liable for a tax and requires tax return statements to be filed, each step in administrative process
prescribed by 26 USC §§ 6201, 6212, 6213, 6303 and 6331 must be in place for seizure or any other
encumbrance to be legal.

Here again, regulations published in the Federal Register are significant, with provisions of 5 USC
§ 552 et seq., 44 USC § 1501 et seq., 1 CFR, Chapter I, and 26 CFR, Part 601 all supporting the
mandate for regulations to be published in the Federal Register before they have general
application. It will be noted by referencing the Parallel Table of Authorities and Rules, beginning
on page 751 of the 1995 Index volume to the Code of Federal Regulations, that application by



regulation to the several States is only under Title 27 of the Code of Federal Regulations, or that
there are no regulations published in the Federal Register. The following entries, or non-entries,
are found:

26 USC § 6201 Assessment authority 27 CFR, Part 70 26 USC § 6212 Notice of

deficiency No Regulation 26 USC § 6213 Restrictions applicable to deficiencies; petition

to Tax Court No Regulation 26 USC § 6303 Notice and Demand for Tax 27 CFR, Part

53,70 26 USC § 6331 Levy and distraint 27 CFR, Part 70

The assessment authority under 26 USC § 6201, in relevant part as applicable to Subtitles A & C
taxes, are as follows:

(a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY. -- The Secretary is authorized and required to

make the inquires, determination, and assessments of all taxes (including interest,

additional amounts, additions to the tax, and assessable penalties) imposed by this title,

or accruing under any former internal revenue law, which have been duly paid by stamp

at the time and in the manner provided by law. Such authority shall extend to and

include the following: (1) TAXES SHOWN ON RETURN. -- The secretary shall assess all
taxes determined by the taxpayer or by the Secretary as to which returns or lists are

made under this title. (3) ERRONEOUS INCOME TAX PREPAYMENT CREDITS. -- If

on any return or claim for refund of income taxes under subtitle A there is an

overstatement of the credit for income tax withheld at the source, or of the amount paid

as estimated income tax, the amount so overstated which is allowed against the tax

shown on the return or which is allowed as a credit or refund may be assessed by the

Secretary in the same manner as in the case of a mathematical or clerical error

appearing upon the return, except that the provisions of section 6213(b)(2) (relating to
abatement of mathematical or clerical error assessments) shall not apply with regard to

any assessment under this paragraph. (b) AMOUNT NOT TO BE ASSESSED. -- (1)
ESTIMATED INCOME TAX. -- No unpaid amount of estimated income tax required to

be paid under section 6654 or 6655 shall be assessed. (2) FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT

TAX. -- No unpaid amount of Federal unemployment tax for any calendar quarter or

other period of a calendar year, computed as provided in section 6157, shall be assessed.

(d) DEFICIENCY PROCEEDINGS. -- For special rules applicable to deficiencies of

income, estate, gift, and certain excise taxes, see subchapter B. [emphasis added]

The grant of assessment authority with respect to taxes prescribed in Subtitles A & C is limited to
provisions set out above even where the Service might have authority relating to those made liable
for the tax, meaning the “employer” specified at 26 USC § 3401(d). Clearly, returns made either
by the agent of the United States agency required to file a return, or the Secretary, are to be
evaluated mathematically, and errors are to be treated as clerical errors, nothing more. The
Secretary has no authority to assess estimated income tax (individual estimated income tax at §
6554; corporation estimated income tax at § 6655), or unemployment tax ( § 6157). For all
practical purposes, the trail effectively ends here.

9. The Impossibility of Effective Contract/Election

In order for there to be an opportunity for a nonresident alien of the United States (a Citizen of
one of the several States) to elect to be taxed or treated as a citizen or resident of the United
States, one or the other of a married couple, or the single “individual” making the election, must
be a citizen or resident of the United States (26 USC § 6013(g)(3)). Some party must in some way
be connected with a “United States trade or business” (performance of the functions of a public
office (26 USC § 7701(a)(26)). A nonresident alien never has self-employment income (26 CFR §
1.1402(b)-1(d)). In the event that a nonresident alien is an “employee” (26 USC § 3401(c)), the
“employer” (26 USC § 3401(d)) is liable for collection and payment of income tax (26 CFR §
1.1441-1). And in order for real property to be treated as effectively connected with a United
States trade or business by way of election, it must be located within the geographical United
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States (26 USC § 871(d)).

Provisions cited above preclude any and all legal authority for Citizens of the several States, or
privately owned enterprise located in the several States, to participate in federal tax and benefits
programs prescribed in Subtitles A & C of the Internal Revenue Code and companion legislation
such as the Social Security Act which provide benefits from the United States Government, which
is a foreign corporation to the several States.

Summary & Conclusion

This memorandum is not intended to be exhaustive, but merely sufficient to support causes set out
separately. The most conspicuous conclusions of law are that Congress never created a Bureau of
Internal Revenue, the predecessor of the Internal Revenue Service; Subtitles A & C of the Internal
Revenue Code prescribe excise taxes, mandatory only for employees of United States Government
agencies; the Internal Revenue Service, within the geographical United States where the Service
appears to have colorable authority, is required to use judicial process prior to seizing or
encumbering assets; and the law demonstrates that people of the several States, defined as
nonresident aliens of the self-interested United States in the Internal Revenue Code, cannot
legitimately elect to be taxed or treated as citizens or residents of the United States. If a Citizen of
one of the several States works for an agency of the United States or receives income from a
United States “trade or business” or otherwise effectively connected with the United States, the
employer or other third party responsible for payment is made liable for withholding taxes at the
rate of 30% or 14%, depending on classification, and is thus “the person liable” and may be
subject to Internal Revenue Service initiatives, with administrative initiatives, where seizure and/or
encumbrance actions are concerned, subject to judicial determinations by courts of competent
jurisdiction.

Notice #2

Notice to Citizens

United States in default... it's the Law!

Public Judicial Notice, Public Judicial Notice #2, and Public Judicial

Notice #3 were published in this public forum upon this WebSite for

twenty (20) consecutive days. Each has also been published in accordance

with law in Veritas National Newspaper, The Round Valley Paper, and

many other publications throughout the United States of America. The law

requires they be published for only 3 consecutive days or issues in the

media in which they are printed. The United States including but not

limited to the Department of the Treasury, and Internal Revenue Service

has defaulted failing to rebut any allegations of fact in any of these Public

Judicial Notices within the twenty days allotted. According to Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure and attending State rules, "He who remains

silent consents." In accordance with State and Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure the allegations of fact in each of these Public Judicial Notices

are now PRESUMED FACT. All Citizens may now act in accordance with

these FACTS.

Proof of service is registered on the WebSite server and in the captured files of the Statistics for the
WebSite

program which has registered the download of this entire WebSite by United States government
computers

including, but not limited to, The White House, the Department of the Treasury, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the United States Postal Service, the Internal Revenue Service, the Bureau of Alcohol
Tobacco and

Firearms, the Pentagon, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), United States
Military
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installations across the nation, and EVERY United States National Laboratory including, but not limited
to,

Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, Berkeley, and etc.

Public Judicial Notice #2

Judicial notice is hereby served by affiants upon the United States any other interested party
named within. This public notice will be construed to comply with provisions necessary to
establish presumed fact under the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and attending State rules
should interested parties fail to rebut any given allegation or matter of law addressed herein. The
position will be construed as adequate to meet requirements of judicial notice, thus preserving
fundamental law. Matters addressed herein, if not rebutted, will be construed to have general
application. This public notice includes all information which will be found by following the links
on this page and by following the links found on any page that is linked from this page. A true

and correct copy of this Public Notice is on file with and available for inspection at the office of
VERITAS national newspaper and at the office of Harvest Trust. This public notice addresses
federal jurisdiction, federal authority, jurisdiction and authority of federal agents, the
Constitutionality and lawful character of the income tax and the Internal Revenue Service, and
other agencies of the United States government including but not limited to the Department of the
Treasury, and legal application of the Internal Revenue Code.

Any statements or claims made by the Affiants in this public notice, properly rebutted by facts of
Law, or by overriding Constitution for the United States of America, Article Three, Supreme
Court rulings, shall not prejudice the Lawful validity of other claims not properly rebutted or
invalidated by facts of Law.

This public notice has been published on this WebPages for more than three days which fulfills the
legal requirement under the law in accordance to Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and attending
rules of the State of Arizona. This public notice is mirrored on three websites in addition to this
website.

It appears that we, William and Annie Cooper, have been targeted for imprisonment or
extermination by the federal government and the Anti Defamation League (ADL) for documenting
and sourcing the truth about the tyranny and despotism of the Illuminati's coming socialist
totalitarian new world order. We have worked feverishly since 1988 documenting and sourcing the
facts of the treason being brought about by the Illuminati's socialist change agents in government,
and through the activities of Secret Societies and organizations such as the subversive Anti
Defamation League. We are not criminals. Everything we have ever done has been in good faith
and with reasonable cause. We are not afraid. We will not run and hide. We will continue to
oppose evil whenever and wherever we find it. We will stand and fight whomever or whatever
assault they may mount against us.

I first learned of the treason taking place in this country (and around the world) when I discovered
the plan named "MAJESTYTWELVE" while a member of the Intelligence Briefing Team and
Petty officer of the watch in the command center of Admiral Bernard Clarey who at that time was
the Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet. The plan outlined the implementation of all of the
planks of the Communist Manifesto which began with the graduated so-called Income Tax
administered by the fiction known as the Internal Revenue Service, the disarmament of the
American People through laws instigated by a series of "terrorist" acts, the formation of a world
police force made up of the United Nations force known as NATO combined with the military
forces of the United States and the members of the United Nations force known as the "Warsaw
Pact" which plan is outlined in State Department Publication 7277. It documented the intent to
demonize and target Patriots and so-called "tax protestors" through "Project Trojan Horse"...

and much much more.

We have been documenting and sourcing the facts of this plan since 1988 in lectures and speaking
engagements
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throughout the nation and the world. The accuracy of MAJESTYTWELVE and our research is
reflected in the fact that since 1988 I have made over 150 predictions of future world events and
have only been wrong once.

The Illuminati's Rush Limbaugh read a White House memo that stated, "William Cooper is the
most dangerous radio host in America" on his so-called Excellence In Broadcasting Network in
1995 following the bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in Oklahoma City,
Oklahoma. It was an cowardly effort to redirect the socialist attack on so-called "right wing"
radio hosts away from Limbaugh and onto me, William Cooper, while touting himself as "the
most dangerous radio host in America."

My FBI record, which was initiated by the investigation required by my Secret security clearance
while in the U.S. Air Force, and my Top Secret Q (SI) security clearance while in the U.S. Navy,
was one of those found in possession of the White House during the scandal known as "Filegate".
President Clinton ordered that all agencies of government begin an investigation naming us
enemies of the administration and "domestic terrorists". Since when is telling the truth terrorism
in this country?

After writing much of this in other publications and while addressing these facts in speaking
arrangements , the government and the ADL ordered their puppets to

go after us with the intent of shutting us up for good. U.S. Attorney Janet Reno, the butcher of
Waco, ordered the Nazi Gestapo to go after us which immediately launched investigations by the
FBI, IRS, Financial Crimes Network, and many others. Reno ordered her Phoenix based puppet
U.S. Attorney Janet Napolitano to shut us up. Our investigation demonstrates that Janet Reno,
Phoenix based United States Attorney Janet Napolitano, Assistant United States Attorney Stephan
Winerip and Special Agent Frank Shupnik, and possibly Judge Irwin are members or supporters
of the ADL. Shupnik and Winrip have been the most persistent and subversive of the Law in their
relentless persecution of this family.

I have engaged myself in research to discover if the information regarding the federal income tax that I
had

seen in MAJESTYTWELVE could be documented. Of all the subjects that I have researched over the
years, the unconstitutionality and unlawful application of the federal income tax by the bogus and
unconstitutional Internal Revenue Service to the People domiciled within the territorial
boundaries of the union states outside of the Constitutional and lawful jurisdiction and authority
of the United States government turned out to be the easiest to document and source.

I immediately understood that the income tax is "private law" fraudulently and unconstitutionally
applied to the Citizens of the States of the union and others. This becomes obvious when you
begin to understand that "tax courts" are not authorized in the constitution and so must be
extra-judicial private courts or subversive unconstitutional courts engaged in treasonous activities
against the Citizens of the States of the union. It appears that the Citizens of the States of the
union are fraudulently brought under the income tax laws through contracts to which they did not
wittingly or willingly subscribe. Any contract where full disclosure of all terms of the contract has
not been made to all parties thereto are frauds and are null and void upon their inception but
most certainly upon discovery of the fraud.

We have discovered the fraud and hereby serve judicial notice of our discovery.

We DEMAND the Internal Revenue Service disclose any and all agreements, contracts, adhesions,
laws, regulations, or statutes which make us liable to file and/or pay the so-called income tax. We
demand the Internal Revenue Service disclose the true nature of the legal fiction which the IRS
contends is us.

Ours and other's legal research, and information obtained through the Freedom of Information
Act, revealed that the federal government and its agents have no authority whatsoever to conduct
such an investigation. In fact it once again confirmed that the federal government has no
authority or federal jurisdiction within the territorial boundaries of any state of the union
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whatsoever except on property purchased by the government where jurisdiction has lawfully been
ceded to the federal government by the state legislature, and over only those specific crimes
enumerated in the Constitution for the united States of America. There is only one exception and
that is extraterritorial jurisdiction brought about by treaties with foreign nations such as the
Crown of England. We are not citizens of any foreign government. We are not subjects of the
Crown of England or Great Britain. We are not subjects of the Queen of England or Great Britain.
My research was confirmed with the following:

"The power of the United States to tax is limited to persons, property, and business within their
jurisdiction, as much as that of a state is limited to the same subjects within its jurisdiction." -
Supreme Court Justice Fields

"It is a well-established principle of law that all federal legislation applies only within the
territorial jurisdiction of the United States unless a contrary intent appears." Foley Brothers v.
Filardo, 336 U.S. 281.

And then this by the Supreme Court of New York:

The Supreme Court of New York was presented with the issue of whether the State of New York
had jurisdiction over a murder committed at Fort Niagara, a federal fort. In People v. Godfrey, 17
Johns. 225, 233 (N.Y. 1819), that court held that the fort was subject to the jurisdiction of the
State since the lands therefore had not been ceded to the United States: "To oust this state of its
jurisdiction to support and maintain its laws, and to punish crimes, it must be shown that an
offense committed within the acknowledged limits of the state, is clearly and exclusively
cognizable by the laws and courts of the United States. In the case already cited, Chief Justice
Marshall observed, that to bring the offense within the jurisdiction of the courts of the union, it
must have been committed out of the jurisdiction of any state; it is not, the offence committed,
but the place in which it is committed, which must be out of the jurisdiction of the state."

The IRS makes it own rules (constitutes unconstitutional legislative action) but the Internal
Revenue Manual Handbook. 10.3.1.1 Chap. 7 Enforcement Activities and Investigative
Techniques admits no agent of the United States government has any authority or jurisdiction to
serve a summons or arrest warrant anywhere other than "within the jurisdiction of the United
States":

"[10.3.1.1] 7.2.3 (10/01/96)

"Service and Return

1."An arrest warrant can be executed by a federal marshal or by some other officer authorized

by law. The summons may be served by any person authorized to serve a summons in a civil
action; however, Inspectors should make every effort to serve their own summonses. The

arrest warrant can be executed, and the summons served, at any place within the jurisdiction

of the United States. (Emphasis in red mine)

I discovered that the Internal Revenue Service is NOT an agency of the Department of the
Treasury or the federal government. It is not listed as required by law in the United States Code
under the organization of the Department of the Treasury nor is the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
and Firearms, or the Secret Service, nor are any of these bogus agencies listed in the United States
Code as agencies of any other branch of government. These agencies are in fact fictions.

The United States Supreme Court in Brushaber v. Union Pacific Railroad Company while ruling
that the income tax is an excise (indirect tax) included as a part of its ruling that the federal
income tax is VOID because Congress unconstitutionally delegated legislative power to the
Secretary of the Treasury to write the Law concerning the administrative and enforcement
procedures. It was a blatant and unconstitutional breach of the separation of powers and in any
case the Constitution does not grant Congress the ability to delegate its powers to anyone or
anything or any entity. The IRS, BATF, the Secret Service, and all of their administrative rules,
regulations, and enforcement powers were created unconstitutionally by the stroke of a pen of a
Department of the Treasury employee. That is why there is so much subterfuge and so many lies
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involved in the administration and enforcement of the tax by the so-called Internal Revenue
Service.

Uncertainty of the Law: American courts have failed to identify what is the nature of the income
tax. This uncertainty of the constitutional classification of this form of taxation presents a
monumental due process problem for the American people. Members of Congress should be
informed of this uncertainty of the law which they did not create.

On January 8, 1991, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that Americans who refuse to pay their income
taxes because they sincerely believe that the tax law is unconstitutional COULD NOT be convicted
of willful tax evasion! According to Justice Byron White "someone's good faith belief that a
federal tax on his or her wages is unlawful, would not make that person guilty of a crime requiring
willful action, no matter how unreasonable that persons belief".

Even if the income tax were Constitutional it is misapplied to the Citizens of the States of the
union except where the IRS can prove that a Citizen has contracted, with full disclosure by the
IRS to that Citizen of all terms and liabilities of that contract, to make him or herself liable.
American Legacy Resources wrote one of the best explanations of what the income tax is and what
it is not. Visit their Taxation Supplement for a mind expanding experience. Another extremely
educational site is called Taxgate. Once you begin to understand how badly you have been
defrauded, cheated, and extorted you will never be able to return to sheopledom.

In light of the above we filed FOIA requests asking the IRS for specific documents which
specifically require us to file and pay the so-called income tax... they could not and did not
produce any such documentation but sent me a copy of an old 1040 which I had filed before I
mustered the guts to stop filing based upon the information I had seen in MAJESTYTWELVE and
from my research which verified that the tax is a criminal fraud. The implication was that the
1040s which I had filed in the past was their only authority. In other words I had signed the form
stating that I was a "taxpayer". The interpretation of the IRS was that since I had filed previously
it was an admission that I was required to file. Hitler would have loved their reasoning. When we
filed we filed either by honest mistake because we had not yet discovered the fraud or because of
fear and intimidation which is called extortion. Fraud and extortion are criminal acts under the
law. When we discovered the fraud we declared all contracts and signatures past, present, and
future, which might make us liable to the fraud to be null and void due to fraud.

We also filed FOIA requests asking the IRS for specific documents which gave the IRS the
authority to conduct an investigation of a Citizen of Arizona. The IRS could not, and did not,
produce any such documentation. We noticed Special Agent Shupnik and Assistant U.S. Attorney
Winerip to produce their credentials and documentation of their authority to conduct such an
investigation... they refused because they could not as no such documents exists.

We learned of an secret agreement between the individual states of the union and the IRS. We
obtained an unredacted copy and found that it is an agreement granting jurisdiction to the IRS to
require federal employees who are state Citizens and residents of the states to file and pay the
so-called federal income tax. No cession of jurisdiction over these people was granted by the state
legislature as required by Law. If the so-called Internal Revenue Service has the jurisdiction and
authority to require Citizens and residents of the states to file and pay the so-called income tax
why do they have to have an special secret agreement between the IRS and the states to tax their
federal employees who live and work outside the jurisdiction and authority of the United States
government?

We filed suit against the United States government, the IRS, Attorney General Janet Reno, U.S.
Attorney for the District of Arizona Janet Napolitano, and others, demanding the court simply
order the defendants to either produce the documentation that allows the IRS to tax and/or
investigate a Citizen of any state of the union or admit that no such documentation exists, and
several other points of Law. The suit has been active for almost three years and the federal judge
has refused to order the defendants to obey the law and produce their authority or admit that it
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does not exist. The attorney for defendants, Katz (another ADL member) has slipped up and
admitted in documents that he/she filed in this case that no such documentation (thus no such
authority) exists in the Phoenix District. This suit is still awaiting adjudication in United States
District Court in Phoenix, Arizona. The government and the ADL wants us in prison or dead
before the judge is forced to rule in our favor as he must if he obeys the Law. Recent experience
tells us that the courts have been corrupted and the law is frequently ignored. Pro Se litigants are
all but ignored by federal judges who pass the cases to clerks to handle.

Upon discovery that U.S. District Court in Phoenix is an Article I Court we withdrew our suit
against defendants for the reason that Title I Courts have no jurisdiction over Citizens of the
Union States. Only Article III Courts and the U.S. Supreme Court have jurisdiction in cases
concerning Citizens of Union States. We cannot find an Article III Court existing anywhere in the
united States of America.

We have not committed any crime; but on June 18, 1998 a United States Marshall came to the
Trust Headquarters in Eagar, Arizona to serve a summons for criminal trial in U.S. District Court
in Phoenix Arizona on "legal fictions". We told him that we are not the legal fictions named in the
summons and ordered him off the Trust property. I told him he was trespassing and that he had
no federal jurisdiction or authority within the territorial boundaries of the state of Arizona. He
knew I was right and obeyed me without serving the papers thus proving me right.

Since no legal fictions can be found at our Trust Headquarters and domicile and since no service
was made the Court can take no action if the Court obeys the Law. As we discovered with Waco,
Ruby Ridge, and other federal atrocities the federal Courts seldom obey the Law. The Marshall
told me that if the legal fictions named in the summons did not appear in federal Court in
Phoenix, Arizona on July 1, 1998 a warrant will be issued for OUR arrest. We will not appear as
we are not the legal fictions named in the summons, the court has no jurisdiction or authority
over us domiciled within the territorial boundaries of the State of Arizona, and we will not allow
an unconstitutional arrest to occur.

As members of the Constitutional and Lawfully constituted unorganized Militia of the State and
of the united States of America we have the Right guaranteed by the Constitution of the United
States of America and the Constitution of the State of Arizona to keep and bear arms in defense
of our property, ourselves, the State of Arizona, and the Constitution for the United States of
America. Therefore we have not only the Right but the duty to stand and fight the federal Gestapo
with all the means at our disposal and any assault which may be mounted upon our property or
upon us.

Our children will remain with us. They are not shields, as our enemies will claim, any more than
children have been shields for families which have been attacked by despotism throughout history.
Allowing our children to disappear into the immoral and destructive government child care and
foster home industry run by the mind controlling bogus Psychology profession only to be abused
and sexually assaulted for many years is a fate worse than death, and we simply will not allow such
a thing to happen to our precious little girls. The federal and/or State government have no
jurisdiction or authority of kidnap our children for any reason whatsoever.

The people who have infiltrated our government and are destroying it from within are morally
bankrupt and in fact are Nazi jack booted thugs of the worst SS Hitler storm trooper type. They
have no ethics, morals, or respect for life, property, religion, or the Law. The Nazis were socialists
and socialists are Nazis. Socialists are in complete control of the government of the united States
of America today.

We are not anti-government, radical, fundamentalist, crazy, suicidal, criminals, child molesters,
bank robbers, child abusers, tax protestors, wife beaters, husband beaters, drug users, drug
dealers, drug growers, drug stockpilers, revolutionaries, subversives, terrorists, white supremicist,
racists, anti-Semitic, or any other demonizing label that may be applied. We do not have illegal
weapons, hand grenades, bombs, missiles, tanks, machine guns, anti-tank rockets, anti-aircraft
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weapons or any other demonized instrument of any type whatsoever. And our Trust Headquarters
and domicile is NOT a compound.

We are intelligent law abiding reasonable People who have drawn our line in the sand. Our enemy
will attempt to demonize us in order to obtain the public's permission to murder our whole family
just as they did the Weaver family and the Branch Davidians at Waco, Texas. I never thought I
would hear so-called Christians whose ancestors fled the old world to escape religious persecution
say, "The Branch Davidians deserved what they got... they were just a bunch of religious
fanatics," but I heard so-called Christians say it over and over and over again.

If we are found dead it will NEVER be because we committed suicide. It will be cold blooded
murder, just as they did at Ruby Ridge, The World Trade Center, Waco, and Oklahoma City.

We are pro-government, lawful government, lawful Constitutional Republican government as
guaranteed to us in the Constitution for the United States of America. We know what the
government is and what it is not. We know that the Constitution for the united States of America
constitutes the lawful government and anything or anyone outside its strictures, limits, and powers
is operating unlawfully and are in fact outlaws.

We know that the Constitution was not penned by a bunch of dottering old men who did not
understand the complexities of the modern age over two hundred years ago. The Constitution was
produced by the greatest collection of geniuses who have ever lived. It is the LIVING Supreme
Law of our country. It provides within the document itself the provisions for us to make any
changes that we may deem necessary. Only a very few changes (Amendments) have ever been
made. Those changes or deletions wished for by the socialist/communist Illuminati have been
rejected by the American People.

I have served my government all my life. [ have been a member of the United States Air Force and
the United States Navy. | am a combat veteran of the Vietnam war. I fought as a River Patrol
Boat Captain in Vietnam earning medals with the "V" for Valor. I took an Oath to, "support and
defend the Constitution for the united States of America against all enemies foreign and
DOMESTIC." I intend to fulfill that Oath until the day I die... and after, if that is possible.

What we have included here is by not to be construed to be the entirety of our legal position.

The Affiants hereby give the government agents, to whom this public notice is directed, twenty
(20) calendar days from the date that this public notice is published on these WebPages to respond
to this public notice.

All responses to this affidavit must be designated for delivery EXACTLY as prescribed below,
without omitting any parentheses. Otherwise, any attempted correspondence with the Affiant will
be returned to the sender, "Refused for Fraud."

William Cooper

All Rights Reserved

(c/o Independence Trust, P.O. Box 1462, Lakeside, (de jure, union state of Arizona)
non-assumpsit to the venue of "AZ" (these united states of America) non-domestic, i.e.,
non-government mail delivery non-assumpsit to the venue of (40351)

Annie Cooper

All Rights Reserved

(c/o Independence Trust, P.O. Box 1462, Lakeside, (de jure, union state of Arizona)
non-assumpsit to the venue of "AZ" (these united states of America) non-domestic, i.e.,
non-government mail delivery non-assumpsit to the venue of (40351)

The Affiants now affixe Affiants' signatures to all of the above affirmations with explicit
reservation of all of Affiants' unalienable Rights without prejudice to any of those Rights.

I William, Cooper. declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 1787 Constitution for
the United States of America that the foregoing public notice is, to the best of William, Cooper's
Knowledge, belief, understanding and information, true, correct certain and complete.

In God we trust.
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This public notice was published to this WebPages on June 28, 1998.

Further the Affronts sayeth naught.

(signed) William, Cooper Annie, Cooper - Affiants

Dorothy Cooper and Allyson Cooper minor children of Affiants

Notice to Citizens

United States in default... it's the Law!

Public Judicial Notice, Public Judicial Notice #2, and Public Judicial

Notice #3 were published in this public forum upon this WebSite for

twenty (20) consecutive days. Each has also been published in accordance

with law in Veritas National Newspaper, The Round Valley Paper, and

many other publications throughout the United States of America. The law

requires they be published for only 3 consecutive days or issues in the

media in which they are printed. The United States including but not

limited to the Department of the Treasury, and Internal Revenue Service

has defaulted failing to rebut any allegations of fact in any of these Public

Judicial Notices within the twenty days allotted. According to Federal

Rules of Civil Procedure and attending State rules, "He who remains

silent consents." In accordance with State and Federal Rules of Civil

Procedure the allegations of fact in each of these Public Judicial Notices

are now PRESUMED FACT. All Citizens may now act in accordance with

these FACTS.

Proof of service is registered on the WebSite server and in the captured files of the Statistics for the
WebSite

program which has registered the download of this entire WebSite by United States government
computers

including, but not limited to, The White House, the Department of the Treasury, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, the United States Postal Service, the Internal Revenue Service, the Bureau of Alcohol
Tobacco and

Firearms, the Pentagon, the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA), United States
Military

installations across the nation, and EVERY United States National Laboratory including, but not limited
to,

Lawrence Livermore, Los Alamos, Berkeley, and etc.

Public Judicial Notice

Public Judicial Notice #2

Public Judicial Notice #3

Posted at 2:10 p.m. PDT July 7, 1998. No changes or corrections will be made.

Notice, Contract, Declaration of Citizenship, Affidavit, Demand, and

Jurisdiction Challenge

To IRS - Put up or shut up!

We give the Internal Revenue Service 20 Calendar days to respond.

$10,000 REWARD

This Notice, Contract, Declaration of Citizenship, Affidavit, Demand, and Jurisdiction Challenge
addresses federal jurisdiction, federal authority, jurisdiction and authority of federal agents, the
Constitutionality and lawful character of the income tax, the Internal Revenue Service, and other
agencies of the United States government including but not limited to the Department of the
Treasury, and legal application of the Internal Revenue Code. It will be construed to comply with
provisions necessary to establish presumed fact (Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, and attending
State rules) should interested parties fail to rebut within 20 calendar days any given allegation or
matter of law addressed herein. The position will be construed as adequate to meet requirements



of judicial notice, thus preserving fundamental law. Matters addressed herein, if not rebutted
within 20 calendar days, will be construed to have general application.

In federal criminal prosecutions involving jurisdictional type crimes, the government must prove
the existence of federal jurisdiction by showing U.S. ownership of the place where the crime was
committed and state cession of jurisdiction. If the government contends for the power to
criminally prosecute for an offense committed outside "its jurisdiction," it must prove an
extra-territorial application of the statute in question as well as a constitutional foundation
supporting the same. Absent this showing, no federal prosecution can be commenced for offenses
committed outside "its jurisdiction."

"Once jurisdiction is challenged, it must be proven." Hagins v Lavine, supra note 3 "No sanction
can be imposed absent proof of jurisdiction." Standard v Olson, 74 S.Ct. 768 "It has also been
held that jurisdiction must be affirmatively shown and will not be presumed." Special Indem.
Fund v Prewitt, 205 F2d 306, 201 OK. 308.

All interested parties must make rebuttals to the address contained in item #146 below.

A true and correct signed copy of this document is on file with and available for inspection at the
office of VERITAS national newspaper. Interested parties can obtain a certified copy by sending a
BLANK $50 postal money order to: VERITAS, c/o P.O. Box 1450, Eagar, Arizona 85925
Notice, Contract, Declaration of Citizenship, Affidavit, Demand, and Jurisdiction Challenge
Know all Men and Women by these presents

de jure, union state ) of Arizona ) ) Ss. Affidavit of Fact ) Apache County )

Whereas: The Eternal and Unchanging Principles of the Laws of commerce are:

1. A matter must be expressed to be resolved.

2. In commerce, Truth is Sovereign.

3. Truth is expressed in the form of an Affidavit

4. An undisputed Affidavit stands as Truth in Commerce.

5. An undisputed Affidavit becomes the judgment in commerce.

6. An Affidavit of Fact, under Commercial Law, can only be satisfied:

I. through a Rebuttal Affidavit of Fact, point for point;

II. by payment;

III. by agreement;

I'V. by resolution by a jury according to the rules of Common Law;

7. A worker is worthy of his hire;

8. All are equal under the Law.

The foundation of Commercial Law is based upon certain eternally just, valid, moral precepts and
truth, which have remained unchanged for at least six thousand (6,000) years, having its roots in
Mosaic Law. Said Commercial Law forms the underpinnings of Western Civilization, if not all
Nations, Law and Commerce in this world. Commercial Law is non-judicial and is prior and
superior to the basis of and cannot be set aside or overruled by the statutes of any governments,
Legislatures, Quasi-Governmental Agencies, Courts, Judges, and Law Enforcement Agencies,
which are under an inherent obligation to uphold said Commercial Law.

Know all Men that William, Cooper hereinafter, "the Affiant", certifies in this Affidavit of Fact
that the following facts are true, correct, certain and complete to the best of the Affiant's
knowledge, belief and information.

I, William, Cooper a sui juris, Free, Good and Lawful, Christian, Man upon the Land, who was
natural-born on the sixth day of the fifth month of the year of our Lord, nineteen hundred and
forty-three in the de jure Los Angeles county of the De jure, union state of California, who is
currently a Free Inhabitant, Citizen of the de jure Apache county, of the de jure union state of
Arizona in addition to Citizen of the union state of California, and whose mailing location is: All
Rights Reserved, ( c/o Harvest Trust, c/o P.O. Box 1970, Eagar, de jure, union state of Arizona)
non-assumpsit to the venue of "AZ" (these united States of America) non-domestic, i.¢.,
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non-government mail delivery, non-assumpsit to the venue of ( 85925 ), does solemnly affirm,
declare, attest and depose:

1. That the Affiant is of Lawful age to make this Affidavit.

2. That the Affiant is competent to make this Affidavit.

3. That the Affiant has personal knowledge of the facts as stated herein.

4. That the Affiant is not under the Lawful guardianship or disability of another.

5. That the Affiant makes this Affidavit of Fact as a matter of record of the Affiant's own Right,
sui juris, in the Affiant's own proper self, in propria persona.

6. That the Affiant was natural-born a Citizen of the de jure union state of California in the de
jure Los Angeles county on the sixth day of the fifth month of the year of our Lord, nineteen
hundred and forty-three. That Affiant's wife, Annie Mordhorst was natural-born a Citizen of the
de jure nation of Taiwan in the de jure city of Taipei on the eighth day of the eleventh month of
the year of our Lord, nineteen hundred and fifty-three.

7. That as a natural-born, de jure, preamble Citizen of the de jure, union state of California, the
Affiant declares the Affiant's sovereignty extended to the Affiant by All Mighty GOD. That
Affiant's wife by virtue of the "Common Law" as the lawful wife of Affiant Affiant's lawful wife is
a de jure, Common Law Citizen of the de jure, union state of California and sovereignty is
extended to the Affiant's lawful wife by ALL MIGHTY GOD.

8. That the de jure, union states of Arizona and California are of the freely associated, compact
states of the American union.

9. That the Affiant is a Citizen under the 1776, Unanimous Declaration of the thirteen united
States of America (also known as the Declaration of Independence); the 1777 Articles of
Confederation; the 1787 Constitution for the united States of America; the Bill of Rights ratified
in 1791, and precedent decisions of the Constitution for the united States of America, Article III
justice Courts of Law. That Affiant's wife by virtue of the "Common Law" as the lawful wife of
Affiant is a Citizen of the same.

10. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are possessed of unalienable, GOD-given Rights
from Affiant's and Affiant's lawful wife's creator.

11. That Affiant's and Affiant's lawful wife's unalienable Rights are memorialized in and secured
by the 1787 Constitution for the united States of America and the 1791 Bill of Rights.

12. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife have not ever, do not now, and will not ever
knowingly, willingly, voluntarily or intentionally waive any of the Affiant's or Affiant's lawful
wife's Rights.

13. That the government of the United States may not assume any power over the Citizens of the
de jure union states which is not specifically delegated to the United States by the creators of the
United States, that is, the Citizens of the de jure, union states.

14. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife do not owe their Citizenship to the so-called
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the united States.

15. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife ARE NOT LIABLE for the Title 26 United States
Code/Internal Revenue Code, Subtitle-A, Section One graduated income taxes for reasons of the
Affiant's and Affiant's lawful wife's alienage to the State of the forum of United States Tax Laws.
16. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife were not born in a territory over which the United
States is sovereign.

17. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not citizens subject to the jurisdiction of the
United States, as defined in

(26 Code of Federal Regulations 1.1-1(c)); to wit:

(c)Who is a citizen: Every person born or naturalized in the United States and subject to its
jurisdiction is a citizen.

3A American Jurisprudence 1420, Aliens and Citizens. A person is born subject to the jurisdiction
of the United States, for purposes of acquiring citizenship at birth, If this birth occurs in a
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territory over which the United States is sovereign.

18. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are "non-resident to" and "not a dweller within" the
jurisdiction of the "State of the Forum" of Article One, Section Eight, Clause Seventeen, and
Article Four, Section Three, Clause Two of the Constitution for the united States of America, in
which the United States Congress "exercises exclusive Legislation in; all Cases whatsoever; over
said District not exceeding ten Miles square." beyond the seat of Government of places legally
ceded by the union states for the erection of Forts, Magazines, Arsenals, dock-Yards, and other
needful Buildings, or any other territories or properties "belonging to" the United States.
Consequently, the Affiant is not liable for the (Title 26 United States Code, Subtitle-A, Section
One), graduated income tax for reasons of the Affiant's non-residence to such State of Forum.
19. That "It is a well-established principle of law that all federal legislation applies only within the
territorial jurisdiction of the United States unless a contrary intent appears." Foley Brothers v.
Filardo, 336 U.S. 281.

20. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not a "resident of", "inhabitant of", "franchise
of", "subject of", "ward of", "chattel of", or "subject to the jurisdiction of" the State of the

forum of any United States, the corporate State, corporate County, or corporate City, Municipal,
body politics created under the primary authority of Article one, Section Eight, Clause seventeen,
and Article Four, Section Three, Clause Two of the Constitution for the united States of America,
therefore, the Affiant is not subject to any legislation created by such authorities; is not subject to
the jurisdiction of any employees, officers or agents deriving the authority thereof; is not subject
to Administrative, Constitution for the united States of America, Article One courts, and is not
bound by precedents of such courts:

Legislation enacted by Congress applicable to the inferior federal courts in the exercise of power
under Article 11T of the Constitution cannot be affected by legislation enacted by congress under
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17 of the Constitution. D.C. Code, Title 11, at page thirteen

21. That as sovereign Citizens of one of the union states, under the constitution for the united
States of America and Law, only Constitution for the united States of America, Article Three,
Justice Courts of law decisions are applicable to the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife.

22. That the reader is hereby w ar n e d to TAKE NOTICE that through the Contract and
Declaration of Citizenship/Affidavit of Fact, presently before the reader, the Affiant and Affiant's
lawful wife hereby C AN C E L S any and all presumed election(s) made by the United States
government or by any agency or department thereof, that has assumed that the Affiant and/or
Affiant's lawful wife is or ever has been a citizen or resident of any territory, possession,
instrumentality, or enclave under the sovereignty or exclusive jurisdiction of the united states as
defined and limited to the United States in Article One, Section Eight, Clause Seventeen and
Article Four Section Three, Clause Two of the Constitution for the united States of America, and
furthermore, the Affiant hereby C AN C E L S any presumption that the Affiant or Affiant's
lawful wife ever knowingly, willingly, voluntarily or intentionally elected to be treated as such a
citizen or resident.

23. That the reader is hereby w a r n e d to TAKE NOTICE that through the Contract and
Declaration of Citizenship/Affidavit of Fact, presently before the reader, the Affiant and Affiant's
lawful wife; hereby; a) R ES CI N D S all endorsements, subscriptions or presumed signatures
attributed to the hand of the Affiant, on any form or document whatsoever, which may be
construed or has been construed to give the International Monetary Fund; the United Nations; any
entity that claims to have a treaty, compact, contract, agreement or understanding with the United
States government; the Internal Revenue Service; the Social Security Administration; or any
agency or entity of the United States government created under the authority of the Constitution
for the united States of America, Article One, Section Eight, Clause Seventeen and Article Four,
Section Three, Clause Two; or any other government - whether said government be de jure, de
facto, foreign, domestic, local, state, national, international, hemispheric, global, secular or one
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which maintains the trappings, vestments and appearance of a true ecclesiastical organization -
whatsoever, any authority or jurisdiction over the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife; through
madvertence, fraud (see 1 after end of this paragraph) or mistake; b) RESCINDS and makes VOID
ab initio, all powers of attorney, in fact, in presumption, or otherwise, endorsed or subscribed by
the Affiant or which bear a presumed signature attributed to the hand of the Affiant, or signed by
someone or some thing else, without the Affiant's prior, knowing, willing, voluntary and
intentional consent, as such power of attorney pertains to the Affiant, but not limited to, any and
all quasi-colourable, corporate governmental entities, private or public, on the grounds of
constructive fraud and non-disclosure.

1 United States v. Throckmorton, 98 U.S. 65-66

24. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not now, and will not ever, knowingly, willingly,
voluntarily or intentionally be an officer, employee, elected official or chattel of the United States;
the District of Columbia; or an agency, franchise or instrumentality of the United States, the
District of Columbia, the Royal Family of Great Britain, or the Vatican.

25. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not an officer of a corporation under a duty to
withhold.

26. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not an "employee" as that "term" is defined in
Law and in the Internal Revenue Code, Federal Register, Tuesday, September 7, 1943, section
404.104, page 12267, to wit:

Employee: The term "employee" specifically includes officers and employees whether elected or
appointed of the United States, a State, territory, or political subdivision thereof or of the District
or Columbia or any agency instrumentality or any one or more of the foregoing.

Section 3401(c) EMPLOYEE For purposes of this chapter, the term employee Includes an officer,
employee or elected official of the United States, a State or any political subdivision thereof, the
District of Columbia, or any agency or instrumentality of any one or more of the foregoing. The
term also includes an officer of a corporation.

27. That, because the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are NOT an "employee", the Affiant does
not earn "wages" as such terms are defined in the Internal Revenue Code, to wit:

Section 3401(a) Wages...the term "wages' means all remuneration...for services performed by an
employee for his employer... .

28. That, pursuant to the Public Salary Tax Act of 1939, Title One, Section One, the Affiant and
Affiant's lawful wife do not earn "gross income" as such term is defined therein. The Public Salary
Tax Act of 1939, Title 1 - Section 1, Section 22(a) of the Internal Revenue Code relating to the
definition of "gross income" (is amended after the words "compensation for personal service")
includes [only] personal service as an officer or employee of a State, or any political subdivision
thereof, or any agency or instrumentality of any one or more of the foregoing.

29. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not involved in any type of "revenue taxable
activities" including but not limited to the manufacture, sale or distribution of alcohol, tobacco,

or firearms; any wagering activities; or any other regulated industry, trade or profession.

30. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife do not reside in or obtain income from any source
within the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the United States Virgin Islands, Guam or any other
territory, insular possession, possession, enclave, franchise or instrumentality of the United States,
the District of Columbia, the British Commonwealth, or the Vatican.

31. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not a United States Person; United States
Resident; United States Individual; United States Corporation "citizen subject to it's jurisdiction",
or subject of the Royal Family of Great Britain, as such "words of art" are defined in the Internal
Revenue Code and other applicable United States Codes or treaties.

32. That the so-called Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the united States did not
repeal the Constitutional apportionment restrictions imposed on direct taxes by the Constitution
for the united States of America, Article One, Section Two, Clause Three, and Article One, Section
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Nine, Clause Four, thus, taxes on personal property are direct taxes, not taxable by the federal
government unless apportioned according to the census of the union states.

33. That the so-called Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the united States was not
properly lawfully and constitutionally ratified by the States of the Union. But if it had been
properly ratified it specifies "...incomes, from whatever source derived,...".

Amendment XVI. "The Congress shall have power to lay and collect taxes on incomes, from
whatever source derived, without apportionment among the several States, and without regard to
any census or enumeration."

34. That the Secretary of the Department of the Treasury has defined and limited the tax to be
applicable to only, "...taxable income of the taxpayer from specific sources and activities..." The
income must be taxable and must come from specific sources and activities that are defined by the
Secretary.

Code of Federal Regulations & 1.861- 8(a): "...The rules contained in this section apply in
determining taxable income of the taxpayer from specific sources and activities under other
sections of the Code referred to in this section as operative sections. See paragraph (f)(1) of this
section for a list and description of operative sections."

35. That the Federal Regulations make reference to 'sources' within the United States.. below are
the only sources listed from which income must derive in order for it to be taxable for the purpose
of the Income Tax.

Code of Federal Regulations 1.861-8(f)(1)

(1) Overall limitation to the foreign tax credit.

(1) [Reserved]

(ii1)) DISC and FSC taxable income. (note: DISC is Direct International Sales Corp, and

FSC is a Foreign Sales Corp)

(iv) Effectively connected taxable income. Nonresident alien individuals and foreign
corporations engaged in trade or business within the United States,...

(v) Foreign base company income.

(vi) Other operative sections.

(A) "...foreign source items of tax..."

(B) "...foreign mineral income..."

(C) [Reserved]

(D) "...foreign oil and gas extraction income..."

(E) "...citizens entitled to the benefits of section 931 and the section 936 tax credit..."

(F) "...residents of Puerto Rico..."

(G) "...income tax liability incurred to the Virgin Islands..."

(H) "...income derived from Guam..."

(D) "...China Trade Act corporations..."

(J) "...income of a controlled foreign corporation..."

(K) "...income from the insurance of U.S. risks..."

(L) "...international boycott factor...attributable taxes and income under section 999..."

(M) "...income attributable to the operation of an agreement vessel under section 607 of

the Merchant Marine Act of 1936..."

36. That the item 35. list explains clearly the "gross income" involvement in light of the fact that
the U.S. Supreme Court has determined that the Congress acts intentionally and purposely in the
inclusion or exclusion of something in a law. Or simply, if a particular source is not on the list,
then it is effectively 'excluded' from the Income Tax Act and subsequently the legal definition of
'Gross Income'.

37. That the item 35. list/regulation can be described simply as a "fence". The U.S. Congress gave
the Secretary the task to encircle and delineate the only area from which "Gross Income", and
hence "taxable income", can be derived or accepted from... and the Secretary published his
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understanding of what was expected of him in the regulations. The above list is in fact the only
definition of "sources" anywhere in the regulations. "Whatever" is within the fence is "allowed"

to be listed as "Gross Income". If it is not within the confines of the Secretary's "fence" or
"regulation”, it is "exempt".

38. That some with a vested interest in taking care of our money for us, will argue that the phrase
"whatever sources" in the so-called 16th Amendment means "any and all sources"... we AGREE
that it does... any and all "sources" within the list! The Secretary has defined them, then Congress
agreed with the Secretary! And they are restricted to the above list, as it is the only list which
defines sources! An entry for Citizens with domestic income does not exist on this list!

39. That the power of the Congress and the authority it gives to the Executive Branch is limited to
the contents of the law.

40. What is not stated in the law is ALWAY'S important; it is a fundamental legal principle and a
basic maxim of statutory interpretation:

"Expressio unius est exclusio alterius" (the expression of one thing is the exclusion of another)
"When certain persons or things are specified in a law, contract, or will, an intention to exclude all
others from its operation may be inferred. Under this maxim, if statute specifies one exception to
a general rule or assumes to specify the effects of a certain provision, other exceptions or effects
are excluded." (Black's, 6th ed.)

1.) Section 61 states that gross income is from 'sources' which are taxable.

2.)26 USC = 861(a), states that the following items of gross income shall be treated as income
from sources within the United States, and does not define the 'specific sources' of income from
within the U.S., that are taxable.

3.) 26 CFR = 1.861 and following, are the Regulations promulgated by the Secretary of Treasury to
implement 26 USC @ 861, and prove that the items of gross income discussed in 26 USC & 861, are
applicable only to nonresident aliens and U.S. Citizens living abroad.

41. That all of the regulations applicable to 26 USC x 864, Definitions, are directed only to
nonresident aliens and foreign corporations. Significantly, the only application of the federal
income tax upon the income of U.S. Citizens in existence is with respect to:

(1) a U.S. Citizen's foreign earned income, and

(2) the income of U.S. Citizens living abroad.

42. That when you examine 861's regulations, you find the admission in 1.861-8 (a)(4), that income
must come from a specific source to be taxable. If you examine the sources in 1.861-8 (f)(1), you
will find that the domestic sources are plainly applicable to nonresident aliens and foreign
corporations. The others listed are foreign sources that U.S. citizens would definitely be taxed
upon.

43. That there is no direct mention of U.S. sources where U.S. Citizens can earn 'gross income'.
44. That of the five sources listed in (f)(1), four of them are repeated as non-exempt income
pursuant to 26 CFR & 1.861-8 (T)(d)(2)(iii). And pursuant to 1.861-8 (T)(d)(2)(ii)(A), all income
that is exempt, excluded (not listed), or eliminated from the law, is exempt income. There are no
other U.S. sources listed that are applicable to U.S. citizens living and working within the U.S.
45. That since the law is plainly structured to be taxing nonresident aliens, and foreign earned
income, we must have some specific citation of law, specifically taxing U.S. citizens on their
domestic source income, as the Secretary has made the list of U.S. sources that are taxable in 26
U.S.C. & 861, applicable only to nonresident aliens.

46. That the only form required to be filed by U.S. Citizens, pursuant to section 1.1-1 of the Code
of Federal Regulations, is the 2555 foreign earned income form. With regard to the filing of
returns, the only filing requirement for an individual under Subtitle A "income" tax is found in
code section 6012(a). Under section 6012(a) and its underlying regulations, "taxable income" is
limited to certain income that has been "earned" while living and working in certain foreign
countries or territories.
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As proof of the above, under the 1980 Paperwork Reduction Act, the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) must assign an OMB approval number to any agency return that requests and
collects information from a U.S. citizen. According to OMB approval control number 1545-0067
assigned to Treasury regulations 1.1-1 "Tax imposed" and 1.6012-0 "Person required to make
returns of income" under 26 CFR part 600 to end, the required return for a U.S. citizen to report
income is not Form 1040, but Form 2555 "Foreign Earned Income." The 1040 return for the "U.S.
Individual" is merely a SUPPLEMENTAL WORKSHEET for the required Form 2555. The top of
Form 2555 instructs "attach to front of Form 1040" and "for use by U.S. citizens". Treasury
Decision 2313 (TD 2313) clarifies that the Form 1040 individual income tax return is to be used
only by the fiduciary of a nonresident alien and receiving interest and/or dividends from the stock
of domestic (US) corporations on behalf of that nonresident alien. This decision was issued in 1916
to "collectors of internal revenue" pursuant to the U.S. Supreme Court under the Brushaber v.
Union Pacific R.R. decision and still stands today.

For the above reasons, the income tax under Subtitle A is not "voluntary" for those to whom it
applies, as some have asserted. It is mandatory, but only for those to whom it applies as explained
above. Since the law is limited in its application, the question of whether it is mandatory or
voluntary is superfluous. The question is to whom and under what circumstances is the law
applied? With regard to the wage tax under Subtitle C, certain legal requirements may be
considered mandatory. But only for the payor of the wages (the "employer") and even then, only
if both the "employer" and the "covered employee" has voluntarily agreed (via voluntary
application on Form W-4) to participate in the entitlement programs. Since there is no legal
requirement to have a social security number (SSN) in order to live and work in the U.S. (or
simply for the sake of having one); no legal requirement to enter a SSN on Form W-4, sign or
submit it, and; no legal requirement for an employer to obtain an employer identification number
(EIN) in order to hire workers, neither party - "employee" or "employer" - can be compelled to
participate in the entitlement programs, hence compliance under Subtitle C is correctly said to be
voluntary for those to whom the income tax under Subtitle A does NOT apply.

IRS Publication 515 and Treasury regulation 1.1441-5 explain the proper use of the Statement of
Citizenship (SOC), a copy of which is sent by the employer (who retains the original) to the IRS in
Philadelphia only, which makes sense since Philadelphia is the IRS international tax office. The
SOC authorizes (and indemnifies) the employer to stop withholding income taxes from the worker
who chooses not to have his or her taxes withheld.

47. That attempting to pass off @ 61 defining "Gross income" as the section of Code as the law
taxing all U.S. citizens on their U.S. source income, even if the income cannot be deemed to be
from taxable sources, is dishonest in light of the construction of the statute. Since 26 CFR o
1.861-8 (f)(1) and -8T (d)(2)(iii) state plainly the taxable sources which a U.S. Citizen must have, to
make income "Gross income" and thus "taxable income" (the latter being taxed in & 1). It is no
wonder that the proper Form to be filed, pursuant to Section 1 of 26 U.S.C. and 26 CFR by a U.S.
Citizen is the 2555 Foreign Earned Income form.

48. That 'Exempt Income' is defined:

26 CFR & 1.861-8T(d)(2)(ii)(A)

"In general. For purposes of this section, the term exempt income means any income

that is in whole or in part, exempt, excluded, or eliminated for federal income tax

purposes."

49. That "Exclusion” is defined in Black's Law Dictionary, in part, as follows:

"Denial of entry or admittance."

50. That right after the Secretary stated this, he plainly listed income not exempt from taxation
here as follows:

26 CFR & 1.861-8T(d)(2)(iii)

(1i1) Income that is not considered tax exempt.
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The following items are not considered to be exempt, eliminated, or excluded income

and, thus, may have expenses, losses, or other deductions allocated and apportioned to

them:

(A) In the case of a foreign taxpayer (including a foreign sales corporation (FSC))

computing its effectively connected income, gross income (whether domestic or foreign

source) which is not effectively connected to the conduct of a United States trade or

business;

(B) In computing the combined taxable income of a DISC or FSC and its related

supplier, the gross income of a DISC or a FSC;

(C) For all purposes under subchapter N of the Code, including the computation of

combined taxable income of a possessions corporation and its affiliates under section

936(h), the gross income of a possessions corporation for which a credit is allowed

under section 936(a); and

(D) Foreign earned income as defined in section 911 and the regulations thereunder

(however, the rules of section 1.911-6 do not require the allocation and apportionment

of certain deductions, including home mortgage interest, to foreign earned income for

purposes of determining the deductions disallowed under section 911(d)(6)).

51. That the only income listed in item 50. related to U.S. Citizens is (D)

52. That the definition of "wages" in & 3401(a) to be withheld from in accordance with & 3402,
excludes all remuneration paid to U.S. Citizens by employers, except income which is deemed to
be gross income under & 911, or other income related to foreign and U.S. possession sources.
53. That this law confirms our position, in simple terms according to Black's Law Dictionary, that
if the income in question comes from a source "excluded" from the law, and thus not mentioned
within the law as being taxable, it cannot then meet the source requirements of @ 861, its
regulations, and thus section 61(a) to be "Gross income", and is by definition EXEMPT.

54. That what is not within a law is just as important as what is!

55. That the entire topic of the "Income Tax" and the statutes regarding it are built upon the
foundation of "Gross Income" as defined in @ 61 of the Internal Revenue Code, and that the laws
mean exactly what they say.

56. That compensation for labour and exercise of the Right to labour are personal property, and
such personal property correctly comes under the authority of the Constitution for the united
States of America, Article One, Section Two, Clause Three, and Article One, Section Nine, Clause
Four, and are, therefore, not taxable by the Federal Government as a graduated tax. Be advised:
compensation earned and exercising the Right to Labour is excluded from "Gross Income" and is
exempt from taxation under Title 26 of the United States Code, under the authority of Title 26,
Code of Federal Regulations (1939), Section 9.22(b)-1, as follows:

26 Code of Federal Regulations (1939) Section 9.22(b)-1 Exclusions from gross income -- The
following shall not be included in gross income and shall be exempt from taxation under this title:
(b)-1 Exceptions; exclusions from gross income. Certain items of income ... are exempt from tax
and may be excluded from gross income ... those items of income which are under the
Constitution, not taxable by the Federal Government.

57. That the so-called Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the united States of America
was not ever properly ratified by the States of the union according to the conditions required by
the Constitution for the united States of America for ratification and adoption of Amendments to
the Constitution for the united States of America. That even if the so-called Sixteenth Amendment
to the Constitution for the united States of America had been properly ratified the so-called
Sixteenth Amendment to the Constitution for the united States would be limited in application
only to indirect taxes.

58. That the income tax is an excise tax. (United States Supreme Court in Brushaber vs. Union
Pacific Railroad Company)
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59. That compensation for the Affiant's labour is the Affiant's personal property, and therefore, is
not taxable by the Federal Government except by rule of apportionment.

60. That an excise tax CANNOT be imposed upon a natural-born Man or Woman upon the Land,
Citizen measured by his/her compensation for labour because such a tax would be a direct
capitation tax, subject to the rule of apportionment privilege.

61. That the requirement to pay an excise tax involves the exercise of a privilege.

62. That the Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not exercising any taxable privileges.

63. That the Affiant provides for the Affiant's and his families existence by labouring in a
non-taxable craft of common Right, to wit:

"The Citizen, unlike the corporation, can not be taxed for the mere privilege of existing. The
corporation is an artificial entity which owes its existence and charter powers to the state; but the
Citizen's Right to live and own property are Natural Rights for the enjoyment of which an excise
can not be imposed ... We believe that the conclusion is well justified that a tax laid directly upon
income or property, real or personal may well be regarded as a tax upon the property which
produces the income." Redfield v. Fisher, 292 Oregon Supreme Court, 813 at 817, 819 (1939)
64. That the Affiant's compensation for labour constitutes the fruits of the Affiant's labour, and as
such is the Affiant's substance and personal property, of which the Federal Government may not
deprive the Affiant of any portion by appropriating said property against the Affiant's will.

65. That the Victory Tax Act of 1942 [ 56 Statutes at Large, Chapter 619 page 884. Oct. 21, 1941 ]
which implemented "withholding" and 1040 Returns requirements, stated: Section 476 "The taxes
imposed by this subchapter shall not apply with respect to any taxable year after the date of
cession of hostilities in the present War, i.e., World War IL1."

66. That the Victory Tax Act and its provision for withholding was repealed pursuant to 58
Statutes at Large, Chapter 210, Section 6(a), page 235.

67. That there are only four things that can possibly be the subject matter of any tax whether it's
local, state or federal:

(1) People (capitation, "head" and poll taxes - a direct tax)

(2) Property by reason of ownership (real and personal property taxes - a direct tax)

(3) Revenue taxable activities (such as the manufacture, sale or distribution of alcohol, tobacco or
firearms - an indirect tax)

(4) A grant of privilege (for example, state registered corporate charters granting permission to do
business - is a privilege by the state's definition - an indirect tax)

68. That taxes on the first two types are called direct taxes while the third and fourth types are
known as indirect taxes. This definition is not derived from what the tax is popularly or formally
named nor from how the tax is measured. This definition can only come from its "subject."

69. That there has never been a "head" tax since the Constitution was instituted because
capitation taxes are expressly forbidden by Article 1, Section 9, paragraph 4. This type of tax is
"outlawed" at all levels. That while property taxes are legal in nearly all state and local
jurisdictions, they are not legal on the federal level. That the federal government must restrict
itself to the indirect class of taxes, duties, imposts and excises.

"The income tax is, therefore, not a tax on income as such. It is an excise tax with respect to
certain activities and privileges which is measured by reference to the income which they produce.
The income is not the subject of the tax; it is the basis for determining the amount of tax." House
Congressional Record, March 27, 1943, pg. 2580

70. That the courts have clearly established that the misleadingly named "income tax" is an excise
tax and, therefore, is an indirect tax. The Supreme Court case, Russell v. U.S., 369 U.S. 749, at 765
(1962), states that: "'"Taxable income' can only be derived from revenue taxable activities.
Statements alleging some sort of taxable activity must be made in order to support the legal
conclusion that the accused had 'taxable income,' etc., or the indictment is invalid and the court
does not have authority to hold a trial."
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71. That the Supreme Court's unanimous rulings in the following cases have never been reversed
or overturned: Brushaber v. Union Pacific R. R. Co., 240 U.S. 1; Stanton v. Baltic Mining Co.,
240 U.S. 103; and Flint v. Stone Tracy Co., 220 U.S. 107 The Court in Brushaber and Stanton held
that the Sixteenth Amendment (the "income tax" amendment), as correctly interpreted, and the
"income tax" itself WHEN CORRECTLY APPLIED, are constitutional because they are restricted
to indirect taxes. Which means that when incorrectly interpreted and incorrectly applied the
"income tax" is unconstitutional.

72. That in Flint, the Court held that indirect taxes are never upon any kind of property, money or
otherwise, but only upon particular activities, in which the resulting income is used to measure the
tax on the taxable activity. "Income taxes" are only named such because the income connected
with the activity is used as the standard or yardstick by which the tax upon the activity is
measured. Under the Internal Revenue Code, an activity must be taxable for revenue purposes as
opposed to strictly regulatory purposes. "[Excise taxes are] taxes laid upon the manufacture, sale,
or consumption of commodities within the country, upon licenses to pursue certain occupations,
and upon corporate privileges." Cooley, Constitutional Limitations, 7th Ed., p.680 as cited in
Flint, supra, 151.

73. That facts regarding the exercise of a revenue taxable privilege or activity must exist in order
to support the legal position that a person had "taxable income," or was "obligated to pay", or
was "required by law to file tax returns," or is even to be considered a "taxpayer".

74. That there is a distinct class officially recognized as "non-taxpayers" who are not subject to
the jurisdiction of Internal Revenue statutes. "Jurisdiction is essentially the authority conferred by
Congress to decide a given type of case one way or another." Hagans v Levine, 415 U.S. 533
(1974).

"Once jurisdiction is challenged, it must be proven." Hagins v Lavine, supra note 3 "No sanction
can be imposed absent proof of jurisdiction." Standard v Olson, 74 S.Ct. 768 "It has also been
held that jurisdiction must be affirmatively shown and will not be presumed." Special Indem.
Fund v Prewitt, 205 F2d 306, 201 OK. 308.

75. That the IRS, in order to define Affiant and/or Affiant's lawful wife as a "taxpayer", must
assert jurisdiction.which Affiant refutes. The IRS must prove that Affiant falls under its
jurisdictional influence.

76. That should the Internal Revenue Service violate Affiant's and Affiant's lawful wife's rights
under color of law and, with the complicity of the courts, forcing jurisdiction upon Affiant, they
still cannot prevail; first, because of the lack of implementing regulations, second, because Affiant
is not engaged in any revenue taxable activities and, third, through the emphatic assertion of
Affiant's correct and proper legal status.

77. That in law the legal definition is the only authoritative one. About eighty court decisions and
Treasury decisions have used the terms "includes" and "including" in a restrictive sense meaning
that when they are used the terms denote ONLY those items that follow it. Further, Black's Law
Dictionary, the "handbook" of legal definition defines "include" as follows:

"Include. (Lat. Inclaudere, to shut in, keep within) To confine within, hold as an enclosure, take
in, attain, shut up, contain, inclose, comprise, comprehend, embrase, involve. Term may,
according to context, express an enlargement and have the meaning of and or in addition to, or
merely specify a particular thing already included within general words theretofore used.
'Including' within statute is interpreted as a word of enlargement or of illustrative application as
well as a word of limitation." Premier Products Co. v. Cameron, 240 Or. 123, 400 P.2d 227,228.
78. That Black's Law Dictionary says when the term "include" is used it expands to take in all of
the items that are listed but only those items and no others. The importance of this limiting sense
of the term is apparent when you look at many of the Internal Revenue Code definitions.

Section 7701 (a) (9) : UNITED STATES. - The term "United States" when used in a geographic
sense includes only the States and the District of Columbia.



79. That in the very next definition the Code defines the term "State."

Section 7701 (a) (10) : STATE. - The term ‘State’ shall be construed to include the District of
Columbia, where such construction is necessary to carry out the provisions of this title. Based on
the legal definition of the term "include," then "State" means ONLY the District of Columbia. If
we substitute this in the definition of "United States" then the code is limited in its jurisdiction to
only the District of Columbia.

80. That to show that the IRS knows precisely what it’s saying and is very specific in its
application of these definitions, the Code follows form when it defines "State, United States, and
Citizen" in Chapter 21 - Federal Insurance Contributions Act or FICA.
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Section 3121 (e) : STATE, UNITED STATES, AND CITIZEN. - For the purposes of this chapter (1)

STATE. - The term 'State' includes the District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American Somoa. (2) UNITED STATES. - The term "United States'
when used in the geographic sense includes the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands,
Guam, and American Somoa. The IRS insists the Code is absolutely correct so this is exactly what
it must mean. Therefore, the provisions of Title 26 apply only to the District of Columbia and the
federal territories.

81. That the Code defines 'employer’ in Chapter 24 - COLLECTION OF INCOME TAX AT
SOURCE ON WAGES.

Section 3401 (d) : EMPLOYER. - For purposes of this chapter, the term 'employer’' means the
person for whom an individual performs or performed any service, of whatever nature, as the
employee of such person....

82. That if you have an 'employee' then you are an employer. There is a conspicuous absence of
the term "include" in this definition?

Section 3401 (c) : EMPLOYEE. - For purposes of this chapter, the term 'employee' includes an
officer, employee, or elected official of the United States, a State, or any political subdivision
thereof, or the District of Columbia, or any agency or instrumentality of any one or more of the
foregoing. The term 'employee’ also includes the officer of a corporation.

83. That to be an "employee" you must work for the government or be an officer of a
corporation. The term "include" shows up here and again, if we substitute this idea into the
definition of 'employer' a company is most likely NOT an employer because none of the people
working for companies are employees of the government.

Section 7701 (a) (3) : CORPORATION. - The term 'corporation' includes associations, joint-stock
companies, and insurance companies.

84. That further investigation shows that the corporation must be formed in, be doing business in,
or receiving income from the District of Columbia or be classified as a "foreign corporation."
Those who are not incorporated are covered in the Code as well.

Section 7701 (a) : TRADE OR BUSINESS. - The term 'trade or business' includes the performance
of the functions of a public office.

85. That the Courts have drawn a distinct line between "income" and "wages." "Income, within
the meaning of the 16th Amendment and the Revenue Act, means gain ... and, in such connection,
gain means profit ... proceeding from property severed from capital, however invested or
employed and coming in, received or drawn by the taxpayer for his separate use, benefit and
disposal....

86. That income is neither a wage nor compensation for any type of labor." Stapler v. U.S., 21 F.
Supp. 737, at 739. "There is a clear distinction between ‘profit’ and "wages", or a compensation
for labor. Compensation for labor (wages) cannot be regarded as profit within the meaning of the
law. The word "profit", as ordinarily used, means the gain made upon any business or investment
-- a different thing altogether from the mere compensation for labor." Oliver v. Halstead, 86 S.E.
Rep 2nd 85e9 (1955) "...[W]hatever may constitute income, therefore, must have the essential
feature of gain to the recipient.... If there is not gain there is not income.... Congress has taxed
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income not compensation." Connor v. U.S., 303 F. Supp. 1187 (1969)

87. That each time a company and/or its executives turns over "employee" money to the IRS
under a Notice of Levy they are unwittingly aiding and abetting the IRS in the performance of an
illegal act. To understand why we need to look to the Code provisions relating to Levy and
Distraint. Specifically, Subchapter D - Seizure of Property for Collection of Taxes. Under Section
6331 - Levy and Distraint is the following:

Section 6331 (a) AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY. - If any person liable to pay any tax neglects or
refuses to pay the same within 10 days after the notice and demand, it shall be lawful for the
Secretary to collect such tax (and such further sum as shall be sufficient to cover the expenses of
the levy) by levy upon all property and rights to property (except such property as is exempt under
section 6334) belonging to such person or on which there is a lien provided in this chapter for the
payment of such a tax... (A lien can only exist by order of a Court after "due process" has been
extended to the accused under law.)

Section 6331 (a) cont'd AUTHORITY OF SECRETARY. - ...Levy may be made upon the accrued
salary or wages of any officer, employee, or elected official, of the United States, the District of
Columbia, or any agency or instrumentality of the United States or District of Columbia, by
serving a notice of levy on the employer (as defined in 3401 (d)) of such officer, employee, or
elected official.... (on which there is a lien).

88. That when we take the time to look closely at this "power" we see from the first part of it that
the Secretary's power is delimited and confined to those who are "liable to pay any tax." As
further evidence of the limited power of the Secretary to issue Notices of Levy (to such person on
which there is a lien), the second part of sec. 6331(a) is clearly aimed at government employees
and is actually the only part of the section that even mentions the filing of a notice. Since the IRS
adamantly asserts that the Code is completely correct in its script Affiant can only conclude that
the power to issue a Notice of Levy applies only to government employees and therefore, as a
"foreign corporation", by Code definition, no one else is charged with any responsibility for the
perfection of such overextended, misapplied powers and bogus jurisdictional claims.

"As in our intercourse with our fellow-men certain principles of morality are assumed to exist,
without which society would be impossible, so certain inherent rights lie at the foundation of all
action, and upon a recognition of them alone can free institutions be maintained. These inherent
rights have never been more happily expressed than in the Declaration of Independence, that
evangel of liberty to the people: "We hold these truths to be self-evident' - that is, so plain that
their truth is recognized upon their mere statement 'that all men are endowed' not by edicts of
emperors, or decrees of Parliament, or acts of Congress, but 'by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights' that is, rights which cannot be bartered away, or given away, or taken away
except as punishment for crime 'and that among these are life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness, and to secure these' not grant them but secure them 'governments are instituted among
men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed.

"Among these unalienable rights, as proclaimed in that great document, is the right of men to
pursue their happiness, by which is meant the right to pursue any lawful business or vocation, in
any manner not inconsistent with the equal rights of others, which may increase their prosperity or
develop their faculties, so as to give them their highest enjoyment.

"The common business and callings of life, the ordinary trades and pursuits, which are innocuous
in themselves, and have been followed in all communities from time immemorial, must, therefore,
be free in this country to all alike upon the same conditions. The right to pursue them, without let
or hindrance, except that which is applied to all persons of the same age, sex, and condition, is a
distinguishing privilege of citizens of the United States, and an essential element of that freedom
which they claim as their birthright.

"...The property which every man has is his own labor, as it is the original foundation of all other
property, so it is the most sacred and inviolable. The patrimony of the poor man lies in the



strength and dexterity of his own hands, and to hinder his employing this strength and dexterity in
what manner he thinks proper, without injury to his neighbor, is a plain violation of the most
sacred property." Butcher's Union Co. v. Crescent City Co., 111 U.S. 746, (1883)

89. That in two other cases, the Supreme Court said: "Included in the right of personal liberty and
the right of private property - partaking of the nature of each - is the right to make contracts for
the acquisition of property. Chief among such contracts is that of personal employment, by which
labor and others services are exchanged for money or other forms of property." Coppage v.
Kansas, 236 U.S. 1, at 14 (1915) ". . . Every man has a natural right to the fruits of his own labor,
as generally admitted; and that no other person can rightfully deprive him of those fruits, and
appropriate them against his will . . ." Antelope, 23 U.S. 66, at 120

90. That in 1913, four years after Congress first introduced the income tax amendment, Philander
Knox, a Pittsburgh attorney and then Secretary of State, declared the 16th Amendment duly
ratified, despite the protests and subsequent research which reveals proof to the contrary.
Congress intended that somebody should pay a tax. Congress has the Constitutional authority to
tax, but only through specific types of taxes.

91. That therefore, since Congress and the Courts have defined it as an excise tax, Affiant and
Affiant's lawful wife have no argument with the tax itself and do not protest against the income
tax. However, it is one thing to protest a tax and another thing entirely to protest extortion
committed under the guise, pretext, sham, or subterfuge of the unlawful unconstitutional
misapplication of the revenue laws against Affiant and/or Affiant's lawful wife who are neither
subject to nor liable for such indirect taxes. This type of extortion is prohibited by the 5th
amendment "due process of law" clause, and the extortion clause of the Internal Revenue Code in
Section 7214.

92. That Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are NOT tax protesters. That Affiant and Affiant's lawful
wife are protesting against the unconstitutional and unlawful MISAPPLICATION of the revenue
laws and are not protesting the tax itself in its proper and lawful application as an excise tax
levyed upon "those made liable" who are engaged in taxable activities and privileges deriving
"gross income" from the specific "sources" named by the Secretary of the Department of the
Treasury.

93. That the IRS was not created by Congress. It is not an organization found under the
organization of the Department of the Treasury in Title 31 United States Code with the other
agencies of the Department of the Treasury. One of the organizations known as the IRS was
created as a trust in the Philippines ("Bureau of Internal Revenue," Trust fund #1, Philippine
special fund; 31 USC 1321) under the Department of Finance and Justice. Another trust fund,
Trust fund #62, Puerto Rico special fund, was created for "Internal Revenue." Title 26 United
States Code (Internal Revenue Code) specifically defines the jurisdiction under which it is effective
as only pertaining to the District of Columbia and its territories and possessions.

94. That an agency's failure to publish any document (regardless of how named by the agency)
which is designed to implement or prescribe law is a "rule" which is void and unenforceable.

95. That within an agency, "instructions" may be promulgated and distributed to agency officers
and employees informing them as to the manner and method of implementing and enforcing any
particular law. If by chance these "instructions" likewise meet the definition of a "rule" as defined
by & 551, and if the same be "substantive" as prescribed by & 552, they must be published in the
Federal Register. Several cases have found such "instructions" to agency employees void for
non-publication.

Case authority clearly shows that "instructions" given to agency personnel which command the
performance of an act by a member of the public or which limit entitlement to statutory benefits
are subject to the publication requirement. If such "rules" found in agency instructions to agency
personnel must be published, then likewise similar "instructions" given directly by the agency to
the public must also be published on the grounds that the same similarly are "rules."
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96. That it is essential for a federal employee to possess delegated authority to perform any
particular act; the absence of delegated authority means that the act in question was beyond the
scope of the employee's duties, and therefore unlawful.

The necessity for a federal employee to have delegated authority to act not only is shown in the
above cases, it also manifests itself in cases under the Federal Torts Claims Act (herein "FTCA"),
28 U.S.C., ©1346(b). Under this law, the United States is liable for torts committed by its
employees if so committed within the scope of their employment. If the act in question was not
committed in the scope of employment, the employee is liable and the United States is not.

A variety of cases deciding FTCA claims show instances where the United States is held not liable
for its employees torts. In Paly v. United States, 125 F.Supp. 798 (D.Md. 1954), a soldier detailed as
a military funeral escort was driving his own car to a funeral and was involved in an accident.
Since the soldier lacked express orders to do so, his tort was held to be outside the scope of his
employment and the United States was not liable. In Jones v. F.B.1., 139 F.Supp. 38, 42 (D.Md.
1956), it was alleged that certain FBI agents had stolen or converted property belonging to the
plaintiff. The court held that if such were true, the agents "were not 'acting within the scope of
[their] office or employment'," and the United States could not be liable in tort. In James v.
United States, 467 F.2d 832 (4th Cir. 1972), a reservist was involved in a car accident on his return
from an annual field training exercise; since this travel was not within the scope of his
employment, the government was held not liable for damages. In another accident case involving
an Army truck, White v. Hardy, 678 F.2d 485, 487 (4th Cir. 1982), the driver was found to have no
authority to drive the truck when the accident happened, thus his acts were beyond the scope of
his employment and the United States was not liable ("There was substantial evidence that
Sergeant Hardy was not given the requisite express authority to use the government vehicle
involved in the collision"). In Hughes v. United States, 662 F.2d 219 (4th Cir. 1981), the United
States was held not liable for child molestation committed by one of its employees, a postal
worker. In Trerice v. Summons, 755 F.2d 1081 (4th Cir. 1985), the United States was held not
liable for the wrongful death of one serviceman committed by another. And in Thigpen v. United
States, 800 F.2d 393 (4th Cir. 1986), the court held the government not liable under the FTCA for
the sexual assault of some girls by one of its employees.

Cases from other jurisdictions also demonstrate that for an act to be within the government
employee's scope of employment, it must have been authorized by a regulation or some other
written document. For example, in Mider v. United States, 322 F.2d 193 (6th Cir. 1963), a FTCA
claim was being asserted against the United States for damages arising from an accident involving
a drunken Air Force serviceman. To define the serviceman's authority, written regulations were
consulted to determine whether the act of driving the government's car was authorized. Finding
that the regulations did not permit use of the vehicle on this occasion, the serviceman was found
not to be acting within the scope of his employment. In Bettis v. United States, 635 F.2d 1144 (5th
Cir. 1981), a soldier drove a truck off a military base without authority and was involved in an
accident; his act was held to be beyond his authority and thus the United States was not liable in
tort. In Turner v. United States, 595 F.Supp. 708 (W.D.La. 1984), a recruiter conducted an
unclothed physical examination of some potential females enlistees, which caused them to sue
under the FTCA. In finding that there were no regulations either permitting or requiring such
examinations, the United States was found not liable. See also Doggett v. United States, 858 F.2d
555 (9th Cir. 1988), and Lutz v. United States, 685 F.2d 1178 (9th Cir. 1982).

Thus the above cases adequately demonstrate that a government employee must have some
specific delegated authority, based upon statutes, regulations or delegation orders, in order to be
authorized to act in the premises. The absence of such authority, when challenged, therefore
requires a holding that the employee's acts were unauthorized and thus beyond the scope of his
employment.

97. That a plain reading of ©7608 reveals that the section itself conveys authority to nobody other
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than the Secretary; the Secretary, in turn, must authorize agents and this calls for the issuance of
delegation orders. Under the repealed regulation 301.7608-1, it is obvious that some type of
authority had been conveyed to the Commissioner, but here even he had to issue delegation orders
appointing agents. Thus, to follow the flow of authority under 7608, it is essential to consult
Treasury Department Orders and Commissioner's Delegation Orders.

In 1946, the Administrative Procedure Act was adopted and the same required federal agencies to
publish in the Federal Register statements of their central and field organizational structures as
well as the methods by which their functions were channeled (delegation orders); see 5 U.S.C.,
1552. It is acknowledged by both Treasury and I.R.S. that these items must be so published; see 31
C.FR.@l.3(a), and 26 C.F.R., ©601.702(a). In fact, it is acknowledged that anything concerning or
affecting the American public must be published. In 1953, Revenue Ruling 2 (1953-1 CB 484) was
issued and it required all divisions or units of the I.R.S. to publish in the Federal Register any item
of concern to the public. This was more clearly expressed in Rev. Proc. 55-1 (1955-2 CB 897) as
follows:

"It shall be the policy to publish for public information all statements of

practice and procedure issued primarily for internal use, and, hence,

appearing in internal management documents, which affect rights or duties of

taxpayers or other members of the public under the Internal Revenue Code

and related statutes."

That which is expressed above currently manifests itself within 26 C.F.R., ©601.601(d)(2)(b), which
reads as follows:

"A 'Revenue Procedure' is a statement of procedure that affects the rights or

duties of taxpayers or other members of the public under the Code and

related statutes or information that, although not necessarily affecting the

rights and duties of the public, should be a matter of public knowledge."

Before commencing with a review of "modern" TDOs, it might perhaps be useful to examine older
delegation orders and TDOs issued before and during the time of the 1939 Code; by doing so, it
may be seen how authority from the President and Secretary has been delegated. For example,
Executive Order 6166, dated June 10, 1933, stated as follows:

"All functions now exercised by the Bureau of Prohibition of the Department

of Justice with respect to the granting of permits under the national

prohibition laws are transferred to the Division of Internal Revenue in the

Treasury Department.

"The Bureaus of Internal Revenue and of Industrial Alcohol of the Treasury

Department are consolidated in a Division of Internal Revenue, at the head of

which shall be a Commissioner of Internal Revenue."

Executive Order No. 6639, dated March 10, 1934, stated as follows:

"1.(a) The Bureau of Industrial Alcohol and the Office of Commissioner of

Industrial Alcohol are abolished, and the authority, rights, privileges, powers

and duties conferred and imposed by law upon the Commissioner of

Industrial Alcohol are transferred to and shall be held, exercised, and

performed by the Commissioner of Internal Revenue and his assistants,

agents, and inspectors, under the direction of the Secretary of the Treasury."

And TDO No. 143, dated December 6, 1951, provided as follows:

"By virtue of the authority vested in me as Secretary of the Treasury by

Reorganization Plan No. 26 of 1950, there are hereby transferred to the

Commissioner of Internal Revenue the functions and duties now performed

by collectors of Internal Revenue in connection with tobacco and other taxes

imposed under Chapter 15 of the Internal Revenue Code.

"The functions and duties herein transferred to the Commissioner of Internal
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Revenue may, at his discretion, be delegated to subordinates in the Bureau of

Internal Revenue service in such manner as the Commissioner shall from time

to time direct."”

Thus each delegation order must be examined to determine the authority conveyed therein.

In 1949, Congress enacted a law authorizing the President to reorganize the executive
departments; see 63 Stat. 203, chap. 226, codified at 5 U.S.C., ©901, et seq. Pursuant to this
authority, the President promulgated Reorganization Plan No. 26 of 1950 (15 Fed. Reg. 4935, 64
Stat. 1280), which restructured the entire Treasury Department via the following:

"[T]here are hereby transferred to the Secretary of the Treasury all functions

of all other officers of the Department of the Treasury and all functions of all

agencies and employees of such Department."

By this reorganization plan, all statutory and delegated authority of anyone in the Treasury
Department was immediately divested and placed into the hands of the Secretary. Thereafter,
Reorganization Plan No. 1 of 1952 (17 Fed. Reg. 2243, 66 Stat. 823) reorganized the Bureau of
Internal Revenue, the name of which was changed to the Internal Revenue Service the following
year; see T.D. 6038, 1953-2 CB 443.

Based upon the above reorganization plans, on March 15, 1952, the Secretary issued TDO No.
150, which authorized the continued performance of functions by Treasury officers and agents
until changed by subsequent order. This order established a series of later orders, all of which deal
with and concern administration of the internal revenue laws.

A separate brief lists the TDOs issued since the reorganization plan which are in 150 series;
citation as to where each order is published is also provided. A review of these TDOs discloses that
most of them concern only organizational changes made to the I.R.S. Insofar as authority granted
pursuant to ©7608 is concerned, of those which were published, only TDO No. 150-42 could
possibly embody the criminal enforcement powers to which 27608 relates.

Based upon the above, the process of determining what agent has been delegated 7608 authority
thus requires examination of all published CDOs issued by the Commissioner. A list enumerating
every published CDO from 1954 to the present is contained in a separate brief; by review of these
various CDOs, it is possible to trace the authority which is the subject of ©7608.

The only possible CDOs which could delegate ©7608 authority are numbered 31, 33 and 34. On
April 30, 1956, CDO No. 31 was issued delegating to the Assistant Commissioner and the Director
of the Alcohol and Tobacco Tax Division the authority to administer and enforce chapters 51, 52
and 53 of the Code (the "ATF" chapters), in addition to a few other functions. A few months later,
CDOs No. 33 and 34 were issued and these orders also related to alcohol and tobacco taxes. Once
these units of the I.LR.S. had been delegated these enforcement responsibilities, Congress thereafter
in 1958 created ©7608, and the regulation at 301.7608-1 was promulgated in 1959. Below is a list
containing the cites where these and subsequent revisions of these orders were published.

CDO No. 31:

(a) Original, 21 Fed. Reg. 3083, 1956-1 CB 1015.

(b) Rev. 1, 34 Fed. Reg. 87, 1969-1 CB 379.

(c) Rev. 2, 35 Fed. Reg. 16808, 1970-2 CB 487.

(d) Rev. 3, 36 Fed. Reg. 18678, 1971-2 CB 524.

(e) Rev. 4, 36 Fed. Reg. 22607, 1971-2 CB 525.

CDO No. 33:

(a) Original, 21 Fed. Reg. 4415, 1956-2 CB 1375.

CDO No. 34:

(a) Original, 21 Fed. Reg. 5851, 1956-2 CB 1375.

(b) Revoked, 38 Fed. Reg. 33407, 1973-2 CB 462.

As can be seen from these orders, the same allowed for the seizure and forfeiture of property and
the enforcement of the criminal laws. Logically, it is these orders which permitted the
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promulgation of the regulation at 301.7608-1.

The ATF Division of the I.R.S. was the unit which was responsible for the administration and
enforcement of the laws which were the subject of CDOs No. 31, 33 and 34. This ended with the
creation of the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms via TDO No. 221 on June 6, 1972; see 37
Fed. Reg. 116696, 1972-1 CB 777. Among other administration and enforcement functions
transferred to BATF via this order were the following:

"(a) Chapters 51, 52 and 53 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 and

sections 7652 and 7653 of such Code insofar as they relate to the commodities

subject to tax under such chapters;

"(b) Chapters 61 to 80, inclusive, of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954,

insofar as they relate to the activities administered and enforced with respect

to chapters 51, 52 and 53."

About 2 1/2 years later, the Secretary issued TDO No. 221-3 (40 Fed. Reg. 1084, 1975-1 CB 758)
which delegated to the BATF the authority to administer and enforce "chapter 35 and chapter 40
and 61 through 80, inclusive, of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 insofar as they relate to
activities administered and enforced with respect to chapter 35." Chapter 35 deals with wagering
taxes and chapter 40 concerns occupational taxes related to wagering. Some 1 1/2 years later, TDO
No. 221-3 (Rev. 1) was issued. The only real, detectable distinction between the former and latter
orders was the inclusion of the following phrase in the latter:

"The Commissioner may call upon the Director for assistance when it is

necessary to exercise any of the enforcement authority described in section

7608 of the Internal Revenue Code."

But, on January 14, 1977, the Secretary transferred back to the I.R.S. the enforcement duties
relating to wagering via TDO No. 221-3 (Rev. 2). Thereafter, the authority of BATF encompassed
chapters 40, 51, 52 and 53 of the 1954 Code in addition to the authority to enforce other
non-Code laws. It is of great significance that the repeal of regulation 301.7608-1 occurred shortly
after the creation of the BATF. The authority of BATF agents to exercise the functions under
17608 is today found in 27 C.F.R., ©70.28.

In summary, @7608 requires delegations from the Secretary to enforcement agents. In reference to
17608(a), it has been shown above that this "ATF" authority has flowed through the ATF unit
within [.R.S., ultimately to be passed onto the BATF. But, in the search for authority under
7608(b), a review of all published TDOs and CDOs reveals that there appears to have been no
such delegation. Thus, if a Special Agent is conducting any investigation pursuant to the authority
of 7608, that investigation encompasses violations only of the alcohol, tobacco and firearms tax
laws, and there is NO apparent authority to conduct any federal income tax investigation which is
possessed by a Special Agent.

98. That Affiant filed FOIA requests asking the IRS for specific documents which gave the IRS the
authority to conduct an investigation of a Citizen of Arizona. The IRS could not, and did not,
produce any such documentation. We noticed Special Agent Shupnik and Assistant U.S. Attorney
Winerip to produce their credentials and documentation of their authority to conduct such an
investigation; they refused because they could not as no such documents exists.

99. That of all the circuits, the Ninth Circuit has addressed jurisdictional issues more than any of
the rest. In United States v. Bateman, 34 F. 86 (N.D.Cal. 1888), it was determined that the United
States did not have jurisdiction to prosecute for a murder committed at the Presidio because
California had never ceded jurisdiction; see also United States v. Tully, 140 F. 899 (D.Mon. 1905).
But later, California ceded jurisdiction for the Presidio to the United States, and it was held in
United States v. Watkins, 22 F.2d 437 (N.D.Cal. 1927), that this enabled the U.S. to maintain a
murder prosecution. See also United States v. Holt, 168 F. 141 (W.D.Wash. 1909), United States v.
Lewis, 253 F. 469 (S.D.Cal. 1918), and United States v. Wurtzbarger, 276 F. 753 (D.Or. 1921).
Because the U.S. owned and had a state cession of jurisdiction for Fort Douglas in Utah, it was
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held that the U.S. had jurisdiction for a rape prosecution in Rogers v. Squier, 157 F.2d 948 (9th
Cir. 1946). But, without a cession, the U.S. has no jurisdiction; see Arizona v. Manypenny, 445
F.Supp. 1123 (D.Ariz. 1977).

The above cases from the U.S. Supreme Court and federal appellate courts set forth the rule that
in criminal prosecutions, the government, as the party seeking to establish the existence of federal
jurisdiction, must prove U.S. ownership of the property in question and a state cession of
jurisdiction. This same rule manifests itself in state cases. State courts are courts of general
jurisdiction and in a state criminal prosecution, the state must only prove that the offense was
committed within the state and a county thereof. If a defendant contends that only the federal
government has jurisdiction over the offense, he, as proponent for the existence of federal
jurisdiction, must likewise prove U.S. ownership of the property where the crime was committed
and state cession of jurisdiction.

Examples of the operation of this principle are numerous. In Arizona, the State has jurisdiction
over federal lands in the public domain, the state not having ceded jurisdiction of that property to
the U.S.; see State v. Dykes, 114 Ariz. 592, 562 P.2d 1090 (1977). In California, if it is not proved
by a defendant in a state prosecution that the state has ceded jurisdiction, it is presumed the state
does have jurisdiction over a criminal offense; see People v. Brown, 69 Cal. App.2d 602, 159 P.2d
686 (1945). If the cession exists, the state has no jurisdiction; see People v. Mouse, 203 Cal. 782,
265 P. 944 (1928). In Montana, the state has jurisdiction over property if it is not proved there is a
state cession of jurisdiction to the U.S.; see State ex rel Parker v. District Court, 147 Mon. 151, 410
P.2d 459 (1966); the existence of a state cession of jurisdiction to the U.S. ousts the state of
jurisdiction; see State v. Tully, 31 Mont. 365, 78 P. 760 (1904). The same applies in Nevada; see
State v. Mack, 23 Nev. 359, 47 P. 763 (1897), and Pendleton v. State, 734 P.2d 693 (Nev. 1987); it
applies in Oregon (see State v. Chin Ping, 91 Or. 593, 176 P. 188 (1918), and State v. Aguilar, 85
Or.App. 410, 736 P.2d 620 (1987)); and in Washington (see State v. Williams, 23 Wash.App. 694,
598 P.2d 731 (1979)).

In People v. Hammond, 1 I11.2d 65, 115 N.E.2d 331 (1953), a burglary of an IRS office was held to
be within state jurisdiction, the court holding that the defendant was required to prove existence

of federal jurisdiction by U.S. ownership of the property and state cession of jurisdiction. In two
cases from Michigan, larcenies committed at U.S. post offices which were rented were held to be
within state jurisdiction; see People v. Burke, 161 Mich. 397, 126 N.W. 446 (1910), and People v.
Van Dyke, 276 Mich. 32, 267 N.W. 778 (1936). See also In re Kelly, 311 Mich. 596, 19 N.W.2d 218
(1945). In Kansas City v. Garner, 430 S.W.2d 630 (Mo.App. 1968), state jurisdiction over a theft
offense occurring in a federal building was upheld, and the court stated that a defendant had to
show federal jurisdiction by proving U.S. ownership of the building and a cession of jurisdiction
from the state to the United States. A similar holding was made for a theft at a U.S. missile site in
State v. Rindall, 146 Mon. 64, 404 P.2d 327 (1965). In Pendleton v. State, 734 P.2d 693 (Nev. 1987),
the state court was held to have jurisdiction over a D.U.I. committed on federal lands, the
defendant having failed to show U.S. ownership and state cession of jurisdiction.

In People v. Gerald, 40 Misc.2d 819, 243 N.Y.S.2d 1001 (1963), the state was held to have
jurisdiction of an assault at a U.S. post office since the defendant did not meet his burden of
showing presence of federal jurisdiction; and because a defendant failed to prove title and
jurisdiction in the United States for an offense committed at a customs station, state jurisdiction
was upheld in People v. Fisher, 97 A.D.2d 651, 469 N.Y.S.2d 187 (A.D. 3 Dept. 1983). The proper
method of showing federal jurisdiction in state court is demonstrated by the decision in People v.
Williams, 136 Misc.2d 294, 518 N.Y.S.2d 751 (1987). This rule was likewise enunciated in State v.
Burger, 33 Ohio App.3d 231, 515 N.E.2d 640 (1986), a case involving a D.U.I. offense committed
on a road near a federal arsenal.

In Kuerschner v. State, 493 P.2d 1402 (Okl.Cr.App. 1972), the state was held to have jurisdiction
of a drug sales offense occurring at an Air Force Base, the defendant not having attempted to
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prove federal jurisdiction by showing title and jurisdiction of the property in question in the
United States; see also Towry v. State, 540 P.2d 597 (Okl.Cr.App. 1975). Similar holdings for
murders committed at U.S. post offices were made in State v. Chin Ping, 91 Or. 593, 176 P. 188
(1918), and in United States v. Pate, 393 F.2d 44 (7th Cir. 1968). Another Oregon case, State v.
Aguilar, 85 Or.App. 410, 736 P.2d 620 (1987), demonstrates this rule. Finally, in Curry v. State, 111
Tex. Cr. 264, 12 S.W.2d 796 (1928), it was held that, in the absence of proof that the state had
ceded jurisdiction of a place to the United States, the state courts had jurisdiction over an offense.
100. That in federal criminal prosecutions involving jurisdictional type crimes, the government
must prove the existence of federal jurisdiction by showing U.S. ownership of the place where the
crime was committed and state cession of jurisdiction. If the government contends for the power
to criminally prosecute for an offense committed outside "its jurisdiction," it must prove an
extra-territorial application of the statute in question as well as a constitutional foundation
supporting the same. Absent this showing, no federal prosecution can be commenced for offenses
committed outside "its jurisdiction."

"Once jurisdiction is challenged, it must be proven." Hagins v Lavine, supra note 3 "No sanction
can be imposed absent proof of jurisdiction." Standard v Olson, 74 S.Ct. 768 "It has also been
held that jurisdiction must be affirmatively shown and will not be presumed." Special Indem.
Fund v Prewitt, 205 F2d 306, 201 OK. 308.

101. That a citizen or alien domiciled within and making a living within one of the 50 states of the
Union, has never been made liable by Congress for the payment of the income tax under title 26,
Subtitle A. Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife have NO liability under the law to file or pay the
so-called income tax. The so-called income tax is unlawful and unconstitutional as applied to the
Citizens and others Domiciled within the territorial boundaries of the Union States who earn a
living within the Union States and are not engaged in excise taxable activities.

102. That there are three sections of the IRC that address the making or filing of returns or
statements: Sections 6001, 6011(a) and 6012(a):

Section 6001

This section states, in relevant part ;

"Every person liable for any tax imposed by this title, or for the collection thereof, shall keep such
records, render such statements, make such returns ..."

-- and

"Whenever in the judgment of the Secretary it is necessary, he may require any person, by notice
served upon such person or by regulations, to make such returns, render such statements, or keep
such records..."

Therefore, Section 6001 clearly does not create a requirement for every person to file, but only
specific individuals (i.e., those made liable). This section does not, however, establish the liability
but merely presumes it

Section 6011(a)

This section states, in relevant part,

"When required by regulations prescribed by the Secretary any person made liable for any tax
imposed by this title, or with respect to the collection thereof, shall make a return or statement ..."
-- and

"Every person required to make a return or statement shall include therein the information
required by such forms or regulations."

Similar to Section 6001, 6011(a) applies only to certain individuals and a liability is not established
but presumed in this section.

Section 6012(a)

This section states, in relevant part,

"Returns with respect to income taxes under subtitle A shall be made by the following: (1)(A)
Every individual having for the taxable year gross income ..."
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Under this section, an "individual" is required to file under specific circumstances with respect to
subtitle A, and the liability for any tax under subtitle A is established elsewhere in the IRC (see
below). In other words, the Section 6012(a) requirement for returns to be made applies only to
those who are made liable under subtitle A.

Therefore, it is clear from this section, as well as those previously cited, that the requirement to file
is not an all-encompassing one, but is directly related to an explicit liability for a tax.

103. That the sections of the IRC which actually establish a liability for a tax are as follows:

... Under Subtitle A (Income Taxes)

a. Section 402(d)(1)(D) makes liable for a separate tax the recipient of lump sum distributions
from employee benefit plans.

Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not a recipient of a lump sum distribution from any employee
benefit plan.

b. Section 1461 makes liable every person required to deduct and withhold any tax under
Subchapter B.

Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife do not deduct and withhold any tax under Subchapter B.

... Under Subtitle B (Estate and Gift Taxes)

c. Section 3405(d)(1) makes liable the payor of a designated distribution from a pension or
annuity.

Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not a payor of a distribution from any pension or annuity.

d. Section 3505(a) and (b) make liable a lender, surety, or other person that pays wages directly to
an employee and that is withholding.

Affiant and Affiant's wife do not pay wages to any employees.

... Under Subtitle D (Miscellaneous Excise Taxes)

e. Section 4401(c) makes liable each person who is engaged in the business of accepting wagers.
Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not engaged in the business of accepting wagers.

f. Section 4980(b) makes liable an employer maintaining a qualified plan.

Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not an employer maintaining a qualified plan.

... Under Subtitle E (Alcohol, Tobacco, and Certain Other Excise Taxes)

g. Section 5005 makes liable the distiller or importer of distilled spirits.

Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not a distiller nor an importer of distilled spirits.

h. Section 5703 makes liable the manufacturer or importer of tobacco products and cigarette
papers and tubes.

Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife do not manufacture or import tobacco products, cigarette papers
or tubes.

Case Authority

"In the interpretation of statutes levying taxes, it is the established rule not to extend their
provisions by implication beyond the clear import of the language used, or to enlarge their
operation so as to embrace matters not specifically pointed out. In case of doubt they are
construed most strongly against the government, and in favor of the citizen." -- Gould v. Gould,
245 U.S. 151

"Liability for taxation must clearly appear from statute imposing tax." -- Highly v. Commissioner
of Internal Revenue, 69 F. 2d 160

"...the taxpayer must be liable for the income tax. Tax liability is a condition precedent to the
demand. Merely demanding payment, even repeatedly, does not cause liability." -- Bothke v.
Fluor Engineers & Contractors, 713 F. 2d 1405

104. There is only one section (Section 6020) of the IRC covering the preparation of returns by the
Internal Revenue Service on a persons behalf. This section states, in relevant part:

"6020(a) -- If any person shall fail to make a return required by this title or by regulations
prescribed thereunder, but shall consent to disclose all information necessary for the preparation
thereof, then, and in that case, the Secretary may prepare such return, which, being signed by such



161

person, may be received by the Secretary as the return of such person."

-- and

"6020(b)(1) -- If any person fails to make any return required by any internal revenue law or
regulation made thereunder at the time prescribed therefor, or makes, willfully or otherwise, a
false or fraudulent return..."

Therefore, it is clear from this section that the IRS may prepare or execute returns on a person's
behalf only when that person has a clearly established requirement to make a return AND with
such person's consent to provide the necessary information. Section 6020 does not establish a
requirement to make a return, however, but merely presumes it. Furthermore, Section 6020
clearly declares that any return prepared by the IRS on a person's behalf must be signed by that
person. This is confirmed by the enforcing regulation, 26CFR301.6020-1 which states, in relevant
part:

"(a) Preparation of returns -- (1) In general. If any person required by the Code or by the
regulations prescribed thereunder to make a return fails to make such return, it may be prepared
by the district director or other authorized internal revenue officer or employee provided such
person consents to disclose all information necessary for the preparation of such return. The
return upon being signed by the person required to make it shall be received by the district
director as the return of such person."

105. That if the Internal Revenue Service wishes to prepare a return on Affiant's and Affiant's
lawful wife's behalf, please provide the:

(1) Code or Regulation that requires Affiant or Affiant's lawful wife to make statements, keep
records, or file returns; or

(2) Proper notice served upon Affiant or Affiant's lawful wife by the Secretary or delegated
authority requiring me to make statements, keep records, or file returns;

(3) Code and Regulation that makes Affiant or Affiant's lawful wife liable for a tax; and

(4) Specific sources of gross income upon which a tax is imposed.

106. Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife would be most happy to complete any returns required of
Affiant or Affiant's lawful wife by law, if Affiant and/or Affiant's lawful wife have a tax liability
and upon service of proper notice.

107. Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife hereby rebut the presumption of a requirement where none
actually exists under law via this sworn affidavit, thereby shifting the burden of proof to the
agency (Secretary of the Treasury/IRS), which must then disprove Affiant's and Affiant's lawful
wife's statements and cannot.

108. That on June 18, 1998 a United States Marshall came to Affiant's Domicile in Eagar, Arizona
to serve a summons for criminal trial in U.S. District Court in Phoenix Arizona on the "legal
fictions" WILLIAM COOPER and ANNIE MORDHORST or "fictions" of like names.

109. That Affiant noticed the U.S. Marshall that Affiant is NOT the legal fictions named in the
summons and ordered him off the property.

110. That Affiant noticed the U.S. Marshall that he was trespassing.

111. That Affiant noticed the U.S. Marshall that he has no federal jurisdiction or authority within
the territorial boundaries of the state of Arizona.

112. That the U.S. Marshall did NOT serve the summons.

113. That the U.S. Marshall obeyed Affiant's demand and notice to vacate the property due to
unlawful trespass.

114. That Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are not the legal fictions WILLIAM COOPER and/or
ANNIE MORDHORST or any other fiction named in the summons signed by United States
District Court Judge Irwin.

115. That NO summons has ever been served upon the Affiant or Affiant's lawful wife at any time
whatsoever by anyone whomsoever.

116. That any summons issued by a federal Judge of a federal Court upon Citizens of any State



domiciled within the territorial boundaries of that State is unconstitutional and unlawful when
jurisdiction is challenged unless and until the United States first prove their jurisdiction over such,
land, property, business, and Citizens.

117. That any arrest warrant issued by any federal Judge of any federal Court due to failure to
appear in any federal Court against a summons which was NEVER SERVED is unconstitutional
and unlawful and is void upon its inception.

118. That any arrest warrant issued by any Judge of any federal Court against any Citizens of any
State domiciled within the territorial boundaries of any Union State is unconstitutional and
unlawful when jurisdiction of the United States is challenged unless and until the United States
first prove their jurisdiction over such land, property, business, and Citizens.

119. On July 1, 1998, U. S. District Court Judge Irwin unconstitutionally and unlawfully stepped
outside the jurisdiction and authority of the United States when he issued a bench warrant for the
arrest of the legal fictions known as WILLIAM COOPER and ANNIE MORDHORST or other
similar names, mistaking them for William Cooper and Annie Cooper, for not appearing in "his"
court on an unconstitutional and unlawful summons which was NEVER SERVED. The United
States has no jurisdiction or venue within the territorial boundaries of the State of Arizona except
over land that was ceded to the United States by the State Legislature.

120. That the federal income tax is VOID because the administrative and enforcement powers are
unconstitutional.

Supreme Court ruling in:

240 U.S. 1, 36 S.Ct. 236, 60 L.Ed. 493 FRANK R. BRUSHABER, Appt.,v,UNION PACIFIC
RAILROAD COMPANY. No. 140. Argued October 14 and 15, 1915.Decided January 24, 1916.
Affirmed

Supreme Court ruled: "We have not referred to a contention that because certain administrative
powers to enforce the act were conferred by the statute upon the Secretary of the Treasury,
therefore it was void as unwarrantedly delegating legislative authority, because we think to state
the proposition is to answer it."

Supreme Court Cited:

Marshall Field & Co. v. Clark, 143 U. S. 649,36 L. ed. 294, 12 Sup. Ct. Rep. 495; Buttfield v.

Stranahan, 192U. S. 470, 496, 48 L. ed. 525, 535, 24 Sup. Ct. Rep. 349; Oceanic SteamNav. Co. v.

Stranahan, 214 U. S. 320, 53 L. ed. 1013, 29Sup. Ct. Rep. 671.

Note! The Supreme Court not only referred to the contention but stated it and thus answered it
citing case precedent. In answering the contention in the ruling of the Court the Supreme Court
Justices have rendered the federal income tax VOID. Since no one else to my knowledge has ever
cited this fact the Courts may not honor the ruling. Nevertheless it is a factual statement under the
Law that the Congress cannot delegate its powers to anyone, or anything, or any entity. Another
factual statement in the Law is that the Congress cannot breach the balance of power between
branches of government by giving its legislative power to the executive or judicial branches of
governement. Both of these statements are set in stone. For either one or both of those reasons the
federal income tax AND the Internal Revenue Service are unconstitutional. The first time this
contention is brought before the Supreme Court the income tax must be struck down.

121. That between the years 1970 and 1973, while a member of the Intelligence Briefing Team,
Petty Officer of the Watch in the Command Center, and SPECAT Operator of the KL-47 for
Admiral Bernard Clarey Commander in Chief of the Pacific Fleet Affiant witnessed the
MAJESTYTWELVE plan to disarm the American People, destroy the united States of America,
and institute world totalitarian socialist government. The plan included a statement that the
so-called income tax is the unconstitutional implementation of the graduated income tax required
as Plank #2 of Karl Marx and Engles' Communist Manifesto.

122. That Affiant has never knowingly or intentionally defrauded any "bank". All contracts have
been honored and all loans repaid on time and in full except for one, which loan is current and
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paid up to date according to its contract.

123. That Affiant has not obtained a loan of any kind from any "bank" in over seventeen years.
124. That Affiant's lawful wife has obtained five loans from a "bank," individual, or lending
institution as a single woman.

125. That in each instance of obtaining a loan from a "bank," individual, or lending institution
Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife have without fail informed the "bank," individual, or lending
institution of our married status.

126. That in each instance of obtaining a loan from a "bank," individual, or lending institution
Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife have asked the representative of the "bank," individual, or
lending institution to make the loan to Affiant's lawful wife as "a single woman" because of the
immediate danger that Affiant might be murdered due to his status as an enemy of the socialist
subversives operating within the United States government.

127. That in each instance of obtaining a loan from a "bank," individual, or lending institution
Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife have followed the instructions of the representative of the lending
institution, individual, or "bank". That all letters delivered, forms filled out, or forms signed by
Affiant or Affiant's wife were at the instruction of the representative of the "bank", individual, or
lending institution for the purpose of facilitating the loan(s) to Affiant's lawful wife as a "single
woman".

128. That following the instructions of the lending representative of any "bank," individual, or
lending institution after having given full disclosure of our marital status is NOT fraud.

129. That as all letters delivered, forms filled out, or forms signed by Affiant or Affiant's wife were
at the instruction of the lending representative of the "bank", individual, or lending institution for
the purpose of facilitating the loan(s) to Affiant's lawful wife as a "single woman" there can be NO
fraud.

130. That all monetary figures given to any representative of a "bank," individual, or lending
institution as moneys earned by Affiant and/or Affiant's lawful wife were always much LOWER
than actual moneys earned during any period of time requested. Stating a lower figure always
makes it more difficult to obtain a loan and is NOT fraud.

131. That it is much more difficult for a "single woman" with children to obtain a loan than a
"married woman". Making it more difficult upon oneself to obtain a loan is NOT fraud.

132. That "fraud" requires intent to "defraud" and NO such intent has ever been present in any of
Affiant's or Affiant's lawful wife's dealings with any "bank," individual, or lending institution.
Affiant's intent was to protect his lawful wife and children against the possibility of Affiant's
murder by a despotic government. All contracts have been honored and all loans repaid on time
and in full except for one, which loan is current and paid up to date according to its contract.
133. That the only outstanding loan is on the Headquarters of a Constitutional Contractural Pure
Trust for which Affiant and Affiant's wife are the Trustees. The transfer of title is registered with
the Apache County Recorder in St. Johns, Arizona. The lending institution has accepted all
payments by check drawn on the Trust account. The property has been legally and lawfully
transferred from Affiant's wife to the Trust even though the loan remains in the name of Affiant's
wife. According to Law Affiant's wife holds title in Trust as "Trustee".

134. That all applications for loans by Affiant's lawful wife were accepted and signed by the
representative of the "bank," individual, or lending institution as "true and correct", "approved",
and "accepted".

135. That any representative who attests to anything other than what is sworn to in this affidavit is
acting only to protect his or her job and to cover his or her own actions in advising us in the
particular manner dictated to us in order that Affiant's wife could obtain the loan or loans as a
"single woman". Any loan obtained in this manner cannot be, and is NOT fraud.

136. That Affiant is a member of the Constitutional and Lawfully constituted unorganized Militia
of the State of Arizona and of the united States of America.



137. That the Affiant and the Militia have the Right guaranteed by the Constitution for the united
Statesof America and the Constitution of the State of Arizona to keep and bear arms in defense of
Affiant, Affiant's property, the State of Arizona, and the Constitution for the united States of
America. That if the United States will not enforce the Laws of the Union it is the Right and the
Duty of the Militia to enforce the Laws of the Union.

138. That Affiant and the Militia have the Right and the duty to stand and fight the United States
governments despotic and tyrannical unconstitutional and unlawful usurpation of power and
jurisdiction with all the means at Affiant's and the Militia's disposal, including the force of arms,
any assault which may be mounted upon Affiant, Affiant's family, Affiant's property, and any
other property for which Affiant may be responsible.

139. Affiant and or Affiant's wife are not anti-government, radical, fundamentalist, crazy, suicidal,
criminal, child molesters, bank robbers, child abusers, tax protesters, wife beater, husband beater,
drug users, drug dealers, drug growers, drug stockpilers, revolutionaries, subversives, terrorists,
white supremacist, racists, anti-Semitic, or any other demonizing label that may be applied.
Affiant and Affiant's wife do not have illegal weapons, hand grenades, bombs, missiles, tanks,
machine guns, anti-tank rockets, anti-aircraft weapons or any other demonized instrument of any
type whatsoever. The Trust Headquarters and domicile of Affiant and Affiant's wife as Trustees is
NOT a compound.

140. Affiant demands that the Internal Revenue Service disclose and CANCEL any and all
agreements, contracts, adhesions, laws, regulations, codes, statutes, or treaties which the United
States believes bring Affiant under the jurisdiction of the United States and/or make Affiant liable
to file and/or pay the so-called income tax according to items enumerated above. Affiant demands
the Internal Revenue Service disclose the true nature of the fictions WILLIAM COOPER and
ANNIE MORDHORST or any other fictions upon which the Internal Revenue Service is
attempting to levy the so-called income tax and upon whom the federal Court has issued summons
and arrest warrants.

141. The Affiant has always acted, and is acting in good faith and with reasonable cause in
accordance with 26 CFR Section 1.6661-6(b)

142. The Affiant and Affiant's lawful wife are permitted to amend and/or correct any records in
possession of, or maintained by, any governmental authority, which is inconsistent herewith, in
accordance with Title 26 of the United States Code, Section 552a.

143. The Affiant knows that if any government employee, agent, representative, or official, to
whom these letters become known, fails to state a rebuttal, said government employee, agent,
representative, or official is forever estopped so to do by the maxim of law, "he who remains
silent, consents."

144. The Affiant hereby gives the government agents, to whom this Contract and Declaration of
Citizenship/Affidavit of Truth and Jurisdiction Challenge is directed, twenty (20) calendar days
from the date that this Contract and Declaration of Citizenship/Affidavit of Truth and
Jurisdiction Challenge is received by said government agents to respond to this Contract and
Declaration of Citizenship/Affidavit of Truth and Jurisdiction Challenge.

145. Any statements or claims made by the Affiant in this Affidavit of Truth, properly rubutted by
facts of Law, or by overriding Constitution for the united States of America, Article Three,
Supreme Court rulings, shall not prejudice the Lawful validity of other claims not properly
rebutted or invalidated by facts of Law.

146. All responses to this affidavit must be designated for delivery EXACTLY as prescribed below,
without omitting any parentheses. Otherwise, any attempted correspondence with the Affiant will
be returned to the sender, "Refused".

William, Cooper

All Rights Reserved

(c/o Harvest Trust, c/o P.O. Box 1970, Eagar, (de jure, union state of Arizona) non-assumpsit to
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the venue of "AZ" (these united states of America) non-domestic, i.e., non-government mail
delivery non-assumpsit to the venue of ( 85925 )

The Affiant now affixes the Affiant's signature to all of the above affirmations with explicit
reservation of all of Affiant's unalienable Rights without prejudice to any of those Rights.

I William, Cooper declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the 1787 Constitution for the
united States of America that the foregoing Contract and Declaration of Citizenship, Affidavit of
Truth, Jurisdiction Challenge and Summary thereof is, to the best of William, Cooper's
Knowledge, belief, understanding and information, true, correct certain and complete.

Further the Affiant sayeth naught.

_Signature on original.
William, Cooper - Affiant
All Rights Reserved

(c/o Harvest Trust, c/o P.O. Box 1970, Eagar, (de jure, union state of Arizona) non-assumpsit to
the venue of "AZ" (these united states of America) non-domestic, i.e., non-government mail
delivery non-assumpsit to the venue of ( 85925 )

I do attest and certify by my signature below that William, Cooper the Affiant is known to me and
that I personally witnessed William, Cooper the Affiant affix his signature to this Demand,
Declaration, and Affidavit and that the signature affixed above is the true and correct signature of
William, Cooper the Affiant.

_Signature on original.
John Doyel, Shamley
All Rights Reserved
(c/0 21176 Avenue 144, Porterville, (de jure, union state of California) non-assumpsit to the venue

of "CA" (these united states of America) non-domestic, i.e., non-government mail delivery
non-assumpsit to the venue of ( 93257)

DOES PROHIBITION CAUSE MORE

HARM THAN MARIJUANA?

Recently, narcotics officers raided the house of a suspected marijuana dealer in Wisconsin. The unarmed
suspect, who offered no resistance, was shot to death in front of his 7-year-old son. His crime?
Possession of 1 ounce of marijuana.

In Oklahoma, a wheelchair-bound paraplegic who used medicinal marijuana to control muscle spasms
caused by his broken back was sentenced to 10 years in prison. His crime? Possession of 2 ounces of
marijuana. Another Oklahoma man is serving 75 years in prison for growing only 5 marijuana plants.
(These are not misprints.)

Prohibition is the number one cause of America's exploding prison population. Many non-violent drug
offenders are now serving longer prison sentences than murderers, rapists, and other violent criminals. It
costs taxpayers $30,000 per year to imprison just one non-violent drug offender. Politicians are spending
billions of tax dollars to build new prisons and jails so more and more non-violent drug offenders can be
warehoused. Meanwhile, funding for education and other services are being strained.

Reducing drug abuse is a desirable goal, but law enforcement methods used to obtain that goal are
counterproductive.

Prohibition costs billions to enforce, creates a black market that generates violence and corruption, and
makes criminals out of millions of productive and harmless adults. Adult use of alcohol and tobacco is
accepted, but adult use of marijuana is considered criminal behavior. Why?

The main rationalization for Prohibition is to keep marijuana away from children. That rationalization
does not reflect reality. Several surveys reveal that teenagers can obtain marijuana easier than they can
obtain the legal drugs of beer or wine. In Holland, where sale of marijuana to adults is openly accepted,
the percentage of teenagers using marijuana is less than half that of American teenagers. Because
America's marijuana trade is totally unregulated, marijuana dealers are on the streets selling to anybody--
especially teenagers. Regulating marijuana like wine would put street dealers out
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of business, would make marijuana dealers pay taxes, and would restrict sales to adults only. Prohibition
does not make it difficult for teenagers to obtain marijuana. Tougher marijuana laws have not reduced
marijuana use. Marijuana use has increasedevery single year since 1991.

In 1937 (the last year that marijuana was legal) only 100,000 Americans used marijuana. Now that
marijuana is illegal, 30 million Americans use marijuana, and marijuana is easily available to anybody
who wants it--including children and prison inmates. 600,000 Americans are arrested for marijuana
violations every year and thousands of them are sent to jail or prison, where many of them can still
obtain drugs. The government can't even keep drugs out of its own prisons, yet the politicians keep
telling us they can rid the entire nation of marijuana by spending more tax dollars. The

government now spends $15 billion every year (a 1,500% increase since 1980) waging a war on
marijuana smokers—a war that has lasted 60 years and is impossible to win. Another $5 billion per year
is lost in tax revenue that could be generated if marijuana was regulated and taxed like wine.

For all practical purposes, Marijuana Prohibition is a $15-billion-per-year government subsidy for drug
traffickers, organized crime, and street dealers. Because the government prohibits well-regulated liquor
stores from selling marijuana, the government ensures that organized crime and street dealers will
flourish. Prohibition escalates violence and corruption as mobsters, street gangs, and thugs fight for
control of the marijuana trade. Just as Alcohol Prohibition escalated violence and corruption during the
1920s, Marijuana Prohibition does the same today.

Once all the facts are known, it becomes clear that America's marijuana laws need reform. This issue
must be openly debated using only the facts. Groundless claims, meaningless statistics, and exaggerated
scare stories that have been peddled by politicians and prohibitionists for the last 60 years must be
rejected.

Quotes of the Founding Fathers

"The money powers prey upon the nation in times of peace and conspire against it in times of
adversity. It is more despotic than a monarchy, more insolent than autocracy, and more selfish than
bureaucracy. It denounces as public enemies, all who question it's methods or throw light upon it's
crimes. I have two great enemies, the Southern Army in front of me and the Bankers in the rear. Of
the two, the one at my rear is my greatest foe..corporations have been enthroned and an era of
corruption in high places will follow, and the money powers of the country will endeavor to prolong
it's reign by working upon the prejudices of the people until the wealth is aggregated in the hands of
a few, and the Republic is destroyed. --Abraham Lincoln

"I believe that banking institutions are more dangerous to our liberties than standing armies.
Already they have raised up a monied aristocracy that has set the government at defiance. The
issuing power should be taken from the banks and restored to the people, to whom it properly
belongs." -- Thomas Jefferson

"If the American people ever allow private banks to control the issue of currency, first by

inflation, then by deflation, the banks and corporations that will grow up around them will deprive
the people of all property until their children wake up homeless on the continent their fathers
conquered."-- Thomas Jefferson

"Resistence to tyrants is obedience to God"--Thomas Jefferson

"We, the people are the rightful masters of both Congress and the courts--not to overthrow the
Constitution, but to overthrow men who pervert the Constitution--Abraham Lincoln

"You have rights antecedent to all earthly governments; rights that cannot be repealed or

restrained by human laws; rights derived from the Great Legislator of the Universe"--John Adams
2nd Pres.

"The Constitution of most of our states (and of the United States) assert that all power is

inherent in the people; that they may exercise it by themselves; that it is their right and duty to be at
all times armed and that they are entitled to freedom of person, freedom of religion, freedom of
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property, and freedom of press."--Thomas Jefferson

"Let us therefore animate and encourage each other, and show the world that a free man,
contending for his liberty on his own ground, is superior to any slavish mercenary on earth."--
George Washington--July 2, 1776

"I consider trial by jury as the only anchor yet imagined by man by which a government can be
held to the priciples of it's Constitution."--Thomas Jefferson

"Democracies have been found incompatible with personal security or the rights of property;
and have in general been as short in their lives as they have been violent in their death."--James
Madison

"A generous parent would have said, 'if there must be trouble, let it be in my day, that my child
may have peace."--Thomas Paine, Common Sense

"Posterity, you will never know how much it cost the present generation to preserve your
freedom. I hope you will make good use of it. If you do not, I shall repent in heaven that ever I
took half the pains to preserve it."--John Adams

"The way to have safe government is not to trust it all to the one, but to divide it among the
many, distributing to everyone exactly the functions in which he is competent....To let the National
Government be entrusted with the defense of the nation, and it's foreign and federal relations.....
The State Governments with the Civil Rights, Laws, Police and administration of what concerns
the State generally. The Counties with the local concerns, and each ward direct the interests within
itself. It is by dividing and subdividing these Republics from the great national one down through all
it's subordinations until it ends in the administration of everyman's farm by himself, by placing
under everyone what his own eye may superintend, that all will be done for the best."--Thomas
Jefferson

"I know of no safe depository of the ultimate powers of society but the people themselves and if
we think them not enlightened enough to exercise their control with a wholesome discretion, the
remedy is not to take it from them, but to inform them."

"There is not a shadow of right in the general government to intermeddle in religion. It's least
interference with it would be a most flagrant usurpation."--James Madison

"If taxes are laid upon us without our having a legal representaion where they are laid, we are
reduced from the character of free subjects to the state of tributary slaves."--Samuel Adams

"We must not let our rulers load us with perpetual debt. We must make our selection between
economy and liberty or profusion and servitude.

If we run into such debts as that we must be taxed in our meat in our drink, in our necessities
and comforts, in our labors and in our amusements, for our callings and our creeds...our people..
must come to labor sixteen hours in the twenty-four, give earnings of fifteen of these to the
government for their debts and daily expenses; and the sixteenth being insufficient to afford us
bread, we must live..

We have not time to think, no means of calling the mismanagers to account, but be glad to
obtain subsistence by hiring ourselves to rivet their chains on the necks of our fellow suffers.
Our landholders, too...retaining indeed the title and stewardship of estates called theirs, but

held really in trust for the treasury, must...be contented with penury, obscurity and exile..private
fortunes are destroyed by public as well as by private extravagance.

This is the tendancy of all human governments. A departure from principle becomes a

precedent for a second; that second for a third; and so on, till the bulk of society is reduced to
mere automatons of misery, to have no sensibilities left but for sinning and suffering...

And the fore horse of this frightful team is public debt. Taxation follows that, and in it's train
wretchedness and oppression." -- Thomas Jefferson

"If the present (Continental) Congress errs in too much talking, how can it be otherwise, in a body to
which the

people send one hundred and fifty lawyers, whose trade it is to question
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everything, yield nothing, and talk by the hour?" -- Thomas Jefferson - 1821

"It is not only his right, but his duty...to find the verdict according to his own best understanding,
judgement and conscience, though in direct opposition to the direction of the court." -- John Adams
"All the perplexities, confusion and distress in America arise not from defects in their Constitution

or Confederation, nor from want of honor or virtue, so much as downright ignorance of the nature

of coin, credit and circulation." --John Adams

"A wise and frugal government, which shall restrain men from injuring one another; shall leave

them otherwise free to regulate their own pursuits of industry and improvement"- Thomas Jefferson -
"The strongest reason for people to retain the right to keep and bear arms is, as a last resort, to protect
themselves against tyranny in government." -Thomas Jefferson Papers, 334 (C.J.Boyd, Ed., 1950)

"... God forbid we should ever be twenty years without such a rebellion. The people cannot be all, and
always, well informed.

The part which is wrong will be discontented, in proportion to the importance of the facts they
misconceive. If they remain quiet under such misconceptions, it is lethargy, the forerunner of death to
the public liberty. ... And what country can preserve its liberties, if it's rulers are not warned from time to
time, that this people preserve the spirit of resistance? Let them take arms. The remedy is to set them
right as to the facts, pardon and pacify them. What signify a few lives lost in a century or two?

The tree of liberty must be refreshed from time to time, with the blood of patriots and tyrants. It is its
natural manure." - Thomas Jefferson, Nov. 13, 1787, letter to William S. Smith, see Jefferson On
Democracy, 20 (S. Padover ed. 1939).

"I ask, sir, what is the militia? It is the whole people, except for a few public officials." - George Mason,
3 Elliot,

Debates at 425-426.

"...to disarm the people is the best and most effective way to enslave them..." -George Mason, 3 Elliot,
Debates at 380.

"Whenever governments mean to invade the rights and liberties of the people, they always attempt to
destroy the militia, in order to raise an army upon their ruins." -Rep. Elbridge Gerry of Massachusetts,
spoken during floor debate over the Second Amendment, I Annals of Congress at 750, August 17, 1789.
"...the people are confirmed by the article in their right to keep and bear their private arms." -Trench
Coxe in "Remarks on the First Part of the Amendments to the Federal Constitution." Under the
pseudonym "A Pennsylvanian"

in the Philadelphia Federal Gazette, June 18, 1789 at 2 col. 1.

"To preserve liberty, it is essential that the whole body of people always possess arms..." -Richard Henry
Lee, 1788,

Member of the First U.S. Senate.

"That the said Constitution shall never be construed to authorize Congress to infringe the just liberty of
the press or the rights of conscience; or to prevent the people of the United States who are peaceable
citizens from keeping their own arms..." -

Samuel Adams, Debates and Proceedings in the Convention of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, at
86-87 (Peirce & Hale, eds., Boston, 1850.

"The very atmosphere of firearms anywhere and everywhere restrains evil interference - they deserve a
place of honor with all that is good." -George Washington

"The battle, Sir, is not to the strong alone; it is to the vigilant, the active, the brave. Besides, Sir, we
have no election. If we were base enough to desire it, it is now too late to retire from the contest. There
is no retreat but in submission and slavery!

Our chains are forged! Their clanking may be heard on the plains of Boston! The war is inevitable; and
let it come! I repeat, Sir, let it come!"

Patrick Henry, in his famous "The War Inevitable" speech, March, 1775.

"It is in vain, Sir, to extenuate the matter. Gentlemen may cry, Peace, Peace! But there is no peace. The
war is actually begun!
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The next gale that sweeps from the North will bring to our ears the clash of resounding arms! Our
brethren are already in the field! Why stand we here idle? What is it that Gentlemen want? What would
they have? Is life so dear, or peace so sweet, as to be purchased at the price of chains and slavery?
Forbid it, Almighty God! I know not what course others may take, but

as for me, give me liberty or give me death!"

-Patrick Henry, in his famous "The War Inevitable" speech, March, 1775.

"A strong body makes the mind strong. As to the species of exercise, I advise the gun. While this gives
moderate exercise to the body, it gives boldness, enterprise, and independence Games played with the
ball, and others of that nature, are too violent for the body and stamp no character on the mind. Let your
gun therefore be the constant companion of your walk." -Encyclopedia of Thomas Jefferson, 318 (Foley,
Ed., reissued 1967)

"That the Constitution shall never be construed to authorize Congress to infringe the just liberty of the
press or the rights of conscience; or to prevent "the people" of the United States who are peaceable
citizens from keeping their own arms..." -

Samuel Adams in arguing for a Bill of Rights, from the book "Massachusetts," published by Pierce &
Hale, Boston, 1850, pg. 86-87.

"The militia, when properly formed, are in fact the people themselves.. . . [T]he Constitution ought to
secure a genuine and guard against a select militia, by providing that the militia shall always be kept well
organized, armed, and disciplined, and include . . . all men capable of bearing arms..." -Richard Henry
Lee, "Letters from the Federal Farmer to the Republic," (1788) p. 169.

"That a well-regulated militia, composed of the body of the people trained to arms, is the proper, natural
and safe defense of a free state; that standing armies in time of peace should be avoided as dangerous to
liberty; and that in all cases the military should be under strict subordination to, and governed by, the
civil power." -George Mason, Article 13 of the Virginia Declaration

of Rights of 1776.

"The prohibition is general. No clause in the Constitution could by rule of construction be conceived to
give the Congress the power to disarm the people." -William Rawle, 1825; He was offered the position
of the first U.S. Attorney General, by President Washington.

"Government is not reason. It is not eloquence. It is a force, like fire: a dangerous servant and a terrible
master". -

George Washington

"The right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed; a well-armed, and well-regulated
militia being the best security of a free country; but no person religiously scrupulous of bearing arms
shall be compelled to render military service in person." -James Madison, 4th President of the United
States, I Annuals of Congress 434 (June 8, 1789). [This was Madison's original proposal for what
became the Second Amendment. ]

"...but if circumstances should at any time oblige the government to form an army of any magnitude, that
army can never be formidable to the liberties of the people, while there is a large body of citizens, little if
at all inferior to them in discipline and use of arms, who stand ready to defend their rights..." -Alexander
Hamilton, speaking of standing armies in The Federalist 29.

"Besides the advantage of being armed, which the Americans possess over the people of almost every
other nation...nothwithstanding the military establishments in the several kingdoms of Europe, which are
carried as far as the public resources will bear, the governments are afraid to trust the people with arms."
-James Madison, author of the Bill of Rights, in Federalist Paper No. 46, at 243-244.

"The supposed quietude of a good man allures the ruffian; while on the other hand, arms, like laws,
discourage and keep the invader and the plunderer in awe, and preserve order in the world as well as
property. The same balance would be preserved were all the world destitute of arms, for all the world
would be alike; but since some will not, others dare not lay them aside...Horrid mischief would ensue
were one half the world deprived the use of them..." - Thomas Paine, I Writings of Thomas Paine at 56
(1894).
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"A free people ought...to be armed..." -George Washington, speech of January 7, 1790 in the Boston
Independent Chronicle, January 14, 1790.

"The great object is that every man be armed. Everyone who is able may have a gun." -Patrick Henry, in
the Virginia Convention on the ratification of the Constitution...Debates and other Proceedings of the
Convention of Virginia, ...taken in shorthand by David Robertson of Petersburg, at 271, 275 (2d ed.
Richmond, 1805). Also 3 Elliot, Debates at 386.

"Are we at last brought to such humiliating and debasing degradation that we cannot be trusted with
arms for our defense?

Where is the difference between having our arms in possession and under our direction, and having them
under the management of Congress? If our defense be the real object of having those arms, in whose
hands can they be trusted with more propriety, or equal safety to us, as in our own hands?" -Patrick
Henry, 3 J. Elliot, Debates in the Several State Conventions 45, 2d Ed. Philadelphia, 1836.

"The best we can hope for concerning the people at large is that they be properly armed." -Alexander
Hamilton, The Federalist Papers at 184-8.

"That the said Constitution shall never be construed to authorize Congress to infringe the just liberty of
the press or the rights of conscience; or to prevent the people of the United States who are peaceable
citizens from keeping their own arms..." -

Samuel Adams...Debates and Proceedings in the Convention of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, at
86-87 (Pierce & Hale, eds., Boston, 1850)

"No freeman shall ever be debarred the use of arms." -Thomas Jefferson, Proposed Virginia
Constitution, June 1776.

"Arms in the hands of citizens [may] be used at individual discretion...in private self-defense..." -John
Adams, A defense of the Constitutions of the Government of the USA, 471 (1788).

"The Constitution of most of our states (and of the United States) assert that all power is inherent in the
people; that they may exercise it by themselves; that it is their right and duty to be at all times armed and
that they are entitled to freedom of person, freedom of religion, freedom of property, and freedom of
press." -Thomas Jefferson "This country, with its institutions, belongs to the people who inhabit it.
Whenever they shall grow weary of the existing government, they can exercise their constitutional right
of amending it, or their revolutionary right to dismember it or overthrow it."

-Abraham Lincoln, First Inaugural Address, March 4, 1861 -- (And that's exactly what HE did!!!)
Reality Update : By THE INFORMER

The cold reality of truth hits you when you see your freedom and liberty taken from you by

reprobates. Reprobates abound in this country, so much so that they permeate the legislative,

executive, and judicial branches of an entity called government.

Who are reprobates? All lawyers and the king and his congress or state legislators. The

Almighty, called different names by various religions, asked the people why they wanted a king?

After they gave their reasons He said fine, but you can't have two masters so don't expect anything
from me.

Well in today's world the people's king is the president of the United States. They had the

governors of the states as their first king until the United States took control of the states and made
them political subdivisions. The people, not all by the way, view the various kings with awe. They

vote the governors and president into office at elections time.

They have no idea they are the chief executive officers (CEO) of a corporation, just like the

CEO of General Motors. How can they be free when they elect the king and his knights (congress

or legislatures of the states) who in turn dictate to the people what, when, where, and how to live

their lives. They don't tell the people why. The people become slaves and peons to the corporation

they vote into. They just can't pull out like when they own stock in G.M and call it in. It is different,
because whom do they fall back on for their protection, other than themselves? Do they try to fall

back on the Almighty? Yes, but what did the Almighty say 2000 years ago? Did you make your

choice? Do you know why your prayers are not answered now? People want to be controlled
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because they would rather be secure, not take responsibility for their own lives. Now the king and
his henchmen, which are the murderers and robber barons that Lysander Spooner talked about in
his book, "No Treason : The Constitution of No Authority," hide behind that "government" veil for
protection and claim you owe your soul to support their greed. They claim to follow the by-laws
of their constitutions and claim that the constitution is YOURS, the peoples.

Of course, this is nonsense and an absurdity at it's ultimate. It's only yours if you join their
commercial organization of law merchants. They tout that it protects you, but the cold hard reality
hits home when you can't do the simple things like work without a license (SSN), traveling without
getting a license, building a private home without a permit, or fixing the home without getting a
permit, paying a rent tax on property they claim you own, but in reality they do, just to name a few.
This corporation of CEQ's kings, if you will, control Grand Juries and their own courts. There is
no such thing as the private people's courts wherein justice can be obtained. There are no courts
for the people of America to protect their rights given to them by the Almighty. Why? Because
they wanted another master, which turns out to be a commercial entity called government with their
king president and/or governors. When the Constitution for the United States was created by those
select few wanting to take control of the States, Patrick Henry said he was no longer a Virginian,
but only an American, see 1788 Virginia Debates.

I have been in the trenches for ten years, on the front lines for 5 years. The only thing I have
learned is that there is no foundational stability in the "patriot" movement. By that I mean, and the
following questions has to lead into it because most all "patriots" understand this part. The
non-patriot does not;

1) What are the two most important commandments that the others are based upon?

2) Have you elected someone to take control over your life through representation?

3) Did you vote for the corporate CEO of a State?

4) Did you vote for the CEO of the main headquarters located in the coti of Washington D.C.?

5) Do you know that even your county government is a commercial political subdivision of the
State?

6) Do you have control over your neighbors property?

7) Can you limit his freedoms to work, travel and the like?

8) Does he have the same, if any, control over you?

9) Have you elected someone in government, whether Federal, State, County, or town to

control his life?

10) Why have you voted for a group of men in the county that have taken control over your
neighbor's property by taxing his land?

11) Have you read II Kings 23:32-33?

12) Do you really know what the real reason the States and United States were created.

13) For your protection?

14) When your freedoms are taken, how is that protection? Think Again!

15) When was the first time you ever thought and answered these questions and have not done
any research other than what other people have told you?

Putting all the yes's and no's together side by side, how did you fare? If the yes's outnumbered

the no's, then why complain your rights have been taken? You got what you deserved when
choosing a new master over the Almighty. If the no's outnumbered the yes's , then you are

screwed by mob rule of democracy and there is nothing you can do about it. You will never win in
the lawyer-merchant courts. That is the cold, hard reality, believe me, I am living proof of that, as
are thousands, if not millions of others in my position that the CEO's underlings have persecuted.
Grand Jury protection? Lets get real, as the many case law and state attorneys general will tell
you, the Grand Jury is an arm of the court and controlled by the courts so the other reprobates,
their prosecutors, can use it as their tool. This is why you can't get into a Grand Jury hearing to
protect yourself. This hearing is nothing more than a probable cause hearing controlled by the
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executive branch lawyer prosecutor. The Attorney General of South Carolina told a man that in
order for him to present a case to the State Grand Jury, he must first apply to the prosecutor to
decide whether the complaint is worthy of presenting. This is not the people's Grand Jury, it is the
commercial State's Grand Jury. Are you people , who are not "patriots", starting to see that YOU
are the PROBLEM. Here is a case that states; "Grand Jury exercises broad investigative powers
and generally has both right and duty to procure everyman's evidence." in re: Grand Jury,821 F2d
946, since the very purpose of the Grand Jury is to ascertain probable cause, Blair v. U.S., 250
U.S. at 282.

If you are considered "everyman", why can't you appear at a grand jury investigating you?
Because the kings you elected into office usurped power and decreed you list your rights to
present exculpatory evidence. You have a new master. This goes against what the court stated in
Wood v. Georgia, 370 U.S. 375, 390, "Certainly the most celebrated function of the grand jury is
to stand between the government and the citizen, and thereby protect the latter from harassment
and unfounded prosecution." I believe in Hale v. Hinkle, 201 U.S. at 61, they said that your kings
have "destroyed the proper functionings of the grand jury, as it is to be the servent of neither the
government, nor the courts, but of the people."

People, come on, use some logic. This can and has happened because YOU, the masses of

asses voted your new master into office and allowed the king and his henchmen, all the way down
to the county level, to sell you out to a greater king called the United Nations. This was done with
the express cooperation of the reprobates (every member of the private Bar Association), from
1947 to present. This allowed your vote to be used against you to be involved in a joint-venture
with other nations kings. Don't you just love what you did? I'm talking mostly to those who are
not in my choir and patriots that love to be citizens (stockholders) of the commercial
establishments called states. Now it is simple logic that tells you that if you are all of the same
persuasion, you can all sit on the Grand or Petit Jury against other law-merchant peers and can do
secret hearings against them so they don't destroy your scam to control others that are not of your
persuasion. Huh?

Now your representatives you elected can and have the right under YOUR by-laws that you
consented to at Article I, Section 2, Clause 3, to tax you and the same goes for the states.
Representation and taxation goes together and you voluntarily consented. Just like the First
Judiciary Act of 1789 stated that ALL jurisdiction is based upon consent. For the life of me, I still
cannot understand why "patriots" still insist on becoming stockholders (citizens of) a particular
commercial organization (state), when Patrick Henry refused to claim to be a citizen of the state of
Virginia. He was a true Patriot, if that's what you want to label him. Didn't you voters join a
"political party"? Have you ever read Aber J. Nock's, "Our Enemy the State"? Didn't he say the
"political body" destroys rights and is not designed to protect rights? I think you better read it to
get some foundational basis for "political body."

Land. Who provided the land you live on in the first place, those previous people elected into
office? Try reading the Bible, again II Kings. Do your kings claim you owe them and their
henchmen a tax to live on their land? Yup, they sure do, because you consented to a new master
who usurped the real master's position. Try reading Deuteronomy 17;14-20. What law should a
king use according to scripture? Does your king abide by this Bible verse? Who took the land he
gave you to live upon and claimed you owed "them": a tax? Who is "them?" Who voted "them"
into office? Why? If you didn't vote "them" into office but your next door neighbor did, why did
you allow him to hire thugs to steal your property when individually neither he nor you can? Did
you vote "them" into office so you could steal your neighbor's property (money, etc.) to offset
some debt "them" created for your welfare? If you did, then by your consent, freely given that you
are the citizen (stockholder) who elected the CEO of the commercial political body to do as they
wish to protect and support the commercial law merchant establishment at your and his expense.
Just like the CEO at GM has to protect the corporation at the expense of the individual
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stockholder, even to the confiscation of some stock by manipulating stock buyouts. This is called
inflation to control the citizen stockholder.

The real people who created this monstrosity called the states and United States, the law
merchants, wrote the by-laws (constitutions) so that the law merchants would not be allowed to
encroach upon non law merchants. As ou can see, law merchants are crafty people. Look at used
car salesmen and lawyers. If they can coerce and intimidate you into buying or using their services
it is caveat emptor. If the king CEO and his henchmen (congress and legislatures of states) can
convince you that you are a part of their system and you consent, so be it. Oh, they say, it's your duty to
vote! Why

don't you just come down to register? It's so easy and you would keep our

party in power. We can't let the other side win and take away your rights, now can we? AHH,
shrewd criminals aren't they? Remember, there was only one group of people and no "parties" in
the beginning. Parties make no difference when the same commercial organization is to create debt.
So, you want justice? If you believe that the people in general created the constitutions, (you do
believe in Santa, don't you?), then "we" have the right to form our own Grand Jury of America,
indict the reprobates from the CEO all the way down to the lowly scum of the earththat the
Almighty wished seven Woe's upon, the judges/lawyer merchants, and take back our country. We
need the militia to be the equivalent of the U.S. Marshals, which, by the way, is a private concern
like the IRS, to enforce the arrest and trial of the usurpers and tyrants in our, the people's court
under the law of the Almighty, Deut. 17:14. Kick out the United Nations. Create our own banks

as was done in 1841 and 1846 to deal in real substance and totally control corporations that left
this country and want to come back in when we start to prosper. KEEP THE INCOME TAX! What?
you say. That's

right it is a corporate income tax for those people who want limited liability

to do business under license. After all, how would this country and it's law merchants survive in a
commercial world? Put those on notice, the CEO and all those under him and Congress and

State legislators that any more encroachments on the Liberty and Freedom of a private man would
be treason and subject to either the death penalty or banishment from this country after all his
possessions and wealth have been taken from him. Now, don't you think that will keep them on

the straight and narrow? Oh, one thing more, no lawyers allowed in the congress or legislature,
and none allowed in the executive branch of government. Furthermore, the violation of the
practice of law be abolished. The next friend could represent you in OUR courts, which would be
seperate from the law merchants courts they have today.

The great writ of Habeas Corpus would be set up to assure it works. Judges would not have to

be lawyers, just like it was in the old days of logic and common sense. The bane of mankind has
always been lawyers, See Matthew 23 and Luke 11:27-54. As Bastiat said; "Let's try freedom for

a change," by limiting congress and legislators of states to two terms maximum at the mean average
income of the American worker. That way they have to suffer with the laws they write as their only
job is to protect this country from foreign invasion and from domestic invasion from foreign
operatives. It is not a lifetime job to legislate no matter how good they seem to be. Plus, they get
no retirement, they go back out on the street and get a job like the rest of us.

Now, let's touch briefly the great writ of habeas corpus. It is not what people in the patriot
community think it is. It does not get you out of jail in three days or even in twenty days.
Generally, those applying for writs of habeus fail. From 1947 to 1957 only 1.4% were

successful. You can check this out in the case of Fay v. Noia, 83 S.Ct. 822(1963) which is one

of the leading cases referred to in other cases. In most cases, if you were fortunate to be one of

the 1.4% to win the release, it will not be immediate. The lawyer merchants have seen to it that

the Federal District Courts will permit the State courts an opportunity to correct the constitutional
error found by the District Court. Typically, the district court will order the State court to retry you
within a specific time frame and at the end of that time if they don't, then you are set free. Not what
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you thought it to be, is it? The way the courts work, it could take months to upwards of two years.
So forget about the great writ helping you. I know first hand what they can do and the above is
correct as it happened to me and others I have come to know. You stand a better chance on
appeal in their state appellate courts. How much better? Maybe 1.8%, but 1'll go 2% to be safe.
What do you want people, cold hard reality or nice mushy lip service of what things ought to

be? Even when I filed a 28 USC 1651 writ that does not require exhaustion of state remedies, the
Federal Court still insisted on using a 28 USC 2254, even though I was not a state prisoner, not
yet even to trial, and when convicted they still used 2254 even though I was not sentenced. I was
in physical custody, but that is NOT required for a habeas. You can be on parole, 371 US 236;

at large on ROR pending sentencing, 411 US 345; released on bail pending final disposition, 95
S.Ct. 886; or on probation, 372 F2d 641. The real question is how much restraint of one's

liberty is necessary before the right to apply for the writ is required. Remember, your failure to
raise terms of federal constitutional questions can constitute a procedural default as only federal
constitutional rights violated can apply to a habeas, Murry v. Carrier, 106 S.Ct. 2639,
2547-2648(1986). The king you elected controls everything. I have used the Magna Carta in a
case and lost. The adversaries attorney commented to another attorney by letter, of which I have

a copy, stating "So much for the Magna Charta." Well, what did you expect from law merchant
reprobates?

Today, the king you elected has abdicated his office and allowed one of his henchmen to take
over. That is the governor of the International Monetary Fund doing business as the Secretary

of the Treasury. This office holder, Robert Rubin, is the knight of the real king, the United Nations
controlled by the World Bank owners. Who are they? The money changers!

Well what else do you want to hear, that he, the Almighty will come down and rapture you out

of the mess YOU created by electing kings andjoining their baal? Read Daniel 3:1-13. Let's face
it, that is cold hard reality and those "patriots" that really know what is going on, don't stand a snowballs
chance in hell

to correct it on winning in"THEM'S" courts. Never forget this, people of

minds like mine, all courts in this country ARE THEIR'S, they are NOT YOURS by any stretch of
the imagination just like the constitution is not yours.

Lysander Spooner in a letter to Thomas F. Bayard in 1882, May 22, expressing the

Constitution this way, which "THEM" can't, by any stretch of sophistry deny; "...for what is the
Constitution? It is at best, a writing that was drawn up more than ninety years ago: was assented
to at the time only by a small number of men: ...Those men have long since been dead. They never
had any right of arbitrary dominion over even their contemporaries; and they never had any over us.
Their wills or wishes have no more rightful authority over us, than have the wills or wishes of men
that lived before the flood. They never personally signed, sealed, acknowledged, or delivered the
instrument which they imposed upon the country as law. They never, in any open and authentic
manner, bound even themselves to obey it, or made themselves personally responsible for the acts
of their so-called agents under it. They had no natural right to impose it, as law, upon a single
human being. The whole proceeding was pure usurpation. In practice, the Constitution has been
an utter fraud from the beginning. Professing to have been "ordained and established" by 'we the people
of the United

States', it has never been submitted to them as individuals, for their voluntary

acceptance or rejection."

The final conclusion is stated by Bastiat in "The Law"; "God has given to men all that is

necessary for them to accomplish their destinies. He has provided a social form as well as a human
form. And these social organs of persons are so constituted that they will develop themselves
harmoniously in the clear air of liberty. Away, then, with quacks and organizers! Away with their
rings, chains, hooks and pincers! Away with their artificial systems! Away with their whims of
governmental administrators, their socialized projects, their centalization, their tariffs, their
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government schools, their state religions, their free credit, their bank monopolies, their regulation,
their restrictions, their equalization by taxation, and their pious moralizations!

And now that the legislatore and do-gooders have so futilely inflicted so many systems upon
society, may they finally end where they should have began : May they reject all systems, and try
liberty; for liberty is an acknowledgement in the faith in God and His works."

Forget about 1983 actions, torts, and the like as they are for those slaves involved in the

system. Until we have formed our own courts of justice we will never prevail against the system.
You can only use their courts to prevail against another slave.

The cold, hard reality is that we have only two choices. One, form our own courts and police
officers, which would be the militia, to enforce the filings. Two, follow what Thomas Jefferson

had to say, "God forbid we should ever be twenty years without such a rebellion...And what
country can preserve it's liberties, if it's rulers are not warned from time to time, that this people preserve
the spirit of

resistance? Let them take arms... The tree of liberty must be refreshed from

time to time with the blood of patriots and tyrants." and implement what Madison had to say in
Federalist Paper #28.

The Declaration of Independance rules over that miserable commercial

document called the Constitution and spells out number two's choice in it's second paragraph.
Forget about the masses of asses who will scream you are the anarchists when overthrowing the
Constitution. In reality you are NOT overthrowing the Constitution, you are getting rid of scummy
reprobates that have

already overthrown the Constitution that is to keep "THEM" in Check. Don't

even think about doing it individually, because collectively we don't have six million people with
conviction to oust the reprobate usurpers. This is the 5% of the population that equates to the 5%
that fought the revolutionary war. But remember, then the enemy was an ocean away. Today, you
elected "THEM" into your backyard. Disgusting set of circumstances you put yourself into, HUH?
And you, average, Mr. and Mrs. America, are gragging the rest of us down with you. Again read
Daniel 3. So, elect your king by voting them back into office, so you can say, as you complain and
grovel before them when you are forced to pay your "fair share" into the communistic takeover,
Hail to the One-World Order.

Saddam Hussein :

"The true believers cannot but condemn this act, not because it has been committed by

America against a Muslim people but because it is an aggression perpetrated outside

international law," Saddam said in a statement.

"America could have further recourse to force, which could last some time ... and spread to

other countries as part of the settling of accounts sought by the United States," he added,

echoing widespread Arab fears that the operation against the Taliban and Osama bin

Laden could lead to a wider regional confrontation.

News Commentator :

Afghanistan's neighbour Iran was also prompt to condemn the strikes, with Foreign ministry
spokesman Hamid-Reza Asefi describing them as "unacceptable”, saying "they were

launched regardless of world public opinion, especially the Muslim nations."

"Redemption” is a process and philosophy developed by R. over the last 10 years or so. As he was
learning this

process, he made mistakes, which landed him and several others in jail over different periods of time.
This does not

mean he is a criminal or was ever intending to break the law, as some people assume. He is a farmer,
who was dealing

with various forms of negotiable and non-negotiable instruments through his occupation, and he was
also privy to
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knowledge of the Federal Reserve system in this country, and how it operates. In his search for truth, he
uncovered the

most important knowledge being kept from us, in relation to our present situation of economic bondage.
This

information and the importance of it could only be inspired by one source, and R's dedication to that
source (God), and

an inner quest for truth.

R, himself, does not teach this process to anyone directly. Several people, who are dedicated to learning
from him,

have conversations with him on the phone, and information is then transcribed from these conversations.
Also, R. is not

in the business of selling information or "programs", so there are no packages of information from R.
Someone who

understands (or thinks they do) R's philosophy has published the "Interpretive Writings" available below.
This is a very

good analysis, but not complete or totally accurate. It is, though, the closest thing to a "study guide"
available, so far.

The very best way to learn this material is to study the "transcripts of the conversations". I, myself, have
had several

conversations with R, which have been recorded and will be available in transcript form here, soon.
Without going

through the problems yourself, you have to generalize, and R does not like to generalize, so alot of
people cannot get

the right information, because they have no real problem to deal with at the time. Well, I have had my
share of

problems recently, and fortunately, I was conversing with R during the whole episode while I was in
court. That

information is available now. (Added 6-28-01) Click Here!!

When R spoke to the first people about this material, they "ran with it", without making sure they knew
all the facts

first. These folks were (wishes to remain anonymous), Rice McLeod, and Greg Williams (Qui Tam), |
believe. This

along with other Info. was first published in the "American's Bulletin" and instantly, it swept the country.
The problem

was, that R. only taught step A and B, but did not finish teaching anyone the rest of the steps.
Immediately, people went

out and started writing up "sight drafts" which several people have been indicted for already. Obviously,
these people

didn't know what they were doing, because they did not do what R does. These "Sight Drafts" were
drawn on the

Treasury on a mythical "Treasury Direct Account". This was taught by some of these initial people, but
later, after

people started getting into trouble, they were teaching NOT to do it, and that it was a bad idea.
Currently, there are only a couple of people teaching "true redemption" according to R. These people
DO NOT

include Ron Lutz or Right Way Law. I have to say this here, but it is the truth. Also, Howard Griswold
is NOT teaching

"Redemption", and neither is the book "Cracking the Code" which was offered on this website a while
back, and

neither is Qui Tam. And neither is "the aware group" and their $900.00 package. Alot of people are
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learning about this

information from the "American's Bulletin", but they have to remember, that Robert Kelly is doing his
best job to make

"all the information available", without trying to be partial to one person's methods or another's. Since R
himself is not

teaching this, there wouldn't be anything to publish if the other material was not floating around. Here
are some of the

most common misconceptions :

1. There is a Treasury Direct Account created by the Birth Certificate or SS# that has $1 Million dollars
in it, that is

being held against your strawman. (False) That was a complete mis-understanding by several people.

2. Accept the Birth Certificate for Value and Chargeback to the Secretary of the Treasury. (This was not
necessary, and

is no longer being utilized, to the best of my knowledge)

3. We must file a 1040 ES either once or quarterly, to "bankrupt" the strawman (debtor). (False) Barton
Butz did some

research into this, and now we are learning that quite possibly Barton and the IRS were talking about
two different

things entirely, or this is simply, "not necessary". Either way, currently, it is not being done.

4. Redemption can be mixed with other procedures if "Acceptance" doesn't seem to work. (False)
Acceptance is

working, they will hide it though. When you mix processes, you are showing them you really don't know
what you are

doing, because R's process is EXACTLY 180 Degrees off from what common law activists were
previously doing.

(The attitude is that "Everything is done for our benefit. If they are not acting for your benefit, they are
in violation of

their fiduciary duty. They are the Trustees in Bankruptcy").

....And a number of other random misconceptions..too numerous to mention here by list. But,
importantly, R. has

stated that "there are alot of people here who are going to have to qualify their own positions. So we
want to be careful

about this, because this is the difference between general appearance and special appearance..... You
can't just rely on a

generalized idea. Eventually you are going to have to take a position called applying your principles". -
And basically

what he is saying (I believe) is that, you can't just rely on other people's information, you have to know
some things and

apply your beliefs, and they can't just be based on things you hear, that aren't proven, in some way, to
you, personally.

After having been through all of this myself, and having utilized the "redemption information", I can only
tell you

this : "It is very powerful". -- I have learned many things along the way. If someone were to ask me
though, "Does it

work?", the answer would have to be something like this, "Nothing is guaranteed, and every situation is
different. "Will

it work?" really should be phrased "will I make it work?" -- Because of this -- When something as
powerful as this,

does truly work, it would be very easy for everyone to learn this like a 'loophole' to avoid responsibility.
To counter
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this, the system MUST make it LOOK LIKE it isn't working, regardless of what the truth is. Otherwise,
when proven to

work, you would see the floodgates come bursting open with people trying to leave Babylon. Who
could blame them?

At the same time, who could blame the "system" for trying to keep it's slaves on the plantation. (Don't
wonder near the

'outside' zone, you are likely to get 'ideas' and realize that only a piece of paper is keeping you locked
up). Learning and

studying this information is the only thing that will teach you whether this is "real" or not. And you will
decide for

yourself. Then, nobody can convince you otherwise. On one phone conversation with R., he said "Just
because this

stuff works for me, doesn't mean it's automatically going to work for the next person". What he meant
by that is :

Everyone's different, and if you are going to go out and do things and get into trouble and think this will
work to get

you out, then think again.... That would be a "loophole". Only when you truly understand this
information, (by making

the love of Freedom, and not the love of Money, your #1 focus), then everything will fall into place, and
you can go

out and apply the "principles" in the world as a true "principal" of the account. This is how R lives day
to day, and it is

all done without the use of Federal Reserve Notes, or debt instruments of any kind.

If I can offer a word of caution to anyone thinking about using "Redemption" in court, it is this : DO
NOT try to start

learning this or using this process because you have gotten into trouble. Instead, start learning it NOW,
so you know

what to do in case any problems come along in the future. If you are confronted with an immediate
problem, there is

NO TIME to learn this material. Average Expected time span for learning this should be 1 1/2 to 2 years
minimum,

more like 3 or 4 years. THIS IS NOT A QUICK-FIX for your problems, because if you have not
internalized it, the

system will eat you up through a technique called "Bluffing". And sometimes bluffing can consist of
several weeks in

jail, or threats of life sentences, or who knows what they'll come up with, but the fact is that they have to
"balance their

books and accounting records" and that is where "Accepted for Value" comes in". They have a "Tax
Liability" on their

hands, and they are now the criminals. (If you want to make this your life, I would recommend a couple
of classes on

the following : Basic Accounting, Business Law, Commercial Law, and Real Estate. These are not
necessary, but this is

not the sort of stuff you just "play with". You are either a Sovereign or you aren't, and it wouldn't hurt to
know your

"stuft".)

The entirety of it boils down to this :

1. They are trying to get you to testify, you are trying to get them to witness.

2. They are trying to get you to admit there is "money", you are trying to get them to admit there isn't.
AND, one thing I would like to add here for all the critics of R and the "Redemption" process :
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Everything that has been criticized so far, in the media light, like Militia Watchdog, Larry Becrafty and
various other

groups is flawed because of this one simple fact; They have been criticizing other people's interpretations
of R's

information, having no direct info. from R, himself. All of the fallacies that have been exposed were
actually other

people's writings and interpretations of R's philosophy. None of the "exposed fallacies" have been from
information

gleamed from the "Transcripts", only from sources like the ones mentioned above, and others.

Here are some items for consideration :

The system is set up to mimic the electrical, or energetic system flow of our bodies. Electricity or energy
is the "key"

here. In our society, we use money (or so we call it) for all transactions. This money is often called
"currency".

Currency is electrical flow. The court is always after your money, or currency, hence most of it ends up
going to the

courts. The courts are set up to regulate this currency flow. That's why they call them "circuit courts".
Now, when you

interrupt currency flow, what happens? You are charged! So the system charges you with 12 counts of
such and such,

but in reality it is "financial", and electrical, and now they have set up 12 "accounts" for you in your
name, that you are

charged with owing on. BUT, since we don't know this, we don't ever "pay" the account and it remains
open in escrow,

and your body is then held as the collateral against the debt, and it is said "You are paying your "debt" to
society." How

many times have you heard the expression "released on his own recognizance"? This literally means "to
recognize the

debt" according to the law dictionaries. When you are freed from prison there is a "release", and when
you are let out of

the army it is called a "discharge".

And finally, the definition for the word "charge" from Black's Law 4th reads as follows : v. "To impose a
burden,

duty, obligation, or lien; to create a claim against property; to claim; to demand; to accuse; to instruct a
jury on matters

of law. To impose a tax, duty, or trust. - In Commercial transactions, to bill or invoice." & n. "An
incumbrance, lien,

or claim; a burden or load; an obligation or duty; a liability; an accusation" -- then a little further down,

it says

"Conversion of electrical energy into chemical energy within a cell or storage battery". -- (This would be
our body) -

And for the word "charges" -- "The expenses which have been incurred, or disbursements made, in

connection with a

contract, suit or business transaction. (So there you have it...for those with eyes to see, and ears to
hear....)

If you want to tell the difference between someone who understands "redemption”" and someone who
doesn't, then all

you have to do is ask them...."Do you want to be charged?" (with a criminal offense) If they say "yes",
then they

probably understand what they are doing, and if they don't want to be charged, then they obviously don't
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understand

"redemption" at all, and they are still into "dishonor", not "acceptance".

According to R, you want to be charged, because then they have to give you the "property". What they
usually do, is

the attorney steals the charge, and is holding it "in bar", and not paying the taxes on it, or making the
"tax return".

When you do your acceptance, the attorney becomes the delinquent on the tax, and liable for the
charges.

There have been a few cases recently which indicate that the criminals within the system have resorted
to new tactics

to steer people away from this info., and from applying it in court. A few cases recently resulted in
criminal trials,

where, after sentencing, the person was put in jail, but only briefly. One person spent a whole day in and
they released

him on a "technicality". He was supposed to do "time", but not 24 hours, more like a few months, but
they let him go.

Why? Because of the accounting. They have to, or else, they are in big trouble! - What I am saying here,
is that they are

testing people more and more to see where they are within all of this. Whether they are using it to get
out of something,

or whether they truly understand what they are doing. That is what it all boils down to, so don't do
anything without

knowing what you are doing. -- Before, when we applied this process, they backed off right away. But
when they

realize that everyone and their grandmother is going to be doing this soon, they have to make it look like
itisn't

working. And that is exactly what they are doing right now, and putting people to the test. This used to
be called

something like "trial by fire". More recently, it was known as the "inquisition", but now it has become
romanticized by

calling it "courtroom drama".

Lately, alot of people have been writing in asking questions such as "If there isn't anyone out there
teaching this

correctly, and everything I have been learning is somewhat incorrect, then what is correct and what is
incorrect? How

do I know the difference? -- Usually, the answer I give is this : "Apply the principles". - Which means,
read the

transcripts over and over AND the interpretive writings until most of your questions go away naturally
by "applying the

principles". - Then, you still may have questions left over, naturally. - So I have made up a page and
asked a friend to

respond to some "general questions" frequently asked - Click Here! to goto that page.

I wanted to express a few things to the many people attempting to learn "Redemption" at this time.
These are a few

of my rare thoughts I will share on this matter with the public. For all those who study these principles.
The main thing you want to remember is that "we are not opposed to the government" or what they do.
Everything

they do must be for our benefit, or else we need to request they do as we wish. In order for them to "do
as we wish", we

need to have a clear understanding of what they can and cannot do, and what they are required to do
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according to

THEIR OWN RULES. This is perhaps the most important thing to remember at all times. Redemption
is about

"Acceptance" and not "dishonor". Acceptance means accepting everything, but accepting it for value.
Especially now,

in these times of war, like Bush said, "You are either with us, or you are in support of the terrorists, and
you too will be

considered a terrorist" or something to that effect. It is important to remember that if you want change
from within

OUR government, which belongs to us, we the people..., then we better wake up from our positions as
debtors, and

return to our rightful positions as masters and creditors of this nation. Then, and only then, can we
"effect" government

and produce the outcome we desire. A "debtor" has no rights to effect the financial flow of their
corporation. The

creditors direct the actions and financial decisions of the corporation.

Next.... The reason, I believe, that "Redemption" is being fought by those in power is due to several
reasons. Mostly,

the MIS-understanding of what this is really all about and how it works, combined with a serious refusal
to admit when

one is wrong about something or has learned something wrong and has been applying it their whole life
to the

detriment of themselves and society. The "Private" (flesh and blood) will ALWAY'S be SUPREME over
the artificial

corporation (UNITED STATES, DISNEYLAND, or any other ALL CAPS CORPORATION. But we

have many

people in power who have hidden behind the "corporate veil", and have been abusing their power over
the private

individual. It has become a "way of life" so much so, that to think or question for a moment even....that
the private

individual retains his status regardless....seems absurd to most in society. Yet, those same people
question how the

government can take all their rights away while they can't so much as complain. More and more,
especially these days,

since Sept. 11, people are asking themselves, "How can the government take this much power for
themselves and do all

these things?" and the answer lies in this statement : "The government can do whatever it wants to in the
capacity of the

CORPORATION, but it does not affect the private individual who knows how to retain his or her own
privacy". -- This

is something very difficult for the power structure to come to terms with, and who can blame them?
After all these

years of manipulating society to think we are all slaves, a few people have woken up to the fraud that
has been

perpetrated, and now they are scrambling to keep their ranks of ignorant. It is very similar to the Taliban
wanting to

keep hold of their soldiers when most of them are defecting over to the Northen Alliance. The reason :
They see the

new ORDER coming and they want to get in line instead of being left behind or left out. They see the
benefits of
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change instead of holding onto the "old mentality". Ths was the inevidible consequence in Afghanistan as
much as it is

the inevidible consequence of "Redemption". "Redemption" once fully understood by a good portion of
people will

sweep the country and change everything as we know it today. I have full confidence in this. I know of
several people

who are utilizing these principles sucessfully in their life without much problem. The reason is because
they understand

what they are doing, and nobody gets "injured" or "damaged" in an way. This is the way of the "Jedi",
who fully

understands the talk they talk and the walk they walk.

On May 23, 1933, Congressman Louis T. McFadden brought formal charges against the Board

of Governors of the Federal Reserve Bank system, The Comptroller of the Currency and the

Secretary of United States Treasury for numerous criminal acts, including but not limited to,
CONSPIRACY, FRAUD, UNLAWFUL CONVERSION, AND TREASON.

RUBY RIDGE

There are NO statute of Limitations on MURDER!

Officials at FBI probed, rewarded

Senior FBI executives received cash bonuses and promotions while under investigation for suspected
misconduct

during an internal bureau review of the August 1992 standoft at Ruby Ridge, Idaho, that claimed three
lives.

The Justice Department's Office of the Inspector General yesterday said in a report the bonuses and
promotions went to

former FBI Deputy Director Larry A. Potts, later demoted and suspended for improper oversight of the
deadly siege;

and E. Michael Kahoe, a senior FBI executive sentenced to prison for destroying a critical Ruby Ridge
document.

Other cash awards and promotions, the report said, went to Danny O. Coulson, former deputy assistant
director who

worked for Mr. Potts; and three senior FBI executives, Charles Mathews, Robert E. Walsh and Van A.
Harp, accused

of not conducting proper after-the-fact investigations to determine what happened at Ruby Ridge.
"While a presumption of innocence is usually appropriate while a subject is under investigation,
rewarding a subject

who is later found to have committed misconduct can result in adverse consequences," the report said.
"The FBI should

be mindful of the message it sends to both the investigators in a particular case and the rest of the FBI
when subjects of

an investigation are promoted or receive bonuses or awards while under investigation.

"This is especially true where high-level officials are under investigation, because investigators may
interpret the

giving of an award as an indication that senior management has already judged the merits of the
investigation," it said.

The inspector general's report is the result of an investigation to determine whether the FBI's system of
discipline is

unfair because senior bureau executives are treated more leniently than rank-and-file agents.
Investigators used the

Ruby Ridge incident as an example.
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Ruby Ridge Incident:

The report concluded there was insufficient evidence to prove a double-standard of discipline, in part,
because of the

low number of cases involving senior executives, but that the FBI "suffered and still suffers from a
strong, and not

unreasonable, perception among employees that a double standard exists."

In the Ruby Ridge case, Vicki Weaver was killed Aug. 22, 1992, by FBI sniper Lon Horiuchi. He was
acting on shooton-

sight orders, although it has never been determined who authorized a change in the bureau's rules of
engagement

that allowed the shooting. Her son, Samuel, 14, and Deputy U.S. Marshal William F. Degan, died in a
separate

shootout a day earlier.

Mrs. Weaver's husband, Randy, had been sought on weapons violations. He and a family friend, Kevin
Harris, also

were wounded. They were charged in Mr. Degan's death, but acquitted by an Idaho jury.

Mr. Potts and Mr. Coulson, who directed the siege from Washington, denied ordering changes in the
bureau's deadlyforce

policy. But Eugene F. Glenn, who headed the Salt Lake City office and was the on-site commander at
Ruby

Ridge, and Richard Rogers, head of the FBI's hostage-rescue team, have disputed the claims of Mr.
Potts and Mr.

Coulson.

Among the FBI executives named in the report, only Mr. Kahoe was found guilty of any wrongdoing.
Several were

recommended for suspension or demotion, but only letters of censure were ever issued.

The inspector general's report said Mr. Potts was named acting deputy director in 1994, prior to the
completion of an

internal FBI investigation into government conduct during the Ruby Ridge siege. The report said despite
Mr. Potts'

receipt in January 1995 of a letter of censure in the Ruby Ridge matter, he was named deputy director in
May 1995.

According to the report, Mr. Coulson was promoted to agent-in-charge in Baltimore in April 1993 while
still a focus of

the FBI's internal Ruby Ridge investigation. It said he was given a cash award of $5,590 in November
1993, although

the investigation remained active.

Mr. Coulson was named to lead the FBI's Dallas office in September 1994, the report said, before
recommendations

regarding discipline in Ruby Ridge had been completed. He later received a letter of censure for his role
in the standoff.

Mr. Walsh received a cash award of 5 percent of his salary while under investigation by the Justice
Department's Office

of Professional Responsibility (OPR) in the Ruby Ridge matter, the report said. It said he was named
agent-in-charge of

the FBI's San Francisco field office in December 1996 while he was the focus of a separate criminal
probe of Ruby

Ridge by U.S. Attorney Michael Stiles in Philadelphia.

According to the report, FBI Director Louis J. Freeh asked the OPR and Mr. Stiles about the
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promotion, and the OPR

did not object, Mr. Stiles declined comment. The report said a memo to Attorney General Janet Reno
requesting

approval for Mr. Walsh's move to San Francisco did not mention the investigation.

Mr. Harp, now head of the Washington field office, was named agent-in-charge in Cleveland after OPR
began an

investigation into the inadequacy of his after-the-fact Ruby Ridge probe, the report said. It said a memo
to Mr. Freeh

presenting Mr. Harp's qualifications did not mention the ongoing probe, although the inspector general's
report said Mr.

Freeh was aware of the investigation and its scope.

In addition, the report said, Mr. Harp was given a cash bonus of $8,099 in November 1997 while under
investigation in

the Ruby Ridge matter and a $14,208 bonus in October 1998 while that inquiry continued and a separate
probe began

into his role in the receipt of travel reimbursements by FBI senior executives to attend a 1997 retirement
party for Mr.

Potts.

Mr. Walsh and Mr. Harp had been assigned to investigate accusations of misconduct by the government
in the Ruby

Ridge matter. The OPR later said they did not take sufficiently aggressive steps in the probe and avoided
uncovering

the full truth to protect Mr. Potts and Mr. Coulson.

The report said Mr. Mathews was promoted to the FBI's Senior Executive Service (SES) in July 1995
after the OPR

had begun its investigation into accusations that a separate internal Ruby Ridge inquiry he headed was
inadequate. It

said Mr. Mathews, who served as a top assistant to Mr. Coulson in Portland, Ore., from 1988 to 1990,
was promoted to

agent-in-charge in New Orleans in June 1997 while the OPR investigation continued.

Mr. Mathews was assigned to find out what, if any, disciplinary action should be taken against FBI
personnel involved

in the Ruby Ridge incident. His report recommended discipline for several agents at the scene, but did
not contain any

recommendations for discipline for Mr. Potts or Mr. Coulson.

The inspector general's report said Mr. Kahoe got a cash award of $7,126 in November 1993 during the
initial Ruby

Ridge investigation and was named agent-in-charge in Jacksonville, Fla., in June 1994 while still under
investigation.

He pleaded guilty in October 1996 to obstruction of justice and was sentenced to 18 months in prison.
Mr. Kahoe destroyed a November 1992 after-action report that referred to "problems" in the FBI's
conduct during the

Weaver siege. The document had been sought by federal prosecutors in Idaho, but was never made
available.

http://washingtontimes.com/national/20021116-28573828.htm

(This 1s an excerpt from a remarkable book by Gerry Spence called "From

Freedom To Slavery, The Rebirth Of Tyranny In America.")

First They Came For The Fascists....

by Gerry Spence

Randy Weaver's wife was dead, shot through the head while she clutched her
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child to her breast. His son was shot, twice. First they shot the child's

arm, probably destroyed the arm. The child cried out. Then, as the child
was running they shot him in the back. Randy Weaver himself had been shot
and wounded and Kevin Harris, a kid the Weavers had all but adopted was
dying of a chest wound. The blood hadn't cooled on Ruby Hill before the
national media announced that I had taken the defense of Randy Weaver. Then
all hell broke loose. My sister wrote me decrying my defense of this

"racist". There were letters to the editors in several papers that

expressed their disappointment that I would lend my services to a person
with Weaver's beliefs. And I received a letter from my close friend Alan
Hirschfield, the former chairman of chief executive officer of Columbia
Pictures and Twentieth Century Fox, Imploring me to withdraw.

He Wrote:

"After much thought I decided to write this letter to you. It represents a
very profound concern on my part regarding your decision to represent Randy
Weaver. While I applaud and fully understand your motives in taking such a
case, I nonetheless find this individual defense troubling. It is so

because of the respectability and credibility your involvement imparts to a
cause which I find despicable.

.(....remainder of letter deleted for brevity, but wanted Gerry to not

defend Weaver, as it would support the militant groups......)

The next morning I delivered the following letter by carrier to Mr
Hirschfield

"I cherish your letter. It reminds me once again of our friendship, for

only friends can speak and hear each other in matters so deeply a part of
the soul. And your letter reminds me as well, as we must all be reminded,

of the unspeakable pain every Jew has suffered from the horrors of the
Holocaust. No better evidence of our friendship could be shown than your
intense caring concerning what I do and what I stand for.

I met Randy Weaver in jail on the evening of his surrender. His eyes had no
light in them. He was unshaven and dirty. He was naked except for yellow
plastic prison coveralls, and he was cold. His small feet were clad in

rubber prison sandals. In the stark setting of the prison conference room

he seemed diminutive and fragile. He had spent 11 days and nights in a
standoff against the government and he had lost. His wife was dead. His son
was dead. His friend was near death. Weaver himself had been wounded. He
had lost his freedom. He had lost it all. And now he stood face to face

with a stranger who towered over him and whose words were not words of
comfort. When I spoke, you, Alan, were on my mind.

"My name is Gerry Spence" I began. "I'm the lawyer you've been told about.
Before we begin to talk I want you to understand that I do not share any of
your political or religious beliefs. Many of my dearest friends are Jews.

My daughter is married to a Jew. My sister is married to a black man. She
has adopted a black child. I deplore what the Nazis stand for. If I defend
you I will not defend your political beliefs or your religious beliefs, but

your right as an American citizen to a fair trial." His quiet answer was,
"That is all I ask." Then I motioned him to a red plastic chair and I took

a similar one. And as the guards marched by and from time to time peered
in, he told his story.

Alan, you are a good and fair man. That I know. Were it otherwise we would
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not be such friends. Yet it is your pain I hear most clearly--exacerbated,

I know, by the fact that your friend should represent your enemy. Yet what
drew me to this case was my own pain. Let me tell you the facts.

Randy Weaver's principal crime against the government had been his failure
to appear in court on a charge of possessing illegal firearms. The first

crime was not his. He had been entrapped--intentionally, systematically,
patiently, purposefully entrapped--by a federal agent who solicited him to
cut off, contrary to Federal law, the barrels of a couple of shotguns.

Randy Weaver never owned an illegal weapon in his life. He was not engaged
in the manufacture of illegal weapons. The idea of selling an illegal

firearm had never entered his mind until the government agent suggested it
and encouraged him to act illegally. The government knew he needed the
money. He is as poor as an empty cupboard. He had three daughters, a son
and a wife to support. He lived in a small house in the woods without
electricity or running water. Although he is a small, frail man, with tiny,
delicate hands who probably weighs no more than a hundred and twenty
pounds, he made an honest living by chopping firewood and by seasonal work
as a logger.

This man is wrong, his beliefs are wrong. His relationship to mankind is
wrong. He was perhaps legally wrong when he failed to appear and defend
himself in court. But the first wrong was not his. Nor was the first wrong
the government's. The first wrong was ours.

In this country we embrace the myth that we are still a democracy when we
know that we are not a democracy, that we are not free, that the government
does not serve us but subjugates us. Although we give lip service to the
notion of freedom, we know the government is no longer the servant of the
people but, at last has become the people's master. We have stood by like
timid sheep while the wolf killed, first the weak, then the strays, then

those on the outer edges of the flock, until at last the entire flock

belonged to the wolf. We did not care about the weak or about the strays.
they were not a part of the flock. We did not care about those on the outer
edges. They had chosen to be there. But as the wolf worked its way towards
the center of the flock we discovered that we were now on the outer edges.
Now we must look the wolf squarely in the eye. That we did not do so when
the first of us was ripped and torn and eaten was the first wrong. It was

our wrong.

That none of us felt responsible for having lost our freedom has been a

part of an insidious progression. In the beginning the attention of the

flock was directed not to the marauding wolf but to our own deviant members
within the flock. We rejoiced as the wolf destroyed them for they were our
enemies. We were told that the weak lay under the rocks while we faced the
blizzards to rustle our food, and we did not care when the wolf took them.
We argued that they deserved it. When one of our flock faced the wolf alone
it was always eaten. Each of us was afraid of the wolf, but as a flock we
were not afraid. Indeed the wolf cleansed the herd by destroying the weak
and dismembering the aberrant element within. As time went by, strangely,
the herd felt more secure under the rule of the wolf. It believed that by
belonging to this wolf it would remain safe from all the other wolves. But
we were eaten just the same.

No one knows better than children of the Holocaust how the lessons of
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history must never be forgotten. Yet Americans, whose battle cry was once,
"Give me liberty or give me death", have sat placidly by as a new king was
crowned. In America a new king was crowned by the shrug of our shoulders
when our neighbors were wrongfully seized. A new king was crowned when we
capitulated to a regime that is no longer sensitive to people, but to non
people--to corporations, to money and to power. The new king was crowned
when we turned our heads as the new king was crowned as we turned our heads
as the poor and the forgotten and the damned were rendered mute and
defenseless, not because they were evil but because, in the scheme of our
lives, they seemed unimportant, not because they were essentially dangerous
but because they were essentially powerless. The new king was crowned when
we cheered the government on as it prosecuted the progeny of our ghettos
and filled our prisons with black men whose first crime was that they were
born in the ghettos. We cheered the new king on as it diluted our right to

be secure in our homes against unlawful searches and to be secure in the
courts against unlawful evidence. We cheered the new king on because we
were told that our sacred rights were but "loopholes" but which our

enemies: the murderers and rapists and thieves and drug dealers, escaped.
We were told that those who fought for our rights, the lawyers, were worse
than the thieves who stole from us in the night, that our juries were
irresponsible and ignorant and ought not to be trusted. We watched with
barely more than a mumble as the legal system that once protected us became
populated with judges who were appointed by the new king. At last the new
king was crowned when we forgot the lessons of history, that:when the
rights of our enemies have been wrested from them, we have lost our own
rights as well, for the same rights serve both citizen and criminal.

When Randy Weaver failed to appear in court because he had lost his trust

in the government we witnessed the fruit of our crime. The government
indeed had no intent to protect his rights. The government had but one
purpose, as it remains today, the disengagement of this citizen from

society. Those who suffered and died in the Holocaust must have exquisitely
understood such illicit motivations of power.

I have said that I was attracted to the case out of my own pain. Let me

tell you the facts: a crack team of trained government marksmen sneaked on
to Randy Weaver's small isolated acreage on a reconnaissance mission
preparatory to a contemplated arrest. They wore camouflage suits and were
heavily armed. They gave Randy no warning of their coming. They came
without a warrant. They never identified themselves.

The Weavers owned 3 dogs, 2 small crossbred collie mutts and a yellow lab,
a big pup a little over a year old whose most potent weapon was his tail

with which he could beat a full grown man to death. The dog, Striker, was a
close member of the Weaver family. Not only was he the companion of the
children, but in winter he pulled the family sled to haul their water

supply from the spring below. When the dogs discovered the intruders they
raised a ruckus, and Randy his friend Kevin, and Randy's 14 year old son
Sam, grabbed their guns and followed the dogs to investigate.

When the government agents were confronted with the barking dog, they did
what men who have been taught to kill do. They shot Striker. The boy,
barely larger than a 10 year old child, heard the dog's yelp, saw the dog

fall dead. and as a 14 year old might, he returned the fire. Then the
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government agents shot the child in the arm. He turned and ran. the arm
flopping, and when he did, the officers, still unidentified as such, shot

the child in the back and killed him.

Kevin Harris witnessed the shooting of the dog. Then he saw Sam being shot
as the boy turned and ran. To Kevin there was no alternative. He knew if he
ran these intruders, whoever they were, would kill him as well. In defense
of himself he raised his rifle and shot in the direction of the officer who

had shot and killed the boy. Then while the agents were in disarray, Kevin
retreated to the Weaver cabin.

In the meantime Randy Weaver had been off in another direction and had only
heard the shooting, the dog's yelp and the gunfire that followed. Randy
hollered for his son and shot his shotgun into the air to attract the boy.
"Come on home Sam, Come home."

Over and over he called.

Finally he heard the boy call back "I'm comin' Dad". Those were the last
words he ever heard from his son.

Later that same day, Randy, Kevin, and Vicki Weaver, Randy's wife went down
to where the boy lay and carried his body back to an outbuilding near the
cabin. There they removed the child's clothing and bathed his wounds and
prepared the body. The next evening Weaver's oldest daughter, Sarah,
sixteen, Kevin, and Randy went back to the shed to have a last look at Sam.
When they did, government snipers opened fire. Randy was hit in the
shoulder. The three turned and ran for the house where Vicki, with her 10
month old baby in her arms stood holding the door open. As the 3 entered
the house Vicki was shot and slowly fell to her knees, her head resting on
the floor like one kneeling in prayer. Randy ran up and took the baby that
she clutched, and then he lifted his wife's head. Half her face was blown
away.

Kevin was also hit. Huge areas of muscle in his arm were blown out, and his
lung was punctured in several places. Randy and his 16 year old daughter
stretched the dead mother on the floor of the cabin and covered he with a
blanket where she remained for over 8 days as the siege progressed.

By this time there were officers by the score, troops, armored personnel
carriers, helicopters, radios, televisions, robots, and untold armaments
surrounding the little house. I will not burden you with the misery and
horror the family suffered in this stand-off. I will tell you that finally

Bo Gritz, Randy's former commander in the special forces, came to help in
the negotiations. Gritz told Randy that if he would surrender, Gritz would
guarantee him a fair trial, and before the negotiations were ended, Randy
came to the belief that I would represent him. Although Gritz had contacted
me before I had spoke to Randy, I had only agreed to talk to Randy. But the
accuracy of what was said between Gritz and me and what was hard by Randy
somehow got lost in the horror, and Randy's belief that I would represent
him if he surrendered was in part, his motivation for finally submitting to
arrest.

And so my friend Allan, you can now understand the pain I feel in this

case. It is pain that comes from the realization that we have permitted a
government to act in our name and in our behalf in a criminal fashion. It

is the pain of watching the government as it now attempts to lie about its
criminal complicity in this affair and to cover its crimes by charging
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Randy with crimes he did not commit, including murder. It is the pain of
seeing an innocent woman with a child in her arms murdered and innocent
children subjected to these atrocities. Indeed, as a human being 1 feel
Randy's irrepressible pain and horror and grief.

I also feel your pain, my friend. Yet I know that in the end, if you were

the judge at the trial of Adolph Eichmann, you would have insisted that he
not have ordinary council, but the best council. In the same way, if you
were the judge in Randy's case, and you had a choice, I have no doubt that
despite your own pain you might well have appointed me to defend him. In
the end you must know that the Holocaust must never stand for part
justice,or average justice but for the most noble of ideals--that even the
enemies of the Jews themselves must receive the best justice the system can
provide. If it were otherwise the meaning of the Holocaust would be
accordingly besmirched.

Alan, I agree with your arguments. They are proper and they are true. I
agree that my defense of Randy Weaver may attach a legitimacy and dignity
to his politics and religion. But it may, as well, stand for the

proposition that there are those who don't condone this kind of criminal
action by our government. I view the defense of Randy Waver's case as an
opportunity to address a more vital issue, one that transcends a white
separatist movement or notions of the supremacy of one race over another,
for the ultimate enemy of any people is not the angry hate groups that
fester within, but a government itself that has lost its respect for the
individual. The ultimate enemy of democracy is not the drug dealer or the
crooked politician or the crazed skinhead. The ultimate enemy is the new
king that has become so powerful it can murder its own citizens with
impunity.

To the same extent that Randy Weaver cannot find justice in this country,
we too will be deprived of justice. At last, my defense of Randy Weaver is
a defense of every Jew and every Gentile, for every black and every gay who
loves freedom and deplores tyranny.

Although I understand that it will be easy for my defense of Randy Weaver
to be confused with an endorsement of the politics of the Aryan Nation, my
challenge will be to demonstrate that we can still be a nation where the
rights of the individual, despite his race, color, religion, remain

supreme. If this be not so, then we are all lost. If this is not so, it is
because we have forgotten the lessons of our histories--the history of the
American Revolution as well as the history of the Holocaust.

And so my friend Allan, If I were to withdraw from the defense of Randy
Weaver as you request, I would be required to abandon my belief that this
system has any remaining virtue. I would be more at fault than the federal
government that has murdered these people, for I have not been trained to
murder but to defend. I would be less of a man than my client who had the
courage of his convictions. I would lose all respect for myself. I would be
unable to any longer be your friend, for friendship must always have its
foundation in respect. Therefore as my friend, I ask that you not require
this of me. I ask instead for your prayers, your understanding and your
continued love.

As ever,

Gerry Spence
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Jackson Hole, Wyoming

"From Freedom To Slavery, The Rebirth Of Tyranny In America"

by Gerry Spence

St. Martin's Press

175 Fifth Ave

NY, NY, 10010 USA

Charges dropped in Ruby Ridge case
http://www.apfn.org/apfn/charges.htm

Prosecutor declines to prosecute FBI sniper in Ruby Ridge case
http://www.apfn.org/apfn/ruby1.htm

Lon Tomohisa Horiuchi

IDAHO v. HORIUCHI
http://caselaw.lp.findlaw.com/data2/circs/9th/9830149p.pdf

Friends: About time. Horiuchi should have been prosecuted before he went down to Waco to shoot
women and

children there.

Jim Hardin

The Freedom Page

http://www.freedompage.ws

Horiuchi Fired At Waco -- Cases Found
http://www.apftn.org/apfn/horiuchi.htm

"Atrocities at Ruby Ridge"

http://www.aptn.org/Movies/ruby.wmv

Court: FBI Sharpshooter Can Be Tried
http://www.newsday.com/ap/topnews/ap978.htm

SAN FRANCISCO (AP) 05/05/01 -- A federal appeals court ruled Tuesday that an FBI
sharpshooter can be tried for manslaughter in the slaying of white
separatist Randy Weaver's wife during the 1992 Ruby Ridge standoff in
Idaho.

In a case testing whether federal agents are immune to state prosecution,
the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals cleared the way for Idaho prosecutors
to charge agent Lon T. Horiuchi in the death of Vicki Weaver, 42. The
federal government declined to prosecute the agent.

"When federal officers violate the Constitution, either through

malice or excessive zeal, they can be held accountable for violating

the state's criminal laws," Judge Alex Kozinski wrote in the ruling.

The court agreed with Boundary County, Idaho, attorney Ramsey Clark, a
former U.S. attorney general who argued in December that immunity
cannot be granted until there's a trial to determine whether Horiuchi

acted unlawfully.

"When federal law enforcement agents carry out their responsibilities,
they can cause destruction of property, loss of freedom, and as in this
case, loss of life -- all which might violate the state's criminal laws,"
Kozinski said.

There was no immediate comment from Clark.

The standoff in northern Idaho prompted a nationwide debate on the use
of force by federal agencies. Ruby Ridge, where the Weaver family lived,
has become synonymous with high-profile clashes, including the Branch
Davidian siege near Waco, Texas, the Freemen standoff and the Oklahoma
City bombing.
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The standoff began after federal agents tried to arrest Randy Weaver

for failing to appear in court to face charges of selling two illegal

sawed-off shotguns.

The cabin had been under surveillance for several months when the violence
egan with the deaths of Deputy U.S. Marshal William Degan, Weaver's
14-year-old son, Samuel, and the Weaver family dog, Striker.

During the standoff, Horiuchi shot and killed Weaver's wife and wounded
family friend Kevin Harris. Witnesses said the sharpshooter fired as

Vicki Weaver held open the cabin door, her 10-month-old baby in her

arms, to let her husband, their daughter and Harris inside.

Horiuchi has said he didn't see Vicki Weaver when he fired at Harris,

who was armed and was ducking inside the cabin. He also said he fired

to protect a government helicopter overhead.

A wounded Harris later surrendered, as did Weaver. Both men were acquitted
of murder, conspiracy and other federal charges. Weaver was convicted

of failing to appear for trial on the firearms charge.

The Justice Department last summer settled the last civil lawsuit

stemming from the standoff. The government admitted no wrongdoing,

but paid Harris $380,000 to drop his $10 million civil damage suit.

In 1995, the government paid Weaver and his three surviving children

$3.1 million for the killings of Weaver's wife and son.

Court case, Idaho vs. Horiuchi, 98-30149:

http://www.ca9.uscourts.gov/

From the drawing made by Horiuchi during an interview with the FBI at a hotel, on hotel stationery, he
draws in no

closed curtains at all. In the lower right-hand corner of the window we see two partial heads
From Freedom to Slavery, by Gerry Spence

Written by Randy Weaver's defense attorney, the second chapter of the paperback edition is one of the
best accounts of

what happened at Ruby Ridge. With Gerry Spence's permission, it is reproduced here.
http://www.rubyridge.

com/gspence.htm

Tuesday June 5 4:27 PM ET

Court: FBI Sharpshooter Can Be Tried

SAN FRANCISCO (AP) - A federal appeals court ruled

Tuesday that an FBI (news - web sites) sharpshooter

can be tried for manslaughter in the slaying of the

wife of white separatist Randy Weaver during the 1992

Ruby Ridge standoff in Idaho.

In a case testing whether federal agents are immune to

state prosecution, an 11-judge panel of the 9th U.S.

Circuit Court of Appeals (news - web sites) cleared

the way for Idaho prosecutors to charge agent Lon T.

Horiuchi for the death of Vicki Weaver.

The federal government declined to prosecute the agent.

The appeals court reversed a three-judge panel from

the same circuit, disagreeing with arguments that it

didn't matter whether Weaver's death was the result of

excessive force.

Court weighs bid to try FBI agent:
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Saturday, 23-Dec-00 14:03:50

24.14.28.77 writes:

Court weighs bid to try FBI agent: He

killed separatist's wife at Ruby Ridge

By Claire Cooper

Bee Legal Affairs Writer

(Published Dec. 21, 2000)

SAN FRANCISCO -- An 11-member panel of federal circuit judges gave

no indication Wednesday whether it will allow Idaho to prosecute an FBI
sharpshooter who killed a woman during the 1992 Ruby Ridge standoff.

As two of the nation's top legal talents presented sometimes emotional oral
arguments, the judges of the 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals struggled with
concepts of official immunity and federal supremacy.

Arguing on the side of Idaho officials, former U.S. Attorney General Ramsey
Clark called FBI agent Lon T. Horiuchi's killing of Vicki Weaver a "summary
execution," a classic case of excessive force by police that's well within the
scope of the state courts to prosecute.

Seth Waxman, the U.S. solicitor general, countered that the freedom of
federal agents to act in crises is "a principle of surpassing importance." He
argued, "State prosecution of federal officers is terribly chilling in all but
extreme cases, and this is not one of them."

The case grew out of the fatal shooting of Weaver, the wife of separatist
leader Randy Weaver, as she stood holding her baby during the second week
of a standoff at the couple's Idaho cabin. Federal agents were attempting to
serve a weapons trafficking warrant. Horiuchi opened fire to keep the
Weavers' friend, Kevin Harris, from taking cover in the cabin.

Local prosecutors in Boundary County, Idaho, charged Horiuchi with
involuntary manslaughter after the U.S. Department of Justice announced it
would not prosecute him or his superiors.

A judge in Idaho threw out the case. A three-judge panel of the 9th Circuit
upheld that action last June, saying Horiuchi made "an objectively reasonable
decision" to shoot. But the full 9th Circuit sent the case to an 11-judge panel
for a fresh look.

During Wednesday's arguments, only one judge, Andrew Kleinfeld of
Fairbanks, Alaska, appeared firmly to take Idaho's side, saying Horiuchi
should not be able to escape prosecution by claiming he was following orders.
But even Judge Alex Kozinski of Pasadena, who dissented strongly from the
ruling in June, was hard to read, challenging the lawyers on both sides.

"It is troubling," he said, to let 50 states "trump" the authority of federal agents by applying their
criminal laws.

Judge Pamela Rymer, also of Pasadena, said Horiuchi could not be
prosecuted if he had a "reasonable belief" that the shooting was necessary to
protect federal officers who were in danger.

Clark responded that the facts did not support any such belief, and much of
the oral argument session was devoted to questions and answers about
circumstances surrounding the shooting.

There is no deadline for the court's decision.

SOURCE:

http://www.capitolalert.com/news/capalert08.html

Subj: Re: Appeals Panel Hears Ruby Ridge Case
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Date: 12/21/00 2:35:54 PM US Mountain Standard Time

From: (David T. Hardy)

To: WacoTragedyNews@aol.com

This is extremely interesting, since the 9th Circuit almost NEVER grants a

rehearing en banc. There are 21 or so judges there, and they sit in panels

of three. The original ruling was 2-1 in favor of Horiuchi.

If you're disatisfied, you can ask for rehearing en banc (in theory

that means to ALL the judges, sitting as a huge panel, but in 9th Cir. it's

actually to a large 10 judge panel). The rules say that's granted only

where you have a split in authority inside the circuit.... this 3 judge

panel said X is not the law, but another 3 judge panel a year ago said X

was he law. Even at that, it's almost impossible to get. In Sheriff Mack's

appeal, we had four splits in authority--right down to this panel saying a

given past decision had not been good law since another case ten years ago,

but a different panel only the year before had said it was good law. And

the Ninth Circuit refused rehearing en banc!

I told Ramsey of a point I'd make: (1) there is no federal law against

a federal agent killing a civilian. None. There are federal laws against

civilians killing agents, but not the other way around. (2) under this

decision, there are no state laws against killing which can be applied to

agents. So (3) federal agents actually are licensed to kill, completely

above the law. If in the course of duty, a federal agent kills someone, he

cannot be prosecuted by anyone.

Which also means, I just discovered, that Congress rates our lives as

less than that of a federal dog. This last session, Congress passed a

statute imposing 1 year's imprisonment for assaulting a federal police dog,

and 10 years' imprisonment for seriously injuring or killing one.

Appeals Panel Hears Ruby Ridge Case

SOURCE:

http://dailynews.yahoo.com/h/ap/20001220/pl/ruby ridge 1.html

Wednesday December 20 11:41 PM ET

Appeals Panel Hears Ruby Ridge Case

By DAVID KRAVETS, Associated Press Writer SAN FRANCISCO (AP) -

The FBI shooting of a white separatist's wife during the

1992 Ruby Ridge standoff was recounted in a federal courtroom Wednesday in a case that is testing
whether federal

agents are immune to state prosecution.The 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals (news - web sites) didn't
immediately

indicate whether prosecutors would be allowed to try agent! Lon T. Horiuchi on manslaughter charges
for the death of

Randy Weaver's wife, Vicki. The federal government declined to prosecute the agent. Wednesday's
hearing stemmed

from a request by Boundary County,Idaho, prosecutors, who argued in court papers that the shooting
was done by a

“"wild-headed government sniper." The county asked the court to review its June decision that said the
county couldn't

prosecute the sharpshooter for actions taken in pursuit of his duties as a federal law enforcement
officer." Attorney

Ramsey Clark, arguing for the county, said the court must reverse that decision in a case defining *“when
government
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agents can kill with immunity."

Solicitor General Seth Waxman told the 11 judges that it didn't matter

whether Vicki Weaver's death was the result of excessive force. These

federal law enforcement officials are privileged to do what would otherwise

be unlawful if done by a private citizen," Waxman told the panel during the

hour-long hearing. *"It's a fundamental function of our government."Judge

Alex Kozinski questioned Waxman's argument, saying: *'If the Constitution

does not provide limitations for federal agents' actions, then what does?"

Much of the discussion focused on the facts surrounding Vicki Weaver's

killing. Judge Susan Graber asked whether Horiuchi, who wasn't in the

courtroom, knew the unarmed woman was in the line of fire when he shot at Weaver's cabin.
“"Reasonable people

could differ whether Agent Horiuchi's actions were reasonable or not," she said.” You really don't know
the facts until

you go to trial," Clark responded.

Waxman said the facts are irrelevant, and that federal agents subject to

various state laws could chill the government's ability even to guard the

president.The court didn't indicate when it would rule.

During the weeklong standoff at northern Idaho's remote Ruby Ridge, Horiuchi shot and killed Weaver's
wife and

wounded family friend Kevin Harris. Witnesses have said the sharpshooter fired as Vicki Weaver held
open the cabin

door, her 10-month-old baby in her arms, to let Randy Weaver, their daughter and Harris in.

Horiuchi maintains he didn't see Vicki Weaver when he fired at Harris, who was armed and was ducking
into the cabin

as federal agents attempted to arrest Randy Weaver on a weapons trafficking charge. He also has said he
fired to

protect a government helicopter overhead.

The Justice Department (news - web sites) this summer announced the

settlement of the last remaining civil lawsuit stemming from the standoff.

The government admitted no wrongdoing, but paid Harris $380,000 to drop his $10 million civil damage
suit.

In 1995, the government paid Weaver and his three surviving children $3.1

million for the killing of Weaver's wife and their son, Samuel. The

14-year-old boy died in a shootout with federal marshals that ignited the

siege. A deputy marshal was also killed.-

On the Net:9th Circuit Court of Appeals,case is

Idaho vs. Horiuchi, 98-30149: http://www.ca9.uscourts.gov

WINDS - Kevin Harris Charged with Murder - Double Jeopardy From Ruby Ridge?
http://www.aptn.org/apfn/ruby.html

Court: FBI Sharpshooter May Be Charged in Ruby Ridge Slaying

Tuesday, June 5, 2001,

SAN FRANCISCO — A federal appeals court ruled Tuesday that an FBI sharpshooter can be tried by
Idaho

prosecutors for manslaughter in the slaying of white separatist Randy Weaver's wife during the 1992
Ruby Ridge

standoff.

The ruling from a sharply divided 9th U.S. Circuit Court of Appeals revives a case mentioned in the
same breath as

Waco and cited by Timothy McVeigh as motivation for the Oklahoma City bombing.
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It could also mean that FBI officials will be hauled into court to defend decisions made during the 11-
day confrontation

in northern Idaho. The agency is already stinging from recent gaftes in the bombing case and the recent
indictment of

agent Robert Hanssen on espionage charges.

The Ruby Ridge case is seen as a test of whether federal agents are immune from state prosecution. The
federal

government declined to prosecute agent Lon Horiuchi, but Tuesday's ruling clears the way for Idaho
prosecutors to

pursue charges against him in the death of Vicki Weaver, 42.

"When federal officers violate the Constitution, either through malice or excessive zeal, they can be held
accountable

for violating the state's criminal laws," Judge Alex Kozinski wrote in the 6-5 decision.

The court agreed with Idaho's contention that immunity cannot be granted until there is a hearing to
determine whether

Horiuchi acted unlawfully. If a judge rules Horiuchi broke the law, the case can go before a jury, the
court ruled.

The panel rejected arguments that it didn't matter whether Weaver's death was the result of excessive
force.

"When federal law enforcement agents carry out their responsibilities, they can cause destruction of
property, loss of

freedom, and as in this case, loss of life — all which might violate the state's criminal laws," Kozinski
said.

Horiuchi's attorney, Adam Hoffinger, declined comment and a Justice Department spokesman wouldn't
say whether the

decision will be appealed.

Outgoing FBI Director Louis J. Freeh said he was disappointed with the ruling and said the agency
stands behind

Horiuchi.

"As so often happens in law enforcement, split-second life and death decisions must be made by those
sworn to enforce

the law," Freeh said. "We continue to believe strongly agent Horiuchi met the legal standard that
protects law

enforcement officers when they carry out their duties, even when the consequence in hindsight is
regrettable."

Ramsey Clark, a former U.S. attorney general under President Johnson who argued the case for
Boundary County,

Idaho, called the ruling "courageous" and said it showed that law enforcement would be held
accountable for violence.

Randy Weaver also praised the decision.

"We've said all along that federal agents should be held accountable for their actions just like the rest of
us," Weaver

said from his home in Jefferson, lowa. "If the state can't bring charges, who will hold them responsible?
"We're happy with the decision," he said. "The American people should be happy with the decision. It's a
good day for

America and the justice system."

Stephen Yagman, who also represented Idaho in the case, said the decision was a significant victory for
individual and

states' rights.

"It puts another nail in the open coffin ... of the FBIL," he said.
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The standoff prompted a nationwide debate on the use of force by federal agencies.

It began after federal agents tried to arrest Randy Weaver for failing to appear in court to face charges of
selling two

illegal sawed-off shotguns. His cabin had been under surveillance for several months.

The violence began with the deaths of Deputy U.S. Marshal William Degan, Weaver's 14-year-old son,
Samuel, and the

Weaver family dog, Striker.

Horiuchi later shot and killed Weaver's wife and wounded family friend Kevin Harris. Witnesses said the
sharpshooter

fired as Vicki Weaver held open the cabin door, her 10-month-old baby in her arms, to let her husband,
their daughter

and Harris inside.

Horiuchi has said he didn't see Vicki Weaver when he fired at Harris, who was armed and was ducking
inside the

cabin. He also said he fired to protect a government helicopter overhead.

The appeals court appeared troubled with the case. Those in dissent said the majority was using
hindsight in "dissecting

the mistakes" of Horiuchi.

They called the majority's opinion a "grave disservice" to FBI agents and argued that Horiuchi, who is
still an FBI

agent, should be immune from prosecution.

"Every day in this country, federal agents place their lives in the line of fire to secure the liberties that we
all hold dear,"

Judge Michael Daly Hawkins wrote for the minority. "There will be times when those agents make
mistakes, sudden

judgment calls that turn out to be horribly wrong.

"We seriously delude ourselves if we think we can serve the cause of liberty by throwing shackles on
those agents and

hauling them to the dock of a state criminal court when they make such mistakes."

The standoff ended after Harris and Weaver surrendered. Both men were acquitted of murder,
conspiracy and other

federal charges. Weaver was convicted of failing to appear for trial on the firearms charge.

In 1995, the government paid Weaver and his three surviving children $3.1 million for the killings of
Weaver's wife

and son.

The Justice Department last summer settled the last civil lawsuit stemming from the standoff. The
government admitted

no wrongdoing, but paid Harris $380,000 to drop his $10 million civil damage suit.

We live in a SICK SOCIETY

We tell the world that the American Way of Life is superior to any other way of life yet our culture and
society display

before the world’s poor, a pervasive moral and ethical sickness that is both hypocritical and self-
destructive.

In order to better understand how much of the rest of the world views us, pretend that you are an
anthropologist from

another world looking down at us. Following are a few of the symptoms of our SICK SOCIETY that
you would see.

1. DRUG ADDICTION: You would see Congress voting to spend tax dollars to subsidize the tobacco
industry. Then

you would see the billion dollar tobacco companies promote tobacco addiction. Next you would see
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millions of

Americans hooked on the killer drug nicotine. Later you would witness mass human misery and
suffering from people

in the last throws of death from tobacco induced lung cancer and other diseases. Then you would watch
as millions of

dollars were spent in a losing battle against lung cancer. Your last view would be of the graveside
services for some of

the politicians who voted to subsidize the tobacco industry.

2. CHILDREN: You would see a society that claims to love children and promote their welfare above all
else. Then

you would watch as thousands of children are being sexually and psychologically abused by their elders.
You would

see millions of children locked away from the natural world in warehouses called ‘schools’. You would
then watch

these children suffer terrible diseases and develop personality disorders from being denied access to
natural light and

fresh air. Later you would watch as the sick children were medicated and turned into junior junkies to
control their

attention deficits and hyperactivity. You would take note of the tens of thousands of children that are
berated by their

parents while playing sports, the millions of children left at home alone to fend for themselves, the
millions of sickly

obese children stuffed with nothing but junk food and the hundreds of thousands of children who have
been locked up

in jails, prisons, and reform schools for behaving no differently than the drug and alcohol addicted adults
who locked

them up.

3. ANIMAL WELFARE: You would see hundreds of millions of dollars spent on pet food, pet
grooming, wildlife

programs on television, animal shelters, slick environmental publications, and zoos with ‘natural’
habitats. Then you

would see millions of chickens, pigs, and cows abused and tortured to make junk food to sicken our
children and pet

food for the few animals in our SICK SOCIETY that are coddled and treated better than our children.
You would

witness the horrors of rodeos, circuses, roadside zoos, and enslaved whales and porpoises. You would
see bulldozers

destroying the homes of millions of animals that would be forced into starvation or death as road-kill on
our highways.

You would watch as hundreds of thousands of baby chicks and rabbits died at the hands of their captors
during Easter.

The above represent just the tip of the iceberg of the hypocrisy that America represents to much of the
rest of the world.

In the minds of the huddled and suffering masses of the Third World our SICK SOCIETY represents,
land mines

blowing off the legs of children, bombs being dropped on peasant’s mud huts, millions of acres of
rainforests destroyed

by American owned timber companies, denial of family planning information, and exploitation of both
their people and

their resources so that Americans can waste precious fossil fuels and other resources in order to drive
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bigger and more

inefficient vehicles.

Wake up America, before it is too late!!! Our worship of money, power, waste, and cancerous growth is
destroying

both our credibility as a caring and generous people but is leading us down the pathway to destruction
as a great nation.

THE BEGINNING OF THE LIE

Once upon a time before the year 1066 the people of England held Allodial title to their land. Not even
the king could

take the land for not paying a tithe. William the Conquer came in 1066 and stole the Kings Title and
took the land of

the people. From William I, 1066, to King John, 1199, England was in dire straits. It was bankrupt.

The King invoked the Law of Mortmain, the dead man's hand, so people couldn't pass their land on to
the church or

anyone else without the King's permission, (modern day probate?). Without Mortmain the King would
lose the land he

controlled. The Vatican didn't like that because the King owed a lot of pounds to the
Vatican.(WHY?)(1). King John

refused to accept The Vatican's representative, Stephen Langton, whom Pope Innocent III installed to
rule

England(religious or in fact?)(2) In 1208 England was placed under Papal interdict(?). Interdict means a
prohibition.)

King John was excommunicated and in trying to regain his stature he groveled before the Pope and
returned the title to

his kingdoms of England and Ireland to the Pope as vassals, and swore submission and loyalty to him.
King John

accepted Langton as Archbishop of Canterbury, and offered the Pope a vassal's bond of fealty and
homage. Two

months later, in July of 1213, King John was absolved of excommunication, at Winchester, by the
returned Archbishop

of Canterbury, Langton. On October 3, 1213, by treaty, King John ratified his surrender of his kingdoms
to the Pope, as

Vicar of Christ who claimed ownership of everything and everyone on earth as tradition.

Question 1. Where in the Bible did Jesus give any man this kind of power over all men and land? He
didn't. He did

not create a religion nor did he create the office of Pope.

Question 2. Can you have a third party break a contract between you and another person under duress..?
Don't those

of you who are forced into a contract reserve all your rights under modern UCC 1-207 and claim UCC
1-103?

The contract (treaty of 1213) was between two parties. Now the Barons of England would not put up
with being

slaves anymore so they took to the sword and made King John sign the Magna Charta. So doesn't this
act of the Barons

violate the principle of natural law, when they created the Magna Charta, as having no force and effect
upon a contract

between two parties? Well Pope Innocent III, the other contracting party thought so, for he declared the
Magna Charta

to be: ". . .unlawful and unjust as it is base and shameful. . . whereby the Apostolic See is brought into
contempt, the
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Royal Prerogative diminished, the English outraged, and the whole enterprise of the Crusade greatly
imperiled."

Quoted from G.R.C. Davis: Magna Charta. Trustee of the British Museum. London. 1965.

The Pope, in order to introduce strife in England and Ireland that would help him, used Jesus teachings
to his

advantage that is verified in the Gospels by two of His Apostles. So St. Levy (Mark 2:14; Luke 5:27),
alias Matthew,

cites Jesus at Matthew 10::34-36 and Luke 12:49, 51-3. Nothing reveals the antithesis of government
and religion more

clearly than these facts.

Question 3. What did the contract of 1213 A.D. create? A TRUST or CONTRACT. Only the two
parties, the King's

heirs and the Pope, can break the contract. For the Trust /Contract cannot be broken as long as there are
heirs to both

sides of the contract.

At this time in history we now know who controlled the Kings of England and the land of the world. For
Now we

have the Pope claiming the whole Western Hemisphere besides Europe. The Holy See of Antioch ruled
all the easterly

side and the Holy See of Alexandria ruled the western side, so there was a conflict. (3)

So, on with the story. The King's explorers had come to America to claim dominion over land by
deceiving and

murdering the natives, the American Indians. The King operated under the treaty of 1213 and everything
was going

along okay until the 1770's when the bunch of rogues called the "Founding Fathers" decided they
wanted the benefits

but not pay the taxes to the King. They, being lawyers, and professional educated men, didn't know they
were still

under the Pope's control? Their lies and fraud now would affect the American colonies and the people
who lived on the

land.

Those common people who fought in the American Revolution were unaware that the 1213 treaty still
ruled despite the

fact they THOUGHT the Magna Charta was a viable piece of work.(4) The Declaration of Rights in
1689 declared the

Rights of the British subjects in England. At the end of the English Declaration it stated at Section III "
...that should

any of the Rights just mentioned be in violation of the HOLY ALLIANCE (1213 Treaty), ...it is as if this
Declaration

was never written".

So we know that the English Declaration didn't fly, so what makes you think the 1774 Declaration of
Rights in this

British Colony would work. Weren't these people doing the same thing as the Barons did in 1215 A.D.
to King John? A

contract is a contract. Look at Article 1, Section 10, Clause 1 of the U.S. Constitution. Can anyone
obligate a contract?

Were the "founding fathers" trying to obligate a contract between two parties that still have heirs living
today?

Question 4. How important is the "ultimate benefactor", the Pope, The HOLY SEE, in the scheme of
things? Move
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through history till modern times and pull Public Law 88-244, which follows Public Law 88-243 - the
institution of the

law- merchants Uniform Commercial Code. Are you shocked that the Pope is listed in this Public Law?
Doesn't the United States have an ambassador in the Vatican? Why? Is it a government like all other
nations such as

France, Japan, Spain or Brazil? The Vatican runs the world, it controls the British Crown. Is it any
wonder they

separate man's Church and government? They don't talk about the Lord Almighty's Church
(government) do they.(5)

"Organized churches" are given special tax privileges because the Vatican dictates to the sixty United
States trustees

through the trust document, the U.S. Constitution created by the 1783 treaty between the King,
frontman for the

Vatican, and Adams, Hartly, Laurens, & Franklin who were operating for the King and not the people of
America.

Look at Article VI of the Constitution for the United States for your answer as stated in the "New
History of

America".(6)

You see we are still under the Pope who rules over all nations as he declared he did back in 1213. The
1783 Treaty did

say in the opening statement quoted exactly as it appears in olde English; "It having pleafed the Divine
Providence to

difpofe the hearts of the Moft Serene and Moft Porent Prince, George the Third, by the grace of God,
King of the Great

Britain, France and Ireland, Defender, of the Faith , Duke of Brunfwick and Laurenberg, Arch-Treafurer
and PRINCE

ELECTOR OF THE HOLY ROMAN EMPIRE, & C. AND OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA, .. .."

(Emphasis added in caps).

Did you catch the last few words? This is from a King (man) who can supposedly make no claim over
the United States

of America because he was defeated? The King claims God gave him the almighty power to say that no
man can ever

own property because it, "goes against the tenets of his church, the Vatican/Holy Roman Empire,
because the King is

the "Elector of the Holy Roman Empire’"

What about the secret Treaty of Verona, made the 22nd of November, 1822, which shows the power of
the Pope and

the Vatican's interest in the US Republic.

Here is part of The Secret Treaty of Verona. "The undersigned specially authorized to make some
additions to the

treaty of the Holy Alliance, after having exchanged their respective credentials, have agreed as follows:
ARTICLE I. The high contracting powers being convinced that the system of representative government
is equally as

incompatible with the monarchial principles as the maxim of the sovereignty of the people with the
divine right, engage

mutually, in the most solemn manner to use all their efforts to put an end to the system of representative
governments,

in what ever country it may exist in Europe, and to prevent its being introduced in those countries where
it is not yet
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known.

ARTICLE 2. As it cannot be doubted that the liberty of the press is the most powerful means used by
the pretended

supporters of the rights of nations to the detriment of those of princes, the high contracting parties
promise reciprocally

to adopt all proper measures to suppress it, not only in their own state but also in the rest of Europe.
ARTICLE 3. Convinced that the principles of religion contribute most powerfully to keep nations in the
state of passive

obedience which they owe to their princes, the high contracting parties declare it to be their intention to
sustain in their

respective states, those measures which the clergy may adopt with the aim of ameliorating their own
interests, so

intimately connected with the preservation of the authority of the princes; and the contracting powers
join in offering

their thanks to the Pope for what he has already done for them, and solicit his constant cooperation in
their views of

submitting the nations."

Do we have a false God before us and worship him and his church instead of the real Lord, Jesus and his
government.

The divine right of kings exists in Clinton and every Governor of the states in corporate Union. Well let
me go on

record and say that the Lord gave me the same right as the Pope claims was given to him. Am I not a
Steward upon the

land of the Lord as a mere sojourner, the same as the Pope? Are not you also a Steward?

Did the Lord make a covenant with Adam and Eve to subdue the earth and reign over the animals and to
populate the

earth? Doesn't that contract still exist? And doesn't it exist with you also? And we, the true believers in
that contract,

can we take all the nations (mans) laws in the world and dump them in the ocean to regain our rightful
place on this

earth under the Lord's Natural Law to thwart the contract between King John and the Pope that appears
to defeat the

original contract the Lord made with man?

Yes, let us go back to the original contract and destroy the Vatican's control over everybody. Before
1066 the Pope did

not claim all the land as the people claimed the land and didn't pay taxes on it to anybody. Didn't the
Lord say to the

people after coming out of Egypt, "why do you want a king when you have me and my contract?"
Which Lord do you

want to live under, a Pope, a King, President, Governors, Senators, Representatives, or a real Lord
called Jesus Christ.

"Christians," are ridiculed and put down because they read the Word of the Lord correctly and could
defeat even the

best the Pope has to throw at them.

The King James version of the Bible is just that. A version concocted by the King under the guidance of
the Pope so as

to hide the real truth. I was taught by the church I went to, which is government controlled as it has to
be by the treaty

of 1213 and reiterated in the 1783 Treaty between The Pope's Elector, King John and the First President
of the United
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States, Sam Huntington and Charles Thompson, Secretary. I read the passage, when Jesus was on the
cross, from a very

old manuscript that said, "Forgive them NOT, for they know what they do." This is different than what
most people

believe he said, "Forgive them for they know not what they do." Bottom line is that when men write,
transcribe,

translate, update, and copy over thousands of years they always alter the interpretation, words and insert
their own

meanings. You can see this in just the 200 years that our country became separated from England, but
still remains a

colony under different compact and use of clever wording. But that is another whole subject that you do
not know

about.

Eminent domain and Allodial title:

Why and where did "eminent domain" rear its ugly head? Right after the King's government was formed
here in

America. Eminent domain replaced the Law of Mortmain of England and when government wanted
your land they

claimed eminent domain thereby destroying that to what people think they have allodial title. Allodial
title only existed

in America when the King granted the use of the land to the likes of William Penn, .........

But it could be taken at any time. Are you or were your great, great, great grandfathers ever free to hold
land that could

never be taken away? Ask some of today's farmers and see how many lost their farms to the government
that belonged

to their past family and I'll bet none of the land goes back to the 1789 era. Well it's a wonderful world to
live in the end

times, isn't it. Read Revelations to see where the false preachers come from. Who is the "Harlot" in
Revelations?

Does the Vatican come close with a mortal calling himself the "vicar" of Christ?

Here is the definition of vicar in Webster's 1828 American Dictionary of the English Language.

Vicar: "In a general sense, a person deputed or authorized to perform the functions of another; a
substitute in office."

The Pope PRETENDS to be vicar of Jesus Christ on earth.

Pretend; To hold out as a false appearance; to offer something feigned instead of that which is real; To
exhibit as a

cover for something hidden."

You bet your life the Pope has something to hide. He is no more powerful than You. The King is no
more powerful

than You. The American President and Governor's are no more powerful than You. You allow THEM
run your lives

...WHY.?

Thinkers, you cannot fight the Pope or the King on their contract even though you are affected by the
contract. You

must go elsewhere for relief. Remember the first contract in history, God with Adam and Eve? You had
better because

you were a part of it as an heir and it is your saving grace. Why do you think the "courts of common
law" are despised

and Government and States are taking action to stop them? See where the power lies when this
happens? Clinton, the
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Governors, and Congress of the United States and the Legislatures of the several states are only
following orders and

delegate to the 60 U.S. Trustees, who always show up in bankruptcy generated mostly by IRS actions.
Isn't that a

starting point?

What do Trustees administer? A trust? The Constitution is a trust, correct? It was created by the 1783
Treaty, correct? It

is not the private man's trust contract, correct? Only those entering into the contract are UNDER the
constitution and

are bound by it, correct? Look up the definition of "under" in words and phrases and a good dictionary
such as

Webster's 1828 at Vol. I1, 101. I, my dear readers, am not "under" some damn corporate trust
(constitution) drafted in

secrecy by the King and corporate lawyer esquires (you call them the "Founding Fathers") whom were
controlled by

the Treaty of 1213, wherein the Vatican still ruled over all. It was never "my constitution" and never will
be. The

Constitution does not apply to me nor will it ever.

However, some of the states' representatives in 1776 realized that the Constitution was a commercial
contract among

the Founding Fathers to protect their financial interests in the Americas and in Europe. The Articles of
the Bill of

Rights is designed to keep those United States citizens whom are bound by the Constitution (contract)
from

encroaching upon my natural Law Rights, (With this hint in mind you may discover where the IRS gets
its purported

power that makes you liable, because you claim to be UNDER the constitution, but they will never
admit it because

only a few know the real reason and they are not about to tell their agents. The same goes for any
license issued to you

by the corporate States). I hope you have read the Supreme Court cases of State and United States cited
in my previous

books that prove beyond any shadow of a doubt I am correct in my previous two sentences. Yet you
always fall back

into the trap by claiming citizenship of the United States AND THE STATES.

No! You are not a citizen of the corporate or organic State if you want to be free. You cannot claim it is
your

constitution and remain free. You cannot claim representatives in the legislatures and remain free. How
about your

estate? State and Estate come from the same contract.

Webster's 1828 Dictionary defines it;

"ESTA'TE, n. 1. In a general sense, fixedness; a condition; now generally written and pronounced state.
(6) The general

interest of business or government; hence a political body; a commonwealth; a republic.

But in this sense, we now use State." Get the picture? We are the ryots tenure holding the "estate" of the
King called

your estate. Belong to a body politic and you are a slave. In my previous books I told the people a
"republic" is a fraud,

for then you belong to the estate of the King which makes you a law-merchant holding as a trustee the
King's land that
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he is holding in trust for the Vatican. The States are the "estate " of the Vatican/King cabal with the
money changers

along for the ride are a full blown consortium which includes the Congress/President/ Governors et al. |
don't want to

drive you crazy, since you might not comprehend all that is here. Once you know the truth and let go of
all you were

taught by the government and the preachers you don't become the drowning man grasping at the lies to
stay afloat.

Have you ever wondered why you were sinking while pleading case law and their constitution to protect
you?

Bye till next time,

The Informer

(1)(WHY?). Because the Pope claimed all lands as the vicar of Christ and the king owed money from
the Vatican that

was to be collected by the Church of England. The church reduced their parishioners to mere serfdom.
When they died

the church got the property and the King, in order to preserve what property he had instituted the law of
Mortmain.

This prevented the people from willing the land to the Pope. When the pope got wind of this he
excommunicated the

King. That's the explanation for the Why?

(2) This is a fact that is documented in the English documents of History at the Leeds Library.

(3)The conflict between each of the Holy Sees, one controlling the western front (America) and the
other controlling

the China side with the dividing line somewhere in Spain and France through Germany. The Pope is the
figurehead,

remember and the best way to explain it is Congress is Alexandria and the Senate is Antioch.

(4) (Why doesn't the Magna Charta hold more force and effect than a later contract between the king
and the Pope?

Because the Pope decreed it null and void as it would break the contract he had initiated with the King.
The Magna

Charta was a contract breaker by third parties and that was a no-no in any law. Besides the Pope owned
England and

how could the Barons take the land that the King pledged let alone all the surfs that the Pope still
controlled through the

church of England? He can't and so the Magna Charta was declared Void. Now the Pope, through the
front man, The

King, could create the other contracts called treaties and no one is the wiser. Remember, the Pope was
being controlled

by the creditor, The Rothschilds to whom the Pope was indebted.

(5) Why? It is clear as a bell. The "church" of GOD is 'Government of GOD and man created all these
religions and

made churches for them. They, man, cannot allow the Government of the Lord "Church upon this rock"
to get in the

way of the government of men, now can they?

(6) "New History of America", by The Informer

People you can read this for yourself in American Council of Christian Laymen: "How Red Is The
Federal Council of

Churches", Madison, Wisconsin, 1949. Now you may better understand James Montgomery's latest as
to why all the
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declarations, Magna Charta, etc. have no effect. Read on to see why.

See: James Montgomery's - "British Colony III" on the Internet. To further prove what I say that the
declared rights

were also at the mercy of any previous charters or grants from the king of England you must read
section 25 of the

1776 North Carolina Constitution, Declaration of Rights which states;09"And provided further, that
nothing herein

contained shall affect the titles or possessions of individuals holding or claiming under the laws
heretofore in force, or

grants heretofore made by the late King George II, or his predecessors, or the late lords proprietors, or
any of them."

The Declaration of Independence

Visit our Declaration of Independence website

In Congress, July 4, 1776

The unanimous Declaration of the thirteen united States of America

When in the Course of human events it becomes necessary for one people to dissolve the political bands
which have

connected them with another and to assume among the powers of the earth, the separate and equal
station to which the

Laws of Nature and of Nature's God entitle them, a decent respect to the opinions of mankind requires
that they should

declare the causes which impel them to the separation.

We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with

certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness. --That to
secure these

rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the
governed, --That

whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to
alter or to abolish

it, and to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and organizing its powers in
such form, as

to them shall seem most likely to effect their Safety and Happiness. Prudence, indeed, will dictate that
Governments

long established should not be changed for light and transient causes; and accordingly all experience hath
shewn that

mankind are more disposed to suffer, while evils are sufferable than to right themselves by abolishing the
forms to

which they are accustomed. But when a long train of abuses and usurpations, pursuing invariably the
same Object

evinces a design to reduce them under absolute Despotism, it is their right, it is their duty, to throw off
such

Government, and to provide new Guards for their future security. --Such has been the patient sufferance
of these

Colonies; and such is now the necessity which constrains them to alter their former Systems of
Government. The

history of the present King of Great Britain is a history of repeated injuries and usurpations, all having in
direct object

the establishment of an absolute Tyranny over these States. To prove this, let Facts be submitted to a
candid world.
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He has refuted his Assent to Laws, the most wholesome and necessary for the public good.

He has forbidden his Governors to pass Laws of immediate and pressing importance, unless suspended
in their

operation till his Assent should be obtained; and when so suspended, he has utterly neglected to attend
to them.

He has refused to pass other Laws for the accommodation of large districts of people, unless those
people would

relinquish the right of Representation in the Legislature, a right inestimable to them and formidable to
tyrants only.

He has called together legislative bodies at places unusual, uncomfortable, and distant from the
depository of their

Public Records, for the sole purpose of fatiguing them into compliance with his measures.

He has dissolved Representative Houses repeatedly, for opposing with manly firmness his invasions on
the rights of the

people.

He has refused for a long time, after such dissolutions, to cause others to be elected, whereby the
Legislative Powers,

incapable of Annihilation, have returned to the People at large for their exercise; the State remaining in
the mean time

exposed to all the dangers of invasion from without, and convulsions within.

He has endeavoured to prevent the population of these States; for that purpose obstructing the Laws for
Naturalization

of Foreigners; refusing to pass others to encourage their migrations hither, and raising the conditions of
new

Appropriations of Lands.

He has obstructed the Administration of Justice by refusing his Assent to Laws for establishing Judiciary
Powers.

He has made Judges dependent on his Will alone for the tenure of their offices, and the amount an
payment of their

salaries.

He has erected a multitude of New Offices, and sent hither swarms of Officers to harass our people and
eat out their

substance.

He has kept among us, in times of peace, Standing Armies without the Consent of our legislatures.

He has affected to render the Military independent of and superior to the Civil Power.

He has combined with others to subject us to a jurisdiction foreign to our constitution, and
unacknowledged by our

laws; giving his Assent to their Acts of pretended Legislation:

For quartering large bodies of armed troops among us:

For protecting them, by a mock Trial from punishment for any Murders which they should commit on
the Inhabitants

of these States:

For cutting off our Trade with all parts of the world:

For imposing Taxes on us without our Consent:

For depriving us in many cases, of the benefit of Trial by Jury:

For transporting us beyond Seas to be tried for pretended offences:

For abolishing the free System of English Laws in a neighbouring Province, establishing therein an
Arbitrary

government, and enlarging its Boundaries so as to render it at once an example and fit instrument for
introducing the
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same absolute rule into these Colonies

For taking away our Charters, abolishing our most valuable Laws and altering fundamentally the Forms
of our

Governments:

For suspending our own Legislatures, and declaring themselves invested with power to legislate for us in
all cases

whatsoever.

He has abdicated Government here, by declaring us out of his Protection and waging War against us.
He has plundered our seas, ravaged our Coasts burnt our towns, and destroyed the lives of our people.
He is at this time transporting large Armies of foreign Mercenaries to compleat the works of death,
desolation, and

tyranny, already begun with circumstances of Cruelty ;amp& Perfidy scarcely paralleled in the most
barbarous ages,

and totally unworthy the Head of a civilized nation.

He has constrained our fellow Citizens taken Captive on the high Seas to bear Arms against their
Country, to become

the executioners of their friends and Brethren, or to fall themselves by their Hands.

He has excited domestic insurrections amongst us, and has endeavoured to bring on the inhabitants of
our frontiers, the

merciless Indian Savages whose known rule of warfare, is an undistinguished destruction of all ages,
sexes and

conditions.

In every stage of these Oppressions We have Petitioned for Redress in the most humble terms: Our
repeated Petitions

have been answered only by repeated injury. A Prince, whose character is thus marked by every act
which may define a

Tyrant, is unfit to be the ruler of a free people.

Nor have We been wanting in attentions to our British brethren. We have warned them from time to time
of attempts by

their legislature to extend an unwarrantable jurisdiction over us. We have reminded them of the
circumstances of our

emigration and settlement here. We have appealed to their native justice and magnanimity, and we have
conjured them

by the ties of our common kindred. to disavow these usurpations, which would inevitably interrupt our
connections and

correspondence. They too have been deaf to the voice of justice and of consanguinity. We must,
therefore, acquiesce in

the necessity, which denounces our Separation, and hold them, as we hold the rest of mankind, Enemies
in War, in

Peace Friends.

We, therefore, the Representatives of the United States of America, in General Congress, Assembled,
appealing to the

Supreme Judge of the world for the rectitude of our intentions, do, in the Name, and by Authority of the
good People of

these Colonies, solemnly publish and declare, That these United Colonies are, and of Right ought to be
Free and

Independent States, that they are Absolved from all Allegiance to the British Crown, and that all political
connection

between them and the State of Great Britain, is and ought to be totally dissolved; and that as Free and
Independent
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States, they have full Power to levy War, conclude Peace contract Alliances, establish Commerce, and to
do all other

Acts and Things which Independent States may of right do. --And for the support of this Declaration,
with a firm

reliance on the protection of Divine Providence, we mutually pledge to each other our Lives, our
Fortunes and our

sacred Honor.

--John Hancock

New Hampshire:

Josiah Bartlett, William Whipple, Matthew Thornton

Massachusetts:

John Hancock, Samuel Adams, John Adams, Robert Treat Paine, Elbridge Gerry

Rhode Island:

Stephen Hopkins, William Ellery

Connecticut:

Roger Sherman, Samuel Huntington, William Williams, Oliver Wolcott

New York:

William Floyd, Philip Livingston, Francis Lewis, Lewis Morris

New Jersey:

Richard Stockton, John Witherspoon, Francis Hopkinson, John Hart, Abraham Clark
Pennsylvania:

Robert Morris, Benjamin Rush, Benjamin Franklin, John Morton, George Clymer, James Smith, George
Taylor, James

Wilson, George Ross

Delaware:

Caesar Rodney, George Read, Thomas McKean

Maryland:

Samuel Chase, William Paca, Thomas Stone, Charles Carroll of Carrollton

Virginia:

George Wythe, Richard Henry Lee, Thomas Jefferson, Benjamin Harrison, Thomas Nelson, Jr., Francis
Lightfoot Lee,

Carter Braxton

North Carolina:

William Hooper, Joseph Hewes, John Penn

South Carolina:

Edward Rutledge, Thomas Heyward, Jr., Thomas Lynch, Jr., Arthur Middleton

Georgia:

Button Gwinnett, Lyman Hall, George Walton

The Bankruptcy of the United States

Gold and silver were such a powerful money during the founding of the

united states of America, that the founding fathers declared that only gold

or silver coins can be "money" in America.

Subject: .The Bankruptcy of The United States

United States Congressional Record, March 17, 1993 Vol. 33, page H-1303

THIS IS IMPORTANT!!!!

Speaker-Rep. James Traficant, Jr. (Ohio) addressing the House:

"Mr. Speaker, we are here now in chapter 11.. Members of Congress are

official trustees presiding over the greatest reorganization of any Bankrupt

entity in world history, the U.S. Government. We are setting forth

hopefully, a blueprint for our future. There are some who say it is a
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coroner's report that will lead to our demise.

It is an established fact that the United States Federal Government has

been dissolved by the Emergency Banking Act, March 9, 1933, 48 Stat. 1,
Public Law 89-719; declared by President Roosevelt, being bankrupt and
insolvent. H.J.R. 192, 73rd Congress m session June 5, 1933 - Joint
Resolution To Suspend The Gold Standard and Abrogate The Gold Clause
dissolved the Sovereign Authority of the United States and the official
capacities of all United States Governmental Offices, Officers, and
Departments and is further evidence that the United States Federal
Government exists today in name only.

The receivers of the United States Bankruptcy are the International

Bankers, via the United Nations, the World Bank and the International
Monetary Fund. All United States Offices, Officials, and Departments are now
operating within a de facto status in name only under Emergency War Powers.
With the Constitutional Republican form of Government now dissolved, the
receivers of the Bankruptcy have adopted a new form of government for the
United States. This new form of government is known as a Democracy, being an
established Socialist/Communist order under a new governor for America. This
act was instituted and established by transferring and/or placing the Office

of the Secretary of Treasury to that of the Governor of the International
Monetary Fund. Public Law 94-564, page 8, Section H.R. 13955 reads in part:
"The U.S. Secretary of Treasury receives no compensation for representing
the United States."

Gold and silver were such a powerful money during the founding of the

united states of America, that the founding fathers declared that only gold

or silver coins can be "money" in America. Since gold and silver coinage

were heavy and inconvenient for a lot of transactions, they were stored in
banks and a claim check was issued as a money substitute. People traded

their coupons as money, or "currency." Currency is not money, but a money
substitute. Redeemable currency must promise to pay a dollar equivalent in
gold or silver money. Federal Reserve Notes (FRNs) make no such promises,
and are not "money." A Federal Reserve Note is a debt obligation of the
federal United States government, not "money?' The federal United States
government and the U.S. Congress were not and have never been authorized by
the Constitution for the united states of America to issue currency of any

kind, but only lawful money, -gold and silver coin.

It is essential that we comprehend the distinction between real money and
paper money substitute. One cannot get rich by accumulating money
substitutes, one can only get deeper into debt. We the People no longer have
any "money." Most Americans have not been paid any "money" for a very long
time, perhaps not in their entire life. Now do you comprehend why you feel
broke? Now, do you understand why you are "bankrupt," along with the rest of
the country?

Federal Reserve Notes (FRNs) are unsigned checks written on a closed
account. FRNs are an inflatable paper system designed to create debt through
inflation (devaluation of currency). when ever there is an increase of the
supply of a money substitute in the economy without a corresponding increase
in the gold and silver backing, inflation occurs.

Inflation is an invisible form of taxation that irresponsible governments

inflict on their citizens. The Federal Reserve Bank who controls the supply



and movement of FRNs has everybody fooled. They have access to an unlimited
supply of FRNSs, paying only for the printing costs of what they need. FRNs
are nothing more than promissory notes for U.S. Treasury securities
(T-Bills) - a promise to pay the debt to the Federal Reserve Bank.

There is a fundamental difference between "paying" and "discharging" a
debt. To pay a debt, you must pay with value or substance (i.e. gold,

silver, barter or a commodity). With FRNs, you can only discharge a debt.
You cannot pay a debt with a debt currency system. You cannot service a debt
with a currency that has no backing in value or substance. No contract in
Common law is valid unless it involves an exchange of "good & valuable
consideration." Un-payable debt transfers power and control to the sovereign
power structure that has no interest in money, law, equity or justice

because they have so much wealth already.

Their lust is for power and control. Since the inception of central

banking, they have controlled the fates of nations.

The Federal Reserve System is based on the Canon law and the principles of
sovereignty protected in the Constitution and the Bill of Rights. In fact,

the international bankers used a "Canon Law Trust" as their model, adding
stock and naming it a "Joint Stock Trust." The U.S. Congress had passed a
law making it illegal for any legal "person" to duplicate a "Joint Stock

Trust" in 1873. The Federal Reserve Act was legislated post-facto (to 1870),
although post-facto laws are strictly forbidden by the Constitution. [1:9:3]
The Federal Reserve System is a sovereign power structure separate and
distinct from the federal United States government. The Federal Reserve is a
maritime lender, and/or maritime insurance underwriter to the federal United
States operating exclusively under Admiralty/Maritime law. The lender or
underwriter bears the risks, and the Maritime law compelling specific
performance in paying the interest, or premiums are the same.

Assets of the debtor can also be hypothecated (to pledge something as a
security without taking possession of it.) as security by the lender or
underwriter. The Federal Reserve Act stipulated that the interest on the

debt was to be paid in gold. There was no stipulation in the Federal Reserve
Act for ever paying the principle.

Prior to 1913, most Americans owned clear, allodial title to property, free
and clear of any liens or mortgages until the Federal Reserve Act (1913)
"Hypothecated" all property within the federal United States to the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve, -in which the Trustees (stockholders) held
legal title. The U.S. citizen (tenant, franchisee) was registered as a
"beneficiary" of the trust via his/her birth certificate. In 1933, the

federal United States hypothecated all of the present and future properties,
assets and labor of their "subjects," the 14th Amendment U.S. citizen, to

the Federal Reserve System.

In return, the Federal Reserve System agreed to extend the federal United
States corporation all the credit "money substitute" it needed. Like any
other debtor, the federal United States government had to assign collateral
and security to their creditors as a condition of the loan. Since the

federal United States didn't have any assets, they assigned the private
property of their "economic slaves", the U.S. citizens as collateral against
the un-payable federal debt. They also pledged the unincorporated federal
territories, national parks forests, birth certificates, and nonprofit
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organizations, as collateral against the federal debt. All has already been
transferred as payment to the international bankers.

Unwittingly, America has returned to its pre-American Revolution, feudal
roots whereby all land is held by a sovereign and the common people had no
rights to hold allodial title to property. Once again, We the People are the
tenants and sharecroppers renting our own property from a Sovereign in the
guise of the Federal Reserve Bank. We the people have exchanged one master
for another.

This has been going on for over eighty years without the "informed
knowledge" of the American people, without a voice protesting loud enough.
Now it's easy to grasp why America is fundamentally bankrupt.

Why don't more people own their properties outright?

Why are 90% of Americans mortgaged to the hilt and have little or no assets
after all debts and liabilities have been paid? Why does it feel like you

are working harder and harder and getting less and less?

We are reaping what has been sown, and the results of our harvest is a

painful bankruptcy, and a foreclosure on American property, precious

liberties, and a way of life. Few of our elected representatives in

Washington, D.C. have dared to tell the truth. The federal United States is
bankrupt. Our children will inherit this un-payable debt, and the tyranny to
enforce paying it.

America has become completely bankrupt in world leadership, financial

credit and its reputation for courage, vision and human rights. This is an
undeclared economic war, bankruptcy, and economic slavery of the most
corrupt order! Wake up America! Take back

your Country."

[ IS IT ANY WONDER THAT THE "ELITE" ARE OUT TO DESTROY REP TRAFICANT? He
is hitting the Socialist CFR/TC and the Communist UN where it hurts! LMsr. ]
Image: United States Congressional Record, March 17, 1993 Vol. 33, page H-1303
Added by: Chester L McWhorter Sr: Forming the Federal Reserve System are the
primary Federal Reserve "Banks" of: Boston, New York, Philadelphia,
Cleveland, Richmond, Atlanta, Chicago, St Louis, Minneapolis, Kansas City,
Dallas, and San Francisco. These banks are not real banks..you cannot cash a
check there, open an account, etc. These "banks" are also holding companies
of smaller banks.

In all of this discussion about income tax, we should be ever mindful of the
fact that CONGRESS is the key. CONGRESS votes to spend the money. Congress
gives the IRS its power. Congress gives the IRS its OWN budget. Congress is
elected by the people. The IRS is A DECOY.

>>>>Disclaimer: This document may be used as you will except:

If you change anything in the text, remove my name and other Ident. You may
use it without my identification also if you wish...I only ask that people

read it and think...think...think. Sources/Ref's if not in the text will be

found on the last page of Doc 000.0.0.1 and 000.0.6. CLMsr.<<<<

We have a Constitution and our Bill of Rights (the first 10 amendments) that
makes us free. Right? Then visit:

http://www.trimonline.org http://www.getusout.org
http://www.thenewamerican.com http://www.givemeliberty.org
http://www.jbs.org Http://wwwgetawarrant.com

Then take a look at these sites: http://www.dixierising.com
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http://www.dixienet.org http://www.palmetto.org
http://www.southerncaucus.org http://www.spofga.org
http://www.southern-style.com http://www.nca.mybravenet.com

NOTE # 1: This is the FIRST doc in a string of about 37 regarding the
Income Tax, How it was illegally forced upon us, the collusion of various
nation banks, including The Bank of England, the Banks of Europe, the Banks
of the USA that make up the Non-Government organization known as the Fed and
the bankers themselves dedicated to making this a Socialist Nation. As David
Rockefeller reportedly said in 1973 when he and others formed the Trilateral
Commission, "We will have this a Socialist Nation by the end of the year
2000." Well, with the help of our past Communist President, he damned well
nearly did it. If Comrade Gore had been elected, it would be now! The last
doc in this series is a plan that was presented to President Bush when he
visited Florida recently. It was put directly into his hands. He has not

acted upon it. We The People must initiate a campaign of letters, faxes,
e-mails, and phone calls to him and others in our otherwise corrupt
government letting them know of our displeasure. For God and Country, Chet.
NOTE # 2: [ Should you wish to be removed from my mailing list, please
send a message with the word remove in the subject line. If you got this

from a mail list, such as xxxxxx@xxxxxgroups.com or something like that,
then it is up to the moderator or owner of the list to remove my access

based upon complaints of my material, abuse, or removal of your access if
you request it. | Should you wish a copy of a numbered message

(this is the First one) that you may have missed, please e-mail me off net

for a copy of it and I will be very happy to provide it. Chet.

You may forward this to every member of Congress by using a Mail Blaster
application available on the Internet as follows:

Step 1. Access your web browser. Step 2. Type in the search block:
http://www.mailblasterdot.com

Step 3. Click on Send Batch E-Mail which is on the left end of the screen.
Step 4. Type in your E-mail Address. Step 5. Click on Subject: Type in

the subject of your document.

Step 6. Click on Message: Now here you can type in your message or you can
paste a previously copied file here. You can also edit your message after

you finish with the message and before sending it.

Step 7. Then click on select a file. Here you may click on:

demhouse.txt (Socialist Democrat House Members) or,

democsen.txt (Socialist Democrats Senate Members) or,

newsorg.txt (Many of the "anchor" news folks have their email address here
for you to use) or,

rephouse.txt (Republican House of Representatives Members) or,
repubsen.txt (Republican Senate Members) or,

senators.txt (All Senators).

Step 8. After selecting the group to receive your message then click on

send batch. It will go to everyone listed in the batch.

Remember: Nothing beats a letter AND a phone call.

AS/Chester L McWhorter Sr, c¢/o 504 N. Brighton Rd, Lecanto, Occupied Florida.
34461. Ph: 352-344-9073. Fax: Same. E-mail: robertthebruce@naturecoast.net
01 of 37 100.0.0.0 End

Quote: We are on the verge of a global transformation. All we [ the CFR ]
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need is the right major crisis and the nation[s] will accept the New World

Order. End Quote. David Rockefeller: Founder and Honorary Chairman,

Council of the Americas; Chairman, Americas Society; Founder, Forum of the
Americas; Chairman, Emeritus, Council on Foreign Relations [CFR]; Founder

and Honorary Chairman, Trilateral Commission [ TC]; Chairman, The

Bilderbergs. [ How does the 11 Sept 2001 attack upon our country figure

into this?

The Bankruptcy of the United States is a 38 part document.

THE SECRET OF THE FEDERAL RESERVE
http://www.apfn.org/apfn/reserve.htm

IT'S TIME TO CIRCLE THE WAGONS

The Federal Reserve manipulates U.S. currency, interest rates, and inflation for the advantage of its
owners. Since

1998, NORFED has provided The Liberty Dollar - an inflation proof currency owned by the people, not
the Federal

Reserve.

The Short Road To Chaos And Destruction

An Expose of the Federal Reserve Banking System
http://www.worldnewsstand.net/today/articles/chaos.htm

The End of Ordinary Money, Part I

http://www.aci.net/kalliste/money1.htm

The End of Ordinary Money, Part I1:

http://www.aci.net/kalliste/money2.htm

President Kennedy, the Federal Reserve and Executive Order 11110

The Federal Reserve Is A PRIVATELY OWNED Corporation

"The American Dream" Fire 'em all!

Mathematic PROOF: Federal Reserve CAUSED Great Depression

Part 1: Mathematic PROOF the Federal Reserve CAUSED the Great Depression.
Part 2: Congressman Louis T. McFadden's famous 1932 Congressional Address.
Nature and iniquitous history of the private international banks deceitfully

called The Federal Reserve System. A blueprint for irreversible multiplication

of debt in proportion to commerce, until world-wide economic collapse under
insoluble debt. Tens of thousands of visitors voted this page a Starting Point
Hotsite award, November 7, 1998. Hopefully, mathematic proof of a singular
prescription for perfected economy will ultimately serve as the impetus for
world-wide establishment of mathematically perfected economy.
http://www.perfecteconomy.com/principal---federal-reserve-system.html

Who Owns The Federal Reserve?

There has been much speculation about who owns the Federal Reserve Corporation.
It has been one of the great secrets of the century, because the Federal Reserve
Act of 1913 provided that the names of the owner banks be kept secret.

However, R. E. McMaster publisher of the newsletter The Reaper, asked his Swiss
banking contacts which banks hold the controlling stock in the Federal Reserve
Corporation. The Federal System is by the way a private Corporation # 62 domiciled
in Puerto Rico.

The answer to who owns the Fed and by proxy the entire USA:

Rothschild Banks of London and Berlin

Lazard Brothers Bank of Paris

Israel Moses Sieff Banks of Italy

Warburg Bank of Hamburg and Amsterdam
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Lehman Brothers Bank of New York

Kuhn Loeb Bank of New York

Chase Manhattan Bank of New York

Goldman Sachs Bank of New York.

In The Secrets Of The Federal Reserve, Eustace Mullins indicates that, because the

Federal Reserve Bank of New York sets interest rates and controls the daily supply

and price of currency throughout the U.S., the owners of that bank are the real

directors of the entire system. Mullins states:

"The shareholders of these banks which own the stock of the Federal Reserve

Bank of New York are the people who have controlled our political and economic

destinies since 1914.

They are the Rothschilds,

Lazard Freres (Eugene Mayer),

Israel Sieff,

Kuhn Loeb Company,

Warburg Company,

Lehman Brothers,

Goldman Sachs,

the Rockefeller family, and the

J.P. Morgan interests."

STRANGER THAN FICTION

"All truth passes through three stages. First, it is ridiculed, second it is violently opposed, and third, it is
accepted as

self-evident."

Arthur Schopenhauer, Philosopher, 1788-1860

OPENING STATEMENT

Ladies and gentlemen of the jury, the ancient Greek philosopher Socrates taught his students that the
pursuit of truth

can only begin once they start to question and analyze every belief that they ever held dear. If a certain
belief passes the

tests of evidence, deduction, and logic, it should be kept. If it doesn't, the belief should not only be
discarded, but the

thinker must also then question why he was led to believe the erroneous information in the first place.
Not surprisingly,

this type of teaching didn't sit well with the ruling elite of Greece. Many political leaders throughout
history have

always sought to mislead the thinking of the masses. Socrates was tried for "subversion" and for
"corrupting the youth".

He was then forced to take his own life by drinking poison. It's never easy being an independent thinker!
Today, our

ruling government/media complex doesn't kill people for pursuing the truth about the world (at least not
yet!) They

simply label them as "extremists" or "paranoid", destroying careers and reputations in the process. For
many, that's a

fate even worse than drinking poison hemlock!

Every news story you are about to review in this comprehensive research paper is true and easily
verifiable. This

investigation represents 10 months of careful study, research, analysis, source verification and logical
deduction. Every

event and quote presented here is 100% accurate. There are over 190 detailed footnotes which I
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encourage, no, urge,

readers to explore and verify for themselves. The Internet version of this paper will allow users to obtain
instant

verification for each and every footnote by clicking on the footnotes/links. Others can obtain easy
verification by

entering the key search words (provided at the end of the paper) into the Yahoo or Google.com search
engines. Due to

the fact that well organized efforts are under way to suppress these facts, some of these news links are
mysteriously

disappearing even as we speak. Fortunately, this information has all been transcribed by many web users
and is has

therefore been preserved from the censors. These footnote searches will take you directly to the news
sites of many

well known established media organizations throughout the world as well as opening up doors to a
world of knowledge

and information that has been concealed from you. With just a little common sense and a few clicks of a
mouse,

Google and Yahoo now enable anyone with an ounce of curiosity to become a Sherlock Holmes.

This is no opinion piece. Rather it is a collection of buried, but undeniable facts, events, and quotes
which, when

assembled in one place, will state their own conclusions. In putting together this research in a logical and
sequential

format, great care was taken to confirm and double confirm every piece of information. Any and all
questionable data

which could not be independently verified to this author’s satisfaction was discarded.

Taken individually, each story, quote and event may not amount to a full case. But when taken
collectively, this

mountain of facts should hammer home the truth to even the most skeptical reader. There are of course
those who have

fallen under the hypnotic spell of the TV talking-heads and "experts" whom they worship as authority
figures.

Unaccustomed to thinking for themselves, no amount of truth can sway them from their preconceived
prejudices. They

will even deny that which they see with their own eyes. They are victims of a psychological affliction
known as "the

lemming effect". Lemmings are small rodents who have been known to follow each other as they charge
to their deaths

into raging rivers or off of cliffs. Lemminghood is an innate psychological phenomenon, present in most
mammals and

observable in common people as well the most sophisticated and educated elites. Lemminghood is not
an intellectual

phenomenon - it is psychological. As such, no socio-economic class is immune to its strangulating effect.
A grantseeking

university scientist can be a lemming just as much as a fashion obsessed teen-age girl. One blindly
follows the

latest trendy theory while the other blindly follows the latest trendy clothing style. What's the difference?
Neither can

resist the force of nature.

The power to fit in with one's social peers can be irresistible. To a human lemming, the logic behind an
opinion doesn't
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count as much as the power and popularity behind an opinion. Man, like lemming, behaves collectively.
And it could

be no other way. Naturally, the individual must be equipped with this trait. Otherwise, the smallest steps
toward

civilization could never have been made. Lemminghood is a survival trait, an inborn instinct in the
majority of people.

However, as with all natural phenomena, this tendency can be manipulated and used for harmful
purposes.

It is this lemming effect which enables entire segments of a society to lose their sense of judgment all at
the same time.

This research paper will likely be wasted on many lemmings. For lemmings, denial is a basic
psychological defense

mechanism used to not only shield themselves from unpleasant realities, but also to reassure themselves
that they will

still fit within the acceptable range of opinion held by their peer group. Lemmings are absolutely terrified
at the thought

of being labeled as an "extremist" or a "conspiracy theorist". At all costs, their beliefs must always be on
the "right"

side of the issue and conform within the boundaries of their lemming peers. Lemmings simply cannot
bear the burden

of responsibility, or the discomfort, which comes with thinking independently. They'll resist any efforts to
change their

misguided beliefs with all their mental energy. We can try to open their closed minds and free them from
their selfimposed

blindness, but it’s not easy fighting the force of human nature. The chains of ideological conformity have
too

strong of a grip, and breaking them is a difficult task. With the limited resources at our disposal, it is
next to impossible

to compete with the media lemming-masters. Nevertheless, some of us must make the meager attempt,
and thus lay the

foundation upon which the truth might one day rise again.

There are those among us who do have the courage and intellectual capacity to break free of the
shackles of

lemminghood and accept the truth when it is presented in a clear and logical sequence. To those open
minded and

independent thinkers I wish to state clearly and unequivocally. I intend to set forth in this paper an
overwhelming body

of evidence which should forever destroy the notion that a Saudi Arabian caveman and his band of half-
trained, nerdy

Arab flight school attendees, orchestrated the most sophisticated terror operation in world history. The
idea is utterly

laughable. And yet, due to the blithering barrage of bullshit dished out by the government/media
complex, "patriotic"

Americans have accepted this ridiculous fairy tale with a religious conviction. As a public service to my
fellow

Americans, [ have published the results of my research in the hopes of liberating as many people as I can
from the

oppressive yoke of media brainwashing and state sponsored lies. Do you have what it takes to break
free? If so, read

on!
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LEFT: SOCRATES TAKES THE POSION CUP

RIGHT: ARE YOU A THINKER..OR A LEMMING ?

THE DANCING ISRAELIS

Like most Americans, I was gripped by senses of profound shock, horror, revulsion, sadness, and rage as
I watched the

horror of September 11, 2001 unfolding live on my television screen. Watching the mass murder of
thousands of

innocent people live on television was the most upsetting experience of my life. How could any person
of sound moral

character not be enraged at witnessing this horrific act of barbarism? To read about some faraway, long-
ago genocide

in a newspaper or a book is distressing enough. But to actually witness the mass murders of what was,
at first, believed

to have been tens of thousands of innocent people is truly heart stopping and traumatic. I barely slept for
two nights

afterwards and suffered nightmares. Polling data would later reveal that 65% of Americans actually shed
tears on 9-

11.1

But not all of the eye-witnesses to the 9-11 slaughter were so saddened. On September 11, five Israeli
army veterans

were arrested by the FBI after several witnesses saw them "dancing", "high-fiving", and "celebrating" as
they took

pictures of the World Trade Center disaster from across the river in New Jersey. Steven Gordon was the
lawyer who

volunteered to represent the five Israelis. He was asked by a Hebrew newspaper why the five men were
being detained

by the FBI. Here’s what Gordon told Yediot America:

"On the day of the disaster, three of the five boys went up on the roof of the building where the
company office is

located," said Gordon. "I'm not sure if they saw the twin towers collapse, but, in any event, they
photographed the ruins

right afterwards. One of the neighbors who saw them called the police and claimed they were posing,
dancing and

laughing, against the background of the burning towers....

"Anyhow, the three left the roof, took an Urban truck, and drove to a parking lot, located about a five-
minute drive

from the offices. They parked, stood on the roof of the truck to get a better view of the destroyed
towers and took

photographs. A woman who was in the building above the lot testified that she saw them smiling and
exchanging highfives.

She and another neighbor called the police and reported on Middle-Eastern looking people dancing on
the truck.

They copied and reported the license plates. 2

When the photos were developed, they revealed that the dancing Israelis were smiling in the foreground
of the New

York massacre. 3 According to ABC’s 20/20 attempted whitewash of the incident, in addition to their
outrageous and

highly suspicious behavior, the five also had in their possession the following items; box-cutters,
European passports,

and $4700 cash hidden in a sock. 4 Why were these Israeli agents so happy about the horrible massacre
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that was

unfolding right before their very eyes? What evil spirit could possess people who are supposed to be
America's "allies",

and who receive billions of dollars in financial and military aid from US taxpayers each year , to publicly
rejoice as

innocent people (including many American jews) were burning to death and jumping out of 110 story
buildings?

Could it be that these happy Israeli army veterans were in some way linked to this monstrous attack?
That’s what

officials close to the investigation initially told The Bergen Record newspaper of New Jersey. 5

As incredible, as ridiculous, and as "paranoid" as that belief may appear to you at this point, the fact is
that certain

elements within the Israeli government, and Zionist movement in general, have a long history of
attacking the USA and

framing Arabs in order to gain support from the US. Before we begin to piece together what really
transpired on 9-11,

it is absolutely critical that we first review some historical precedents regarding Israel's and International
Zionism's

treacherous history of manipulating America (and other nations) for their own selfish purposes. Without
a basic

understanding of this history, it would be impossible to understand the truth as it is today. So put aside
your

preconceived notions, your psychological defense mechanisms, and your prejudices, and step into my
time machine

for a journey down the memory hole.

LEFT: HORRIFIED AMERICANS WITNESS THE WTC ATTACKS.

RIGHT: ISRAELIS ARRESTED IN THIS VAN CELEBRATE!

ZIONISM AND WORLD WAR I

In the latter part of the 1800's, there arose in Europe a political movement known as "Zionism". Zionism
in particular

referred to the effort among certain jews to establish a jewish nation in the land of Palestine. Today, the
term Zionism

is more commonly applied to those jews who want to expand the borders of what was already
established, at the

expense of the Palestinians who once owned the land. In a more general sense, the term "Zionist" is also
used to

describe a certain element within the jewish community (not all of them!), who believe in Jewish
Supremacy, thus

putting their own interests ahead of those of the nation in which they reside. It is a mistake to assume
that all jews are

supporters of the "Zionist Mafia" or Jewish Supremacy. In fact, some of the strongest condemnations of
Zionism and

Jewish Supremacy comes from jews themselves! There exists an enormous collection of hard-hitting
anti-Zionist

writings compiled by such notable jewish authors, historians, and journalists as John Sack, 6 Alfred
Lilienthal, 7 Noam

Chomsky, 8 Israel Shahak, 9, Benjamin Freedman, 10 and Victor Ostrovsky 11 just to name a few. There
is even a

jewish religious group called "Neturei Karta, Jews United Against Zionism." 12 For their brave efforts,
these men have
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had to tolerate vicious abuse from Zionist smear groups like the Anti Defamation League (ADL) - an
organization

which actually specializes in defamation!. So let us put to rest now and forever the slanderous lie, and
strategic Zionist

propaganda ploy, that labels anyone who dares to call attention to the dangers of the Zionist Mafia is an
"anti-semite", a

"hatemonger", or a "skin-head".

Now the Zionists of the late 1800’s faced one small problem with their bold takeover scheme of Arab
Palestine.

Palestine was under the sovereignty of the Ottoman Turkish Empire and the Arabs certainly weren't
about to just give

away prime real estate in Palestine to the Zionists of Europe. There were very few jews even living in
Palestine and the

jews had not controlled Palestine since the days of the Roman Empire. This destroys the commonly
believed myth that

the Arabs and the jews "have been fighting over that land for centuries". The handful of Arab jews who
lived in

Palestine got along well with their Muslim hosts and never expressed any desire whatsoever to
overthrow the Ottoman

rulers and set up a nation called Israel. The movement to strip Palestine away from the Ottoman Empire
came strictly

from European Zionists who had become very influential within several European nations.

As fate (or perhaps design) would have it, a great opportunity would soon present itself to the Zionist
Mafia. There

came in 1914 "The Great War" pitting the three powers of Germany, Austria-Hungary, and the Ottoman
Turkish

Empire against the three powers of England, France, and Russia. In the interests of staying on the
subject of 9-11 and

today's "War on Terrorism", we won't get into all of the underlying causes or the historical flow of
World War 1. What we need to understand is that the Zionists played an important role in dragging the
USA into that bloody European war

- a war in which the US had no vital interests at stake whatsoever.

Here was the situation. By 1916, the Germans, Austrians, and Ottoman Turks had seemingly won the
war. Russia was

in turmoil and about to be swallowed up by communist revolution. France had suffered horrible losses,
and Britain was

under a German U-boat blockade. Germany made an offer to Britain to end the war under conditions
favorable to

Britain. But the British, and the international Zionists, had one more card to play!

The British government and the Zionist leaders struck a dirty deal. The Zionists were led by Chaim
Weizmann, the man

who one day become the first President of the State of Israel. The idea was for the Zionists to use their
influence to drag

the mighty USA into the war on Britain's side, so that Germany and it's Ottoman allies could be crushed.
In exchange

for helping to bring the USA into the war, the British would reward the Zionists by taking over Palestine
from the

conquered Ottomans after the war was over. The British had originally wanted to give the Zionists a
jewish homeland

in an African territory. But the Zionists were fixated on claiming Palestine as their land. Once under
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British control, the

jews of Europe would be allowed to immigrate to Palestine in great numbers.

Zionists powerbrokers such as Bernard Baruch, Louis Brandeis, Paul Warburg, Jacob Schiff, and many
others

immediately went to work to put the screws to President Woodrow Wilson. The Zionist influenced
press, quickly

transformed the German Kaiser and his people into bloodthirsty "Huns", determined to destroy
civilization. In 1916,

the US, with the help of the Lusitania "incident", entered the war on Britain's side under the ridiculous
pretext of

"making the world safe for democracy".

Meanwhile in Germany - where Zionists also wielded tremendous influence in the press and industry-
enthusiasm for

the war was suddenly watered down by Zionist run newspapers. Wartime labor-strikes in German
weapons factories

were organized by Zionist and Marxist union leaders. With the German branch of the International
Zionist Mafia

undermining Germany from within, and the English and American branches of the Zionist mafia pushing
America to

join the war, it wasn't long before the German, Austrian, and Ottoman Empires were defeated and their
maps rewritten

by the victorious powers at the infamous Treaty of Versailles in 1918. In addition to the numerous
Zionist bankers who

were influencing Versailles, the Zionists also had their own delegation which was headed by Chaim
Weizmann.

Great Britain issued the Balfour Declaration in November 1917, the same month that Germany
surrendered. But it had

actually been prepared 20 months earlier in March 1916 with Weizmann's influence. 13 The Declaration
allowed mass

jewish immigration to conquered Palestine while promising to preserve Arab rights. The Arabs living in
Palestine

weren't buying these promises. They protested, but there was nothing that they could do to stop the
coming wave of

jewish immigration. This was the first step in creating what was to later become the state of Israel 20
years later.

Years after the war, an American Zionist millionaire named Benjamin Freedman broke ranks with his
fellow Zionists

and turned against them. Freedman was the principal owner of the Woodbury Soap Company and was
one of the many

Zionists present at the Treaty of Versailles. Freedman was very well connected and had enjoyed access
to several US

presidents. Freedman grew disgusted with the criminal behavior of the Zionist mafia and dedicated much
of his life and

fortune to exposing the truth about both World Wars and the Zionist grip on America. According to
Freedman, Wilson

had been blackmailed by Zionists with the threat of a public disclosure of an old extramarital affair
Wilson had when

he was president of Princeton University. 14 Freedman's voluminous (and buried) writings and books on
this subject

are essential reading. One leader of the jewish Anti Defamation League - Arnold Forster- once described
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Freedman as a

"self-hating jew." 15

We may debate as to exactly what extent this Zionist-British dirty deal was responsible for dragging the
sons of

America off to die in a European bloodbath. Some, such as Freedman, believe it was the only reason that
the US

entered the war. Others, such as this writer, believe it was a primary contributing factor. But let us at this
point agree on

this one irrefutable point: the Zionists had no aversion to seeing Americans die for their own selfish
interests. Even the

Encyclopedia Britannica and Microsoft Encarta Encyclopedia (look under "Balfour Declaration")
confirm this little

known fact of World War 1. Here's the excerpt from Microsoft Encarta:

THE BALFOUR DECLARATION. The Balfour Declaration was a letter prepared in March 1916 and
issued in

November 1917, during World War I, by the British statesman Arthur James Balfour, then foreign
secretary....

Specifically, the letter expressed the British government's approval of Zionism with "the establishment in
Palestine of a

national home for the Jewish people." The letter committed the British government to making the "best
endeavors to

facilitate the achievement of this object, it being clearly understood that nothing shall be done to
prejudice the rights of

existing non-Jewish communities in Palestine." The immediate purpose was to win for the Allied cause in
World War [

the support of Jews in the warring nations and in the United States. As a result of the Balfour
Declaration, Israel was

established as an independent state in 1948 in the mandated area. 16 It's also worth mentioning at this
point that when

the British dismantled the Ottoman Empire after World War I, they created many smaller nations. The oil
rich, puppet

kingdom of Kuwait was formed by slicing off the southern coastal tip of what we now know as the
nation of Iraq. As a

result of this arbitrary redrawing of the Ottoman map, a bitter conflict was created between Iraq and
Kuwait. Iraq has

always considered Kuwait as its true southern province. This is what ultimately led to Iraq's invasion of
Kuwait in 1991

and the Gulf War.

ZIONISM AND WORLD WAR 11

Let us fast forward our time machine to the early 1930's. Again, there is no need for a detailed analysis
and debate of

the causes and major events of World War II. The purpose here is to again illustrate yet another case of
selfish Zionist

agitation for American entry into a war.

The German people were bitterly resentful of not only the Zionist role in bringing about their defeat in
World War I,

but also over the brutal monetary reparations which had been imposed upon them by certain Zionist
bankers who

helped craft the brutal Treaty of Versailles after the war. Stripped of formerly German territory, and with
the German
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economy in ruins, the people of Germany elected Adolf Hitler as their Chancellor leader. Hitler and the
Nazi party soon

seized control of the German media, banks, and universities away from the influential Zionists who
reigned supreme in

those institutions.

Almost immediately, Zionists all over the world began to agitate for action against Germany. Boycotts of
German

imports were imposed and calls for the UK and USA to take immediate action against Germany began
to emanate from

Zionist circles. On March 24, 1933, The Daily Express of England carried the bold headline; "Judea
Declares War on

Germany. Jews of All the World Unite in Action." 17 The front page story revealed that the Zionists had
announced a

concerted worldwide effort to isolate Germany and turn other nations against her.

The following year, Zionist political leader Vladimir Jabotinksy wrote:

"The fight against Germany has now been waged for months by every Jewish community, on every
continent...We

shall start a spiritual and material war of the world against Germany. Our Jewish interests call for the
complete

destruction of Germany." 18

A few years later, Lord Beaverbrook, a British newspaper magnate issued this warning about the Zionist
influence over

the British press. Beaverbrook warned:

"There are 20,000 German Jews who have come here to England. They all work against an agreement
with Germany.

The Jews have got a big position in the press here. Their political influence is driving us into the
direction of war." 19

In 1939, Germany and Poland went to war over disputed territory that was taken away from Germany
by the Versailles

Treaty of 1918. Under the phony pretext of protecting Poland, Great Britain and France immediately
declared war on

Germany. Beaverbrook’s prediction was realized.

In the United States, the Zionist Mafia again went to work on a US president. The names of the players
had changed

but the game was still the same. It was Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s turn to deliver the US into another
European war.

Patriotic Americans such as famed aviator Charles Lindbergh saw this and tried to warn the American
people that

Zionist media influence was intending to drive us into another World War. Said Lindbergh:

"I am not attacking the Jewish people. But I am saying that the leaders of both the British and the
Jewish races, for

reasons which are as understandable from their viewpoint as they are inadvisable from ours, for reasons
which are not

American, wish to involve us in the war." 20

Because of strong public anti-war sentiment, FDR and his Zionist allies had a hard time dragging the US
into the

European war. Then another "incident" came along at Pearl Harbor in 1941. Japan and Germany were
bound to a

mutual defense agreement, which meant that war with Japan would automatically mean war with
Germany. FDR
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embargoed Japan’s oil supply in the hopes of forcing Japan to attack Pearl Harbor. Overwhelming
evidence from

government documents clearly shows that FDR had advance knowledge of the Japanese attack and
allowed it to happen

so that he could drag the US into World War II. 21

As was the case in WW I, US entry the war meant another defeat of Germany. Hours before committing
suicide on

April 30, 1945, Adolf Hitler dictated his last will and political testament. In it he placed responsibility for
WW II on the

Zionist Mafia - or, as he called it - "International Jewry and its henchmen". It's no surprise that Hitler
would make such

a claim. However, his final accusation of the Zionists does parallel the statements made by Jabotinsky,
Lindbergh,

Beaverbrook, Joe Kennedy, and many others. In the final writing of his life, Hitler wrote:

"It is untrue that I or anyone else in Germany wanted war in 1939. It was wanted and provoked solely
by international

statesmen either of Jewish Origin or working for Jewish interests... Nor had I ever wished that after the
appalling first

World War, there would ever be a second against either England or America." 22

Regardless of your view of World War II and whether or not the USA belonged in the fight, the essential
point which

cannot be refuted is again this: years before World War II had even started, the Zionists had yet again
demonstrated

that they had no aversion to sending Americans to die for their own interests.

GREAT BRITAIN'S TURN TO BE BETRAYED

A few years after the end of World War II, the Zionist plan to establish the nation of Israel in Palestine
was finally

realized. But not before the British protectors of Palestine were chased out by acts of terror carried out
by ungrateful

Zionist terrorists. It was the British who had taken Palestine away from Arab control and allowed the
jews of Europe to

immigrate there. But with Great Britain weakened and in debt from the war, the ungrateful Zionists saw
their

opportunity to chase the British out of Palestine by committing acts of terrorism against them. The most
notorious of

the Zionist terror groups was the Irgun, whose leader Menachem Begin would one day go on to become
Prime Minister

of Israel!

On the morning of July 22, 1946, of 15-20 Irgun terrorists dressed as Arabs entered the King David
Hotel in Jerusalem.

They unloaded 225 kilograms of explosives hidden in milk churns. 23 The King David Hotel housed the
Secretariat of

the Government of Palestine and Headquarters of the British Forces in Palestine. When a British officer
became

suspicious, a shootout took place and the Irgun lit the fuses and fled. The explosion destroyed part of
the hotel and

killed 91 people. Most of the victims were British but 15 innocent jews also died, proving that radical
Zionists are

capable of even killing fellow jews in order to advance their cause.

The Irgun terror gang also targeted Arab civilians in order to frighten them into evacuating their land.
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The most well

known of these massacres happened at the village of Deir Yassin on the morning of April 9, 1948. More
than 100

Arabs, including women and children were systematically slaughtered by Menachem Begin's murderous
gang. 24 The

Israelis took over whatever villages the terrorized Arabs fled from.

By 1948, the British had had enough of Palestine. Under intense Zionist lobbying, the UN, the UK and
the US

recognized the nation of Israel in 1948. One of the first acts of the new Israeli government was to pass
"the law of

return", which gives any jew in the world the right to move to Israel and become a citizen.
Understandably, the Arab

nations weren't too pleased about this. There would be a several wars that followed. But the Israelis and
their free

arsenal of America’s finest weapons kept the Arabs from reclaiming their land. The Arabs have never
been a match for

the US supplied Israeli war machine. The irony of "the law of return” is that many of today's jews have
no direct

ancestral link to the jews of the Old Testament. Many, perhaps even most jewish people are descended
from the

Khazars, a people whose rulers converted to Judaism sometime during the 800's AD. 25 The Khazars
never even set

foot in Palestine!

The brutal and criminal circumstances surrounding the creation of Israel are now a half century in the
past. Even most

Arabs understand that Israel isn't going to go away. But by reviewing this real history, we can better
understand the

deceptive, dangerous, and brutal nature of Zionism today.

AMERICA BECOMES THE ZIONIST'S WHORE

We have reviewed how the Zionists used and discarded Germany. Then they used and discarded Great
Britain. After

World War I1, it was clear that the chief remaining global power was the United States. Now the USA
had never had

any problem with the Arab people, and had no reason to quarrel with the Arabs. For the Zionists to
maintain and

expand the support they were receiving from America, it would benefit them greatly if the Arabs and the
mighty US

could somehow become enemies. Could the Zionists possibly stoop so low? Why not? Look at what
they had already

pulled off! Remember that the official motto of the Mossad (Israeli's intelligence organization) is "by
way of deception

thou shalt do war." 26

In 1955, one of these "false flag" operations was publicly exposed for the world to see. Israeli agents,
impersonating

Arab terrorists, were caught staging a series of bombings against American installations in Egypt. 27
When this

conspiracy was exposed, it ultimately created such a controversy that it brought down the Israeli
government. The long

since forgotten scandal became known as "the Lavon Affair".

Then again during a 1967 war with the Arabs, Israeli gunboats and fighter jets deliberately attacked the



225

USS Liberty,

an unarmed US communications ship. 28 Thirty five American sailors were murdered and 170 others
injured in a

prolonged Israeli onslaught - carried out in broad daylight and with the U.S. flag flying prominently. The
intent was to

kill all of the Americans and then leave the Egyptians to take the blame. Israel denied that the attack was
deliberate but

the chilling stories of the lucky American survivors clearly contradicts that lie. To this very day, the U.S.
Congress has

never investigated the USS Liberty massacre.

In 1989, the Israelis once again succeeded in framing enemy Arabs in order to enrage America. Former
Mossad case

officer Victor Ostrosvky became so disgusted with the criminal behavior of his own government that he
defected from

the Mossad and tried to warn America of just how evil and dangerous they were. Ostrovsky revealed
exactly how the

Israelis framed Libya for the bombing of a German night club which killed American servicemen. 29 It
was this frame

up job that caused President Reagan to bomb Libya, killing the 4 year old daughter of Libyan leader
Muamar Qadaffi.

France refused to allow US bombers to fly over their air space and bomb Libya because French
intelligence knew that

Libya was unjustly framed by the Israelis. Among some of Ostrovosky's other amazing revelations are:
that the Mossad

often uses Arab agents to carry out missions, that Israeli agents are skilled at impersonating Arabs, that
Mossad had a

plan to turn American public opinion against Iraq, and that wealthy Zionists in America are often called
upon to help

carry out Mossad missions. Ostrovsky, whose tell all book, By Way of Deception, infuriated the Mossad
and made

him the target of numerous death threats. 30

In 2001, the Washington Times ran a story about a 68 page research paper issued by the Army School of
Advanced

Military Studies (SAMS). The research was compiled by 60 US Army officers as an attempt to predict
the possible

outcomes of deploying a US force to maintain peace between the Israel and Palestinians. Here’s what
SAMS had to

say about the Israeli military machine:

"a 500 pound gorilla in Israel. Well armed and trained. Operates in both Gaza and the West Bank.
Known to disregard

international law to accomplish mission" 31

Of Israel’s Mossad, the officers issued this warning;:

"Wildcard. Ruthless and cunning. Has capability to target US forces and make it look like a Palestinian
Arab act." 32

(emphasis added)

Why does the US, which is trillions of dollars in debt, gives away billons of taxpayer dollars to a foreign
government

whose military violates international laws and whose Mossad is capable of murdering US troops in order
to frame

Arabs? Have we lost our minds?
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ZIONIST POWER STRUCTURE IN AMERICA

Now that we have established the ruthless and criminal nature of radical Zionism, one more lesson needs
to be

understood before we return to the five dancing Israelis of 9-11 and other related stories. Even the
Zionists themselves

have never denied that they have long exerted great influence in America. But what we must understand
is that the

Zionists do not merely influence United States policy....they dominate it! It is this domination that
enables them to pull

off monstrous crimes and then conceal them from the general public.

The observation that Zionists dominate the American media, government, academia, and Hollywood has
been made by

many prominent Americans and is easily verifiable by public information.

Henry Ford said this:

"If after having elected their man or group, obedience is not rendered to the Jewish control, then you
speedily hear of

"scandals" and "investigations" and "impeachments" for the removal of the disobedient. Usually a man
with a "past"

proves the most obedient instrument, but even a good man can often be tangled up in campaign
practices that

compromise him. It has been commonly known that Jewish manipulation of American election
campaigns have been so

skillfully handled, that no matter which candidate was elected, there was ready made a sufficient amount
of evidence to

discredit him in case his Jewish masters needed to discredit him." 33

Charles Lindbergh said this:

"Their greatest danger to this country lies in the Jewish ownership and influence in our motion pictures,
our press, our

radio, and our government." 34

Admiral Thomas Moorer, Chairman of the US Joint Chiefs of Staff under Ronald Reagan said this:

"I've never seen a President -- I don't care who he is -- stand up to them [the Israelis]. It just boggles the
mind. They

always get what they want. The Israelis know what is going on all the time. If the American people
understood what a

grip those people have got on our government, they would rise up in arms. Our citizens certainly don't
have any idea

what goes on." 35

While a guest on ABC's Face the Nation, William Fulbright - US Senator and Chairman of the US
Foreign Relations

committee - said this before a national television audience:

"Israel controls the United States Senate. We should be more concerned about the United States'
interests." 36

Nationally syndicated columnist and former presidential candidate Patrick Buchanan said:

"The United States Congress is Israeli occupied territory." 37

And US religious leader Billy Graham and President Richard Nixon once had the following exchange,
which was

caught on tape:

GRAHAM: "The Jewish stranglehold on the media has got to be broken or this country's going down
the drain".

NIXON: "You believe that?"
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GRAHAM: "Yes, sir."

NIXON: "Oh boy. So do I. I can't ever say that but I do believe it" 38

But enough of quoting others. Let's look at the facts of Zionist control.

FACT: ABC, NBC, CBS, CNN, UPN, The Washington Post, The New York Times, The Wall Street
Journal, The New

York Daily News, Time Magazine, Newsweek, People Magazine, US News and World Report and
countless other

media and Hollywood companies all have either a Zionist CEO, a Zionist News Chief, or are owned by a
media

conglomerate which has a Zionist CEO. 39 Have you ever noticed how Hollywood movies always seem
to portray

Germans and Arabs as a bigoted fanatics or as terrorists? Now you know why!

FACT: AIPAC, the Israeli lobbying organization, is the most feared lobby in Washington DC. By their
own admission,

they are capable of unseating Congressmen and Senators that do not carry out their requests. The
majority of

Congressmen from both political parties receive large donations from AIPAC. Writing for the Nation
Magazine,

journalist Michael Massing explains:

"AIPAC is widely regarded as the most powerful foreign-policy lobby in Washington. Its 60,000
members shower

millions of dollars on hundreds of members of Congress on both sides of the aisle." Newspapers like the
New York

Times fear the Jewish lobby organizations as well. "It's very intimidating," said a correspondent at
another large daily.

"The pressure from these groups is relentless." 40 (emphasis added)

FACT: The Pentagon is under the control of a hard core Zionist named Richard Perle. The civilian
Defense Policy

Board actually wields more control over the military establishment than the Defense Secretary or the
generals and

admirals. There are a number of other Zionists who serve on the board (Kissinger, Cohen, Schlessinger)
as well as nonjewish

members who have always supported Israel and the expansion of the "War on Terror". The notoriously
belligerent Perle, nicknamed the "The Prince of Darkness", is Chairman of the Board. 41

With Perle as Chairman of the Defense Policy Board, Zionist Paul Wolfowitz as Undersecretary of
Defense, and

Zionist award winner Douglass Feith as Undersecretary of Defense Policy, the Zionist Pentagon gang
controls 3 of the

top 4 civilian leadership positions of America’s armed forces. Careerist scoundrels like Condoleeza Rice
and Donald

Rumsfeld are either under their influence or unwilling to oppose their drive for WW II1. The Perle-
Wolfowitz-Feith

gang represent a fanatical and warmongering "government-within-a-government". In league with these
Zionist

Pentagon conspirators are jewish Zionist and potential 2004 Presidential candidate, Senator Joseph
Lieberman (D-CT)

and his Gentile partner in crime Senator John McCain (R-AZ).

An Israeli journalist named Ari Shavit, lamenting the harsh treatments that his government dishes out to
the

Palestinians, made the following observation in Ha'aretz, a leading Israeli journal:
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" We believe with absolute certitude that now, with the White House and Senate in our hands along with
the Pentagon

and the New York Times, the lives [of Arabs] do not count as much as our own. Their blood does not
count as much as

our blood. We believe with absolute certitude that now, when we have AIPAC [the Israel lobby] and
[Edgar] Bronfman

and the Anti-Defamation League, , we truly have the right to tell 400,000 people that in eight hours they
must flee from

their homes. And that we have the right to rain bombs on their villages and towns and populated areas.
That we have

the right to kill without any guilt." 42 (emphasis added)

And this only scratches the surface of Zionist power! With such awesome power to control and cover up
events, 18 it

any wonder why so many of America's journalists and politicians are afraid to even talk about this issue?
Is it any

wonder why former President Bill Clinton would grovel before a jewish audience and say something as
ridiculous as

the following statement:

"The Israelis know that if the Iraqi or the Iranian army came across the Jordan River, I would personally
grab a rifle,

get in a ditch, and fight and die." 43

I could go on and on at much greater length about this subject, but I want to get back to the dancing
Israelis. Have I

made my point yet?

THE BUTCHER SHARON

I know. I know. You want to return to the scene of the dancing Israelis on 9-11. But there is one more
quick lesson that

needs to be covered before we climb back into the time machine and fast-forward back to 9-11. If we
don’t cover this,

you won’t be able to fully understand the "big picture".

During the 1967 war, Israel occupied the Palestinian territories of the West Bank and Gaza. Thirty five
years have

passed since that war ended, yet the Israeli army continues the humiliating occupation of those
Palestinian areas. Those

areas are not part of the nation of Israel that was created in 1948 by the UN. What the Palestinian
people are resisting

today is not the 1948 confiscation of their land. They simply want the 1967 occupation to end. It is this
ongoing

occupation, not the 1948 creation of Israel, which fuels the conflict today. Prior to the current outbreak
of hostilities,

the majority of the Israeli people also supported the end of Israel's occupation and oppression of these
territories. They

elected Yitzak Rabin as Prime Minister and Rabin made more strides towards achieving peace than any
of his

processors. The 1990's were a quiet years in Israel. Palestinian leader Yasser Arafat and Prime Minister
Rabin appeared

to have finally reached a peace deal the US acting as the mediator.

This did not sit well with the hard core Zionists who ultimately hope to expand Israel's borders even
more. Hopes for a

lasting peace deal were soon dealt a major setback when a flurry of five bullets were pumped into Prime
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Minister

Rabin at close range as he was attending a 1995 Israeli peace rally. It was not an Arab that killed Rabin.
It was a Zionist

fanatic named Yigal Amir. Amir was a law student at Israel’s Bar-Ilan University. He later told
investigators that he

had no regrets for his actions. 44 Amir, a bright young law student was willing to throw his life away in
the service of

the Zionist cause. (More on that concept later on.)

At the head of the Israeli government today sits a brutal man who has been a guest of honor at George
Bush's White

House on a regular basis since he took office in October 2000. His name is Ariel Sharon. His fanatical
Zionist

supporters in Israel refer to him as "Arik King", but the Arabs know him as a lifelong butcher, terrorist,
and war

criminal. There was a time when Sharon was disgraced and his political career seemed to be over. The
isolation of

Ariel Sharon was the result a 1982 Palestinian massacre which Sharon engineered when he was Israel's
Defense

minister. It was the Israelis themselves who forced Sharon to resign.

Sharon's troops blocked the exits from the Sabra and Shattila refugee camps while a Lebanese militia,
allied with the

Israeli military, went into the camps and slaughtered more than 1,500 unarmed Palestinian civilians while
raping many

women. 45 Though these Lebanese militias were the ones who did the actual killing, it was Ariel Sharon
who

controlled the militias and it was Sharon's soldiers who stood by and blocked the camp exits, deliberately
allowing the

slaughter to take place.

A survivor of the attack who had been raped and shot went to Belgium and initiated a war crimes case
against Sharon.

Several Lebanese militia leaders were summoned to testify against Sharon. Shortly before their
testimony, three of

them were suddenly killed by unknown gunmen and car bombs. Israel's Mossad of course denied any
responsibility for

the strange and untimely deaths of these three witnesses against Sharon. 46 And if you believe that one,
I’ll sell you

the World Trade Center!

After nearly 20 years of political exile, Sharon made his comeback in October 2000. Knowing full well
how much the

Palestinians hated him for his role in the 1982 massacres, Sharon and a small army of Israeli soldiers
showed up at the

Temple Mount 47 - a site held sacred by both Muslims and jews. This was a deliberate provocation.
When the

Muslims protested the Sharon provocation, the Israeli troops cracked down. Rocks were thrown and
shots were fired. In

just a matter of minutes, years of peace and the Israeli-Arab peace effort had been destroyed by Mr.
Sharon’s bullying

antics. When the fighting broke out, a frightened and propagandized Israeli population soon turned to a
strong man for

their protection - the very man who had deliberately instigated the violence in the first place. Ariel



230

Sharon was elected

Prime Minister.

True to form, Sharon has brutalized the Palestinian civilian population under the pretext of "self-
defense". Armed and

funded by Israel's wholly owned US Congress, the Israeli war machine can bulldoze Arab homes at will.
The only

weapon that the outgunned Palestinians can retaliate with is the "suicide bomber". With every suicide
bombing, Sharon

is able to "justify" even more attacks and occupy more land. The Zionist game plan is to ultimately drive
the

Palestinians out of the West Bank and Gaza, just like the Irgun massacres had driven the Arabs out of
Deir Yassin.

Standing in the way of such a bold Zionist scheme were three major obstacles:

1. the force of world opinion. Prior to 9-11, the Palestinian struggle against Israeli occupation had
gained the sympathy

of many people around the world.

2. the force of Israeli domestic opinion (most Israelis wanted peace and were opposed to the 35 year
occupation of

Palestinian territories).

3. Saddam Hussein‘s Iraq, which had always been a champion of the cause of Palestinian self
determination.

How useful it would be for the Zionists if some "incident" were to happen which would turn American
and world

opinion against the Palestinians and ultimately drag the US into a war against Israel's Arab enemies.
Now you know

why those Israelis were celebrating on 9-11!

ADVANCE WARNINGS

The days and hours leading up to 9-11 were marked by a series of chilling warnings about impending
terrorist plots

involving hijacked commercial airplanes. It's worth mentioning at this point that months before 9-11, the
US had

already informed some of its allies of plans to go to war in Afghanistan. On June 26, 2001, News
Insight/India Reacts,

an Indian public affairs magazine, wrote:

"India and Iran will "facilitate" US and Russian plans for "limited military action" against the Taliban if
the

contemplated tough new economic sanctions don't bend Afghanistan's fundamentalist regime. Indian
officials say that

India and Iran will only play the role of "facilitator" while the US and Russia will combat the Taliban
from the front

with the help of two Central Asian countries, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan, to push Taliban lines back to the
1998 position

50 km away from Mazar-e-Sharief city in northern Afghanistan. Military action will be the last option
though it now

seems scarcely avoidable with the UN banned from Taliban-controlled areas" 48

The story of US military involvement in Afghanistan was reported months before 9-11 in Indian49 and
British 50

publications but it was never reported in the US media. With the military plans already in motion since at
least June of

2001, all that was needed was for an "incident" to take place to justify the US going to "war against
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Terrorism" in

Afghanistan.

Here are just a few of the advance warnings which were brought to light in the aftermath of 9-11:

The London Daily Telegraph reported on September 16, 2001:

"The Telegraph has learned that two senior experts with Mossad, the Israeli military intelligence service,
were sent to

Washington in August to alert the FBI and CIA to the existence of a cell of as many as 200 terrorists
said to be

preparing a big operation. They had no specific information about what was being planned but linked the
plot to Osama

Bin Laden and told American officials that there were strong grounds for suspecting Iraqi involvement."
51

Do you smell a "false flag" operation in the works? How is possible that the Mossad knew of the
existence of these 200

terrorists but could not name or locate a single one? And how convenient for Israel that Saddam Hussein
should be in

cahoots with Osama Bin Laden, despite the fact that Bin Laden and Hussein hate each other!

The Franfurter Allgemeine Zeitung, (FAZ) one of Germany’s most respected newspapers, quoted
German intelligence

sources who said that the Echelon electronic spy network gave US and Israeli intelligence agencies
several warnings

that suicidal hijack attacks were being planned against US targets. 52 Echelon is capable of monitoring
all of the

electronic communication in the world. Utilizing 120 satellites, the Echelon system is designed to suck
up enormous

amounts of data by using keyword search techniques to sift through the data. 53

The San Francisco Chronicle reported on September 12 that San Francisco Mayor and former California
Assembly

Speaker Willie Brown was advised eight hours before the attacks that he should be careful about flying
on 9-11. 54

In its September 24, 2001 issue, Newsweek Magazine broke this startling revelation:

"Three weeks ago there was another warning that a terrorist strike might be imminent... On September
10, Newsweek

has learned, a group of top Pentagon officials suddenly cancelled travel plans for the next morning,
apparently because

of security concerns.". 55 (emphasis added)

Wow! Could these unnamed "top Pentagon officials" have been some of the Zionist directors of the
Defense Policy

Board which we talked about earlier? If these Pentagon officials were scared enough not to fly, then why
didn’t the

Pentagon place the Air Force on full alert? How could they have been so slow to react to 9-11 when
they already knew

there was a threat?

On September 27, The Washington Post reported that two workers of the Israeli company Odigo (with
offices also in

New York) received instant message warnings just two hours before the attacks. Here’s an excerpt from
the

Washington Post:

"Officials at instant-messaging firm Odigo confirmed today that two employees received text messages
warning of an
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attack on the World Trade Center two hours before terrorists crashed planes into the New York
landmarks" 56

Soon after the attacks, the Odigo employees informed the management of the electronic message they
had received.

Israeli security services were contacted and the FBI was informed. Nothing has been heard about this
event since. |

think it's safe to say that "Islamic terrorists" would not have been considerate enough to send detailed E-
mail warnings

to some obscure Israeli office workers.

THE SEPTEMBER 11 DANCE PARTY

Let us review what we have learned. We have clearly established that Zionists played a key role in
steering the US into

two World Wars. We have clearly established that Zionists do not care if Americans (or others) are killed
to further

their goals. We have clearly established that Zionists have a record of attacking Americans in order to
frame Arabs. We

have established that the Zionists are capable of acts of unspeakable brutality and genocide. We have
established that

US politicians fear the Zionist Mafia and defy them at their own peril. We have learned that warnings of
a suicidal

hijacking plot were issued to several people. And most importantly of all, we have clearly established
that the Zionists

have the capacity to make these amazing stories suddenly disappear from their controlled news media.
Having established these precedents, we can now easily deduce that the reason why those five dancing
Israeli agents

who celebrated the 9-11 attacks were so happy is because they knew that Americans would now become
unconditional

supporters of their "Israeli ally" and fanatical haters of Muslims and Arabs. On the day of the attacks,
former Israeli

Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu was asked what the attack would mean for US-Israeli relations. His
quick reply

was "It's very good....... Well, it's not good, but it will generate immediate sympathy (for Israel)" 57
The five Israelis made such a spectacle that everyone who saw them felt compelled to call the police.
According to

ABC’s 20/20, when the van belonging to the cheering Israelis was stopped by the police, the first words
out of the

driver's (Sivan Kurzberg) lying mouth were: "We are Israelis. We are not your problem. Your problems
are our

problems. The Palestinians are your problem." 58 The police and FBI field agents became really
suspicious when they

found box cutters (the same items that the hijackers supposedly used), $4700 cash stuffed in a sock, and
foreign

passports. Police also told the Bergen Record that bomb sniffing dogs were brought to the van and that
they reacted as

if they had smelled explosives. 59

From there, the story gets becomes even more suspicious. The Israelis worked for a Weehawken moving
company

known as Urban Moving Systems. An American employee of Urban Moving Systems told the Bergen
Record that a

majority of his co-workers were Israelis and they were all joking about the attacks. The employee, who
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declined to give

his name said: "I was in tears. These guys were joking and that bothered me." 60

A few days after the attacks, Urban Moving System's Israeli owner, Dominick Suter, dropped his
business and fled the

country. He was in such a hurry to flee America that some of Urban Moving System's customers were
left with their

furniture stuck in storage facilities. 61 The five Israeli army veterans (Mossad) were held in custody for
several

months before being quietly released. Some of the movers had been kept in solitary confinement for 40
days. 62

Immediately following the attacks, the Zionist controlled media was filled with stories linking the attacks
to Bin Laden.

TV talking-heads and scribblers of every stripe spoon-fed a gullible American public a steady diet of the
most

outrageous propaganda imaginable. We were told that the reason Bin Laden attacked the USA was
because he hates

our "freedom" and "democracy". The Muslims were "medieval" and they wanted to destroy us because
of our wealth.

But Bin Laden strongly denied any role in the attacks and suggested that Zionists orchestrated the 9-11
attacks:

"I was not involved in the September 11 attacks in the United States nor did I have knowledge of the
attacks. There

exists a government within a government within the United States. The United States should try to trace
the

perpetrators of these attacks within itself; to the people who want to make the present century a century
of conflict

between Islam and Christianity. That secret government must be asked as to who carried out the
attacks....The

American system is totally in control of the Jews, whose first priority is Israel, not the United States." 63
To date, the only shred of "evidence" to be uncovered against Bin Laden was a highly suspicious, barely
audible

amateur video, that the Zionist dominated Pentagon just happened to find "lying around" in Afghanistan.
Though there

is no evidence, be it hard or circumstantial, to link the Al Qaeda "terrorist network" to these acts of
terror; there is in

fact a mountain of evidence, both hard and circumstantial, which suggests that the Zionist Mafia has
been very busy

framing Arabs for terror plots against America.

WHO WAS REALLY FLYING THOSE PLANES ON 9-11?

Hours after the 9-11 attacks, authorities began to find clues conveniently left for them to stumble upon.
The Boston

Globe reported that a copy of the Koran, instructions on how to fly a commercial airplane and a fuel
consumption

calculator were found in a pair of bags meant for one of the hijacked flights that left from Logan. 64
Authorities also received a "tip" about a suspicious white car left behind at Boston's Logan Airport. An
Arabiclanguage

flight training manual was found inside the car. 65

How fortunate for investigators that the hijackers "forgot" to take their Koran and Arab flight manuals
with them!

Within a few days, all "19 hijackers" were "identified" and their faces were plastered all over our
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television screens.

Then, like a script from a corny "B" spy movie, the official story gets even more ridiculous. The passport
of the

supposed "ringleader" Mohammed Atta, somehow managed to survive the explosion, inferno, and
smoldering collapse

to be oh-so-conveniently "found" just a few blocks away from the World Trade Center! 66

It is obvious that this "evidence" was planted by individuals wishing to direct the blame towards Osama
Bin Laden.

How is it possible that Arab students who had never flown an airplane could take a simulator course and
then fly jumbo

jets with the skill and precision of "top-gun" pilots? It is not possible and the fact is, the true identities of
the 9-11

hijackers remains a mystery. In the days following the disclosure of the "hijackers" names and faces, no
less than 7 of

the Arab individuals named came forward to protest their obvious innocence. 67

That's right! Seven of the nineteen "hijackers" are alive and well. They were victims of identity theft,
some of whom

had had their passports stolen. They were interviewed by several news organizations including the
Telegraph of

England. Here’s an excerpt from David Harrison’s Telegraph story entitled:

Revealed: The Men With Stolen Identities:

"Their names were flashed around the world as suicide hijackers who carried out the attacks on
America. But yesterday

four innocent men told how their identities had been stolen.

The men - all from Saudi Arabia - spoke of their shock at being mistakenly named by the FBI as suicide
terrorists.

None of the four was in the United States on September 11 and all are alive in their home country.

The Telegraph obtained the first interviews with the men since they learnt that they were on the FBI's list
of hijackers

who died in the crashes in New York, Washington and Pennsylvania.

All four said that they were "outraged" to be identified as terrorists. One has never been to America and
another is a

Saudi Airlines pilot who was on a training course in Tunisia at the time of the attacks. Saudi Airlines said
it was

considering legal action against the FBI for seriously damaging its reputation and that of its pilots." 68
(emphasis added)

The story of these identity thefts was also briefly reported by ABC 69 and BBC (England) 70 The FBI
does not deny

this. Nobody denies this fact because it is easily verifiable. Instead, the US media and government just
ignore this

inconvenient little fact and keep right on repeating the monstrous lie that the hijacker identities are
known and that 15

of them were Saudis.

CNN revealed that FBI director Robert Mueller openly admitted that some of the identities of the 9-11
hijackers are in

question due to identity theft. Here’s what CNN reported on September 21:

FBI Director Robert Mueller has acknowledged that some of those behind last week's terror attacks may
have stolen the

identification of other people, and, according to at least one security expert, it may have been "relatively
easy" based on
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their level of sophistication. 71

This opens up a whole Pandora’s box of unanswered questions. First and foremost of which is this: why
would Osama

Bin laden, the Saudi Arabian caveman, steal identities? To cover his tracks you say? Next question: why
would a Saudi

Arabian, attempting to cover his tracks, steal the identities of....fellow Saudi Arabians??? What would be
the point?

Why go you through the trouble of stealing identities that would point back to you? Why not steal
Greek identities, or

Brazilian identities, or Turkish ones? A much more logical conclusion is that non-Arabs stole these
identities as part of

a "false flag" operation designed to point the blame at Arabs, and Saudi Arabs in particular.

What kind of a corrupt character is FBI boss Mueller? He initially admitted that false identities were
involved with 9-

11, but then he allows the media to keep naming these innocent, and alive, Arabs as the hijackers? Why
doesn’t he

correct them? More on the slimy Mr. Mueller later on!

Now I'm really going to rock your faith in the false religion of 9-11. In February of 2000, Indian
intelligence officials

detained 11 members of what they thought was an Al Qaeda hijacking conspiracy. It was then
discovered that these 11

"Muslim preachers" were all Israeli nationals! India’s leading weekly magazine, The Week, reported:

On January 12 Indian intelligence officials in Calcutta detained 11 foreign nationals for interrogation
before they were

to board a Dhaka-bound Bangladesh Biman flight. They were detained on the suspicion of being
hijackers. "But we

realized that they were tabliqis (Islamic preachers), so we let them go", said an Intelligence official.

The eleven had Israeli passports but were believed to be Afghan nationals who had spent a while in Iran.
Indian

intelligence officials, too, were surprised by the nationality profile of the eleven. "They say that they
have been on

tabligh (preaching Islam) in India for two months. But they are Israeli nationals from the West Bank,"
said a Central

Intelligence official. He claimed that Tel Aviv "exerted considerable pressure" on Delhi to secure their
release. "It

appeared that they could be working for a sensitive organization in Israel and were on a mission to
Bangladesh," the

official said. 72 (emphasis added)

What were these 11 Israelis doing trying to impersonate Al Qaeda men? Infiltrating?...perhaps.
Framing?...more likely.

But the important precedent to understand is this: Israeli agents were once caught red handed
impersonating Muslim

hijackers!

This event becomes even more mind boggling when we learn that it was Indian Intelligence that helped
the US to so

quickly identify the "19 hijackers"! On April 3, 2002, Express India, quoting the Press Trust of India,
revealed:

Washington, April 3: Indian intelligence agencies helped the US to identify the hijackers who carried out
the deadly

September 11 terrorist attacks in New York and Washington, a media report said here on Wednesday. 73
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Ain't that a kick in the ass?!! Did you catch that? The Indian intelligence officials that were duped into
mistaking Israeli

agents for Al Qaeda hijackers back in 2000, were the very same clowns telling the FBI who it was that
hijacked the 9-

11 planes! Keep in mind that Indian intelligence has an extremely close working relationship with Israel’s
Mossad

because both governments hate the Muslim nation of Pakistan. 74

Now about Mohamed Atta, you know, the so-called "ring leader". There are a number of inconsistencies
with that story

as well. Like some of the 7 hijackers known to be still alive, Atta also had his passport stolen in 1999, 75
(the same

passport that miraculously survived the WTC explosion and collapse?) making him an easy mark for an
identity theft.

Atta was known to all as a shy, timid, and sheltered young man who was uncomfortable with women. 76
The 5 foot 7

inch, 150 pound architecture student was such a "goody two shoes" that some of his university
acquaintances in

Germany refrained from drinking or cursing in front of him. How this gentle, non- political mamma's boy
from a good

Egyptian family suddenly transformed himself into the vodka drinking, go-go girl groping terrorist
animal described by

the media, has to rank as the greatest personality change since another classic work of fiction, Dr. Jekyll
and Mr. Hyde.

Atta, or someone using Atta's identity, had enrolled in a Florida flight school in 2001 and then broke off
his training,

making it a point to tell his instructor he was leaving for Boston. In an October 2001 interview with an
ABC affiliate in

Florida, flight school president Rudi Dekkers said that his course does not qualify pilots to fly
commercial jumbo jets.

77 He also described Atta as "an asshole". 78 Part of the reason for Dekker's dislike for Atta stems from
a highly

unusual incident that occurred at the beginning of the course. Here’s the exchange between ABC
producer Quentin

McDermott and Dekkers:

MCDERMOTT: "Why do you say Atta was an asshole?"

DEKKERS: "Well, when Atta was here and I saw his face on several occasions in the building, then I
know that they're

regular students and then I try to talk to them, it's kind of a PR - where are you from? I tried to
communicate with him.

I found out from my people that he lived in Hamburg and he spoke German so one of the days that I
saw him, I speak

German myself, I'm a Dutch citizen, and I started in the morning telling him in German, "Good morning.
How are you?

How do you like the coffee? Are you happy here?", and he looked at me with cold eyes, didn't react at
all and walked

away. That was one of my first meetings I had." 79

This is eerily similar to the way in which Zacharias Moussaoui (the so-called "20th hijacker") became
"belligerent"

when his Minnesota flight instructor tried to speak to him in French (his first language), at the beginning
of that course.
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The Minnessota Star Tribune reported on December 21, 2001:

"Moussaoui first raised eyebrows when, during a simple introductory exchange, he said he was from
France, but then

didn't seem to understand when the instructor spoke French to him. Moussaoui then became belligerent
and evasive

about his background, (Congressman) Oberstar and other sources said. In addition, he seemed inept in
basic flying

procedure, while seeking expensive training on an advanced commercial jet simulator." 80 (emphasis
added)

It truly is an amazing twist of fate that both Atta and Moussaoui both had American flight instructors
who spoke

German and French respectively. Even the great Mossad could not have foreseen such a coincidence!
The real Atta

would have been able to respond to his instructor’s German small talk and the real Moussaoui would
have been able to

respond to his instructor’s French small talk. Atta just walked away and Moussaoui threw a fit! Neither
responded

because neither could. They were imposters, whose faces were probably disguised by a make up artist.
Their mission

was to frame the two innocent Arabs who were probably targeted by the Mossad at random.

The imposter was able to create a new Atta by using Atta's stolen passport from 1999 - the same
passport that floated

safely to the ground with a few burnt edges on 9-11. These strange inconsistencies tend to give support
to Mohammed

Atta's father's claim that he spoke over the phone with his son on September 12th, the day after the
attacks. 81 Could a

group of professionals have abducted and killed the real Atta in the days following the 9-11 attacks?
Mossad agents,

posing as "art students" were arrested after conducting some type of operation in Hollywood, Florida,
the same small

town that Atta stayed in! 82 So what happened to the real Mohammed Atta? To quote his grief stricken
father: "Ask

Mossad!".

So who, if not the "19 Arabs" was on those planes? That’s the million dollar question! There are a
number of

alternative scenarios. Could some Israelis have been fanatical enough to have volunteered for such a
suicide mission?

Odd as that may sound at first, it is not out of the realm of possibility. The fact is, hard-core Zionist
extremists have

proven themselves to be every bit as fanatical, (more so), than Arab extremists.

A nation which can produce thousands of bloodthirsty Zionist extremists, Irgun war criminals, Mossad
terrorists who

blow up occupied buildings, assassins who kill Israeli Prime Ministers in full view of policemen, and
crazed killers

who have carried sickening massacres of Arab women and children; would surely be capable of
recruiting a few

fanatics willing to sacrifice for "the cause". This theory becomes even more plausible when we consider
that only the

pilots would have needed to know that the planes were on a suicide mission.

Still don’t think Israel is capable of producing suicidal terrorists? Have you already forgotten the case of
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Dr. Baruch

Goldstein?. Goldstein was a New York doctor and resettled in Israel. On February 25, 1994, Goldstein
walked into a

crowded Arab mosque in the occupied West Bank. With hundreds of worshippers kneeled in silent
prayer, Goldstein

sealed off the exit, and opened fire with a rapid-firing assault rifle, killing 29 and wounding many more.
Goldstein, a

father of four, was finally stopped and killed when the frenzied crowd overpowered him. With as many
as 800

worshippers packed into the mosque, Goldstein surely could not have been expecting to come out alive.
This was

clearly a suicide attack. And what did Goldstein’s mother have to say about her son’s suicide attack? The
Boston Globe

revealed:

"The mother of Baruch Goldstein, the Jewish settler who massacred about 40 Palestinians in a Hebron
mosque a week

ago, says she is proud of her son. "I always thought to myself, When would someone get up and do such
a thing? And

in the end, my son did it," Miriam Goldstein told the weekly Shishi newspaper." 83

It gets even more sickening than that. Baruch Goldstein has become a folk hero among many of the
crazed side-locked

settlers who have encroached upon the West Bank. They have turned Goldstein’s gravesite into a
memorial and set up a

website to honor his murderous deed! Look what these fanatics posted on the Goldstein memorial
website:

Over the years, the grave has become a site of pilgrimage. Numerous people from all over the world
come to pray and

honor his (Baruch’s) memory. 84

(emphasis added)

One has to wonder if some of Goldstein’s admirers were flying those planes on 9-11. There is one
interesting side note

here which may or may not be of any significance. One of the two Israelis who died aboard the hijacked
planes was

Daniel Lewin - who was aboard the first plane to crash into the Twin Towers. The Ha‘aretz News
Service of Israel

revealed that Lewin, was a one-time officer in the Israeli Defense Forces elite Sayeret Matkal
commando unit. 85

Oddly enough, Lewin’s name is missing from CNN’s comprehensive September 11 Memorial website.
Another possibility is that some other group of "patsies" was recruited for the operation. Perhaps some
anarchists, or

some leftover Marxists who thought they were going to bring down western capitalism. Or perhaps, the
hijackers were

another group of angry Arabs who weren’t even aware of who their true handlers really were or what
the broader

strategic aim of the mission actually was. In the dark world of covert operations, agents are often kept
ignorant of who

it is that orchestrating the show.

Admittedly, these scenarios are speculative, but one thing that is not speculative is this: the hijackers
were not the 19

men whose faces were shown on our TV screens!
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WHO PROVIDED THE PROTECTIVE COVER FOR THE 9-11 OPERATION?

On October 26, 1999, the famous golfer Payne Stewart boarded a private Learjet in Florida and left for
Texas. Shortly

after takeoff, Stewart's jet veered sharply off course and began heading northwest. All contact with air
controllers was

lost. Within 15 minutes of having gone off course, US fighter jets had already intercepted the jet.
Everyone on board

was likely dead due to depressurization. These fighter jets were dispatched by NORAD, the branch of
the US air force

whose job it is to monitor and defend US airspace 24 hours a day. NORAD maintains a huge array of
land based radar

systems and has fighter jets on alert 24 hours a day so that they can respond to a crisis. The jets escorted
the doomed

airplane until another group of Air National Guard jets took over the escort mission. Finally, Stewart's
jet ran out of

fuel a crashed in South Dakota. The quick reaction time and military precision with which NORAD
intercepted and

escorted Stewart's jet was impressive, and exactly what one would have expected from the greatest
military power in

world history. 86

But on 9-11, the same NORAD which had so effortlessly intercepted Stewart's jet in 1999, was nowhere
to be found

during that two hour period between the first planes going off course and the last one crashing in a
Pennsylvania field.

How is it possible that the airspace between Boston and Washington DC, an area which contains the
political and

economic heart of the nation, was left completely defenseless? The second plane to hit the New York
had flown off

course without communication for 40 minutes. On its way to New York, it actually flew within a few
miles of McGuire

Air Force base in New Jersey, after the first tower had already been hit! And how is it possible that
Washington DC

was left undefended (long after the New York attacks) when Andrews Air Force base is within car
driving distance?

The air force jets which did finally arrive were too late. Was this due to NORAD's incompetence, or was
the order to

scramble the fighter jets deliberately delayed so that the terror attacks could take place. Given NORAD's
impressive

performance in the 1999 Payne Stewart disaster, this would suggest that someone high up in the Air
Force

establishment may have issued stand down orders to some of our Air Force bases. Remember, the
Pentagon's Defense

Policy Board is headed by Zionist Richard Perle and his gang of warmongering lackeys.87 The civilians
on this board

wield the power to promote career minded Generals and Admirals. Is it really that hard to believe that a
highly placed

military leader could have collaborated with the true 9-11 planners?

What makes the Air Force's slow response even more outrageous and suspicious is that previously
mentioned

Newsweek article which revealed that several Pentagon leaders (Defense Policy Board?) cancelled flight
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plans for

September 11 due to security concerns.88 There were other warning signals too which we’re reviewed
earlier. In light

of all these warnings, why wasn’t NORAD and it's armada of fighters placed on an even higher alert
than they already

are? There is only one logical answer to these questions: Certain Pentagon leaders were "in on it".
General Hamid Gul, a former Director of Pakistani Intelligence hit the nail on the head with his analysis:
"The attacks against New York and Washington were Israeli engineered."

"The attacks started at 8:45, and four flights are diverted from their assigned air space and no Air Force
fighter jets

scramble until 10:00. Radars are jammed, transponders fail and no IFF - friend or foe identification -
challenge. In

Pakistan, if there is no response to an IFF, jets are instantly scrambled. This was clearly an inside job.
Will this also be

hushed up in the investigation, like the Kennedy assassination?" 89

This raises another troubling set of questions. Surely the masterminds of the 9-11 operation would have
taken the time

to learn something about US air defense procedures. They would therefore have realized that hitting
New York City

with jets hijacked from Boston would have been difficult. New York is about 30 minutes away by
airplane and jumbo

jets fly very slowly when compared to US fighter jets that can crack the sound barrier. Even with a 15-
20 minute head

start, NORAD's jets could have easily intercepted them, especially the second plane, which took a longer
route to New

York and flew way off course for 40 minutes. Why choose Boston's airport and jeopardize the success
of the operation?

Wouldn't it be safer to just hijack planes from New York's Kennedy or La Guardia Airports? Or even
Newark, NJ

which is just across the river. Any plane hijacked from either of those three busy airports would have
been unstoppable.

Even a plane from Philadelphia's Airport would have been much closer to the target than far away
Boston.

The planners were no dummies. They must have counted on receiving protective cover and a window of
opportunity by

someone high up at US Air command. Why else choose Boston? In addition to the protection that the
planners were to

receive from certain Air Force elements, there is another plausible theory for choosing Boston's Logan
Airport as well

as United and American Airlines planes. It should be noted that the firm which provides security at
Boston's Logan

Airport and also Newark Airport, and also works extensively with United and American Airlines, is a
company called

Huntleigh USA. 90 Claiming that Huntleigh USA's airport security was grossly negligent on 9-11, family
members of

some of the victims are suing Huntleigh. 91 Huntleigh USA had been acquired by ICTS International in
1999. ICTS is

controlled by two Israelis; Ezra Harel and Menachem Atzmon. 92 In short, security at Boston's Logan
airport was

handled (or mishandled) by an Israeli controlled company. Is there a connection here? Could agents have
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been

infiltrated into Logan Airport under Israeli owned Huntleigh's cover? It's quite possible. In the days
following the 9-11

attacks, Israeli security professionals began aggressively marketing themselves in order to gain more
airport security

jobs. 93 Americans should be grateful to have such wonderful allies who care about our airport security
so much!

Could some of the failure of our defense systems be attributed to a cyber attack from computer hackers?
Our defense

and intelligence systems are very dependent upon technology. A well coordinated attack on these
systems may also

have contributed to our inability to expose and prevent the attacks. There is one group that has the
capability to attack

our military computer systems.

In July of 1999, Ha’aretz (Israel) ran a story headlined: "Hackers Using Israeli Net Site to Strike at
Pentagon": Ha’aretz

reported:

"An Israeli Internet site is being used by international computer hackers as a base for electronic attacks
on US

government and military computer systems, according to Pentagon officials who were quoted in a
Washington Timnes

report yesterday."

"According to the Times, the real danger to US national security is the threat posed by foreign
intelligence services or

governments that could launch electronic warfare against the United States" 94

And look what the US Department of Justice wrote in this 1998 press release:

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- "The Department of Justice, in conjunction with the FBI, the Air Force Office
of Special

Investigation, the National Aeronautic and Space Administration and the Naval Criminal Investigative
Service,

announced today that the Israeli National Police arrested Ehud Tenebaum, an Israeli citizen, for illegally
accessing

computers belonging to the Israeli and United States governments, as well as hundreds of other
commercial and

educational systems in the United States and elsewhere." 95

No doubt about it. Covert elements in Israel have been targeting the US military’s defense systems for
some time now.

This could very well have been yet another instrument played during the great orchestrated concert of 9-
11.

THE CURIOUS COLLAPSE OF THE TWIN TOWERS

The government/media approved version of events insists that the fires in the World Trade Center
burned so hot that

they caused steel supports to melt and buckle, thus triggering a total collapse of the towers. This is a
strange theory for

a number of reasons:

1. The architects who designed the World Trade Center designed it to withstand the direct impact and
fuel fire of a

commercial airline crash. Aaron Swirsky, one of the architects of the WTC described the collapse as
"incredible" and

"unbelievable." 96
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Lee Robertson, the project's structural engineer said: "I designed it for a 707 to hit it. The Boeing 707
has a fuel

capacity comparable to the 767." 97

2. The history of high-rise building fires provides no case histories of buildings collapsing due to steel
beams melting

from a fire.

3. The collapse of both towers were both perfectly symmetrical and methodical. The straight down
collapse was

identical in appearance to a well engineered, controlled implosion. A demolition company could not have
done it better.

Now that we know that all one has to do to bring a tall building straight down is set a fuel fire in it, the
well trained

experts who work for demolition companies should all be out of a job by now!

Even a layman with no explosives background should be able to see this. But many specialists in the
explosives and

structural engineering have also made this observation and commented on these inconsistencies. After
the WTC

collapse, the Vice President of New Mexico Tech, Van Romero, gave an interview to the Albuquerque
Journal. He

stated plainly that he believed that the WTC collapse was too methodical and that explosive devices
must have been

placed in key points of both buildings. Romero said:

"It would be difficult for something from the plane to trigger an event like that. It could have been a
relatively small

amount of explosives placed in strategic points. One of the things that terrorists are noted for is a
diversionary attack

and a secondary device." 98

In that same interview, Romero revealed that he was in Washington DC when the attacks took place. He
and a

colleague were there to discuss defense research programs for New Mexico Tech. A few days after his
interview,

Romero abruptly changed his opinion and told the Albuquerque Journal that he no longer believed that
bombs brought

down the towers. 99 Romero, who relies upon the Zionist occupied Pentagon for funding, had suddenly
flip-flopped

and joined the "melted steel" theorists.

There is more than just my own common sense and Romero's expert opinion to support the belief that
the towers were

imploded from within. Several witnesses and survivors reported hearing bombs going off inside the
World Trade

Center. Louie Cacchioli is a firefighter with Engine 47 in Harlem, New York. Cacchioli told People
Magazine the

following:

"I was taking firefighters up in the elevator to the 24th floor to get in position to evacuate workers. On
the last trip up a

bomb went off. We think there were bombs set in the building." 100

Now this whole controversy between the "melted steel" scenario and the detonation scenario is one that
could be very

easily resolved. All we have to do is dig up the steel beams and examine each and everyone of them. If
an explosive
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device caused the steel to fail, there will be tell-tale indications for the engineers to see. But if it was
intense heat that

caused the steel to "melt" or "buckle", there will be tell-tale signs of that as well. All we have to do to
put an end to this

controversy is to closely examine the steel. Right?

Well, don't hold your breath. That's never going to happen. Thanks in large part to Time Magazine's
"Man of the Year

2001", New York Mayor Rudy Giuliani, the steel beams were quickly recycled before investigators even
had the

chance to look at them! A media darling and lifelong supporter of Israel, Saint Rudy Giuliani made sure
that the

"smoking gun" evidence was destroyed and right quick too. Much of the steel was recycled in America,
but an

additional seventy thousand tons of WTC steel was sold to Metals Management - a New York company
with a jewish

(Zionist?) president named Alan Ratner. Ratner then turned around and shipped the WTC’s steel to
China and India for

recycling! 101

China Radio International’s English Edition also reported:

"New York's Metals Management is among the firms taking steel from the huge project to clear Ground
Zero. The

company says it has bought 70,000 tons of scrap from the ruined twin towers. Some of the scrap has
been shipped

across the Pacific to Asian, including China and India. Among the consignments of scrap are the "very
dense" steel

girders from Ground Zero, which could finally yield 250,000 to 400,000 tons of scrap for recycling."
102

Imaine that! The largest criminal investigation in history and the investigators weren't even permitted to
see the most

important evidence of all - the steel! During the time that Saint Rudy and Ratner the Recycler were
destroying

evidence, many of the most respected engineers in the country complained not only about the recycling,
but also about

the Federal government's suffocating control of their investigation. On December 25, 2001, the New
York Times ran a

story about the frustrations of some of the engineers who were called in to study the cause of the
collapse:

"Interviews with a handful of members of the team, which includes some of the nation's most respected
engineers, also

uncovered complaints that they had at various times been shackled with bureaucratic restrictions that
prevented them

from interviewing witnesses, examining the disaster site and requesting crucial information like recorded
distress calls

to the police and fire departments..." 103 (emphasis added)

They made their concerns known publicly. Bill Manning, editor of the 125 year old Fire Engineering
magazine, noticed

a strange difference between the WTC investigation and other major fire investigations in New York
City’s history.

Manning wrote:

"Did they throw away the locked doors from the Triangle Shirtwaist fire? Did they throw away the gas
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can used at the

happy land social club fire?...That's what they're doing at the World Trade Center. The destruction and
removal of

evidence must stop immediately." 104

One investigator told the New York Times:

"This is almost the dream team of engineers in the country working on this, and our hands are tied," said
one team

member who asked not to be identified. Members have been threatened with dismissal for speaking to
the press.

"FEMA is controlling everything," the team member said. 105

Dr. Frederick W. Mowrer from the Fire Engineering department at the University of Maryland told the
New York

Times:

"I find the speed with which important evidence has been removed and recycled to be appalling." 106
Finally, the Times story made this interesting little revelation about St. Rudy the Recycler:

"Officials in the mayor's office declined to reply to written and oral requests for comment over a three-
day period

about who decided to recycle the steel and the concern that the decision might be handicapping the
investigation.." 107

It is a very odd form of science that the government and some of its house scientists practice these days.
Without a

shred of physical evidence, these modern-day alchemists have been able to "prove" their theory fire
caused the towers

to collapse. This appears to be yet another monstrous lie. Why else would you destroy the "melted
steel"? Ask Rudy.

THE MIRACLE OF PASSOVER

Not just Americans were murdered on 9-11. Nearly 500 foreign nationals from over 80 different nations
were killed in

the World Trade Center. 108 As a center of world trade and finance this is not surprising. It is also
commonly known

that many Israelis work in the field of international trade and finance. The laws of probability dictate that
among the

nearly 500 dead foreign nationals, from over 80 different nations, there should have been a considerable
number of

Israelis. But the number of Israeli dead was suspiciously low, especially when we consider the report,
contained in the

September 12 Jerusalem Post, that the Israeli embassy in America was bombarded on 9-11 with calls
from 4000

worried Israeli families. 109 George Bush had told the US Congress that he also mourned the deaths of
foreign citizens

including "more than 130 Israelis". 110 But Bush was either misinformed or he was lying. The actual
number of Israeli

dead at the WTC was far less than 130. It was far less than 100. It was far less than 50. It was far less
than 25. It was far

less than 10. It was....... zero! 111A That's right! ZERO Israeli nationals lost their lives in the WTC
while citizens

from over 80 different nations, including such powerhouses of world trade and finance as Granada,
Bermuda, Ireland,
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and the Philippines, all lost people in the WTC.

*(One Israeli was killed aboard each of the flights that crashed into the WTC. None were killed in the
WTC itself.)

We learned earlier about the employees of the Israeli instant messaging company Odigo, who were
anonymously

informed of the attacks two hours before they took place. 112 Even more intriguing than the Odigo
warnings was the

narrow escape of 200 employees of an Israeli government run company called Zim Israel Navigational.
With over 80

vessels, Zim Navigational is the 9th largest shipping company in the world. Just one week before 9-11,
Zim

Navigational moved out of its World Trade Center offices with over 200 workers. 113A, 113B
Company spokesperson Dan Nadler said: "When we watched the pictures, we felt so lucky. Our entire
US operations

were run out of the 16th floor." 114A ,114B

Zim moved to Virginia. Nadler added that the aim of the sudden move "was to save on rent". 115A,
115B Somehow

the claim that a major global shipping firm, backed up by government money, needed to save a few
bucks on rent lacks

credibility. And oh what perfect timing!

So who tipped oftf Zim? Who tipped off Odigo? Who tipped off those Pentagon officials? Who tipped off
those Israeli

workers in New York? I think it's safe to say it wasn't Osama Bin Laden.

FRAMING BIN LADEN

Within minutes after the attack, a parade of politicians and "terrorism experts" appeared on every TV
channel all

claiming that the attacks were the work of Osama Bin Laden. The Bush administration claimed that it
had evidence

linking Bin Laden to the attacks which it would release to the public in a matter of days. They never did.
Just like they

never provided any evidence that he blew up the US embassies in Africa in 1997. The entire case against
Osama Bin

Laden was based on nothing but the repeated claim that he was the culprit for the embassy bombings
and for 9-11.

Demands were placed upon the Taleban government of Afghanistan turn Bin Laden over to the US or
face an attack

(we established earlier that US military action had already been planned since June). 116A ,116B The
Taleban offered

to turn Bin Laden over to a neutral party if the US provided any evidence to them that he had anything
to do with the

1997 US African embassy bombings or the 9-11 attacks. The evidence was never presented to the
Taleban for two

reasons:

1. There was never any evidence, not even circumstantial

2. The war to replace the Taleban with a US puppet government was already in motion. The 9-11
attacks served as the

perfect excuse, the "incident" to win the support of the American people and kick off the war.

Three months after the attacks, and with the bombing of Afghani peasants in full swing, the US had still
not provided

one shred of evidence to link Bin Laden and his Al Qaeda "network" to 9-11. People in foreign countries
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were

beginning to ask questions. Then one day, the Pentagon claimed that some unnamed source found a
video tape in

Afghanistan. The Bush gang began dropping hints in the media that this video shows Osama Bin Laden
bragging and

admitting his role in the attacks. How convenient! And how improbable. The "mastermind" of 9-11, who
was so

brilliant that he pulled off 9-11 without being detected, was careless enough to leave a "confession
video" laying

around to be discovered by the US!

The video was shown on the news with English subtitles. Bin Laden's voice was so barely audible that
even viewers in

Arab nations had to rely on the Pentagon’s translated subtitles! An obedient American (Zionist) news
media accepted

the Pentagon story and translation without question. A few Arab media whores were even trotted out to
vouch for the

tape’s authenticity. Aha! This is the "smoking gun" they assured us. But this too is another vicious lie.
On December 20, 2001, the German TV show Monitor (the "60 Minutes of Germany") found the
translation of the

"confession" video to be not only "inaccurate", but even "manipulative". 117 Dr. Abdel EI M. Husseini
and Professor

Gernot Rotter made an independent translation and accused the White House translators of "writing a
lot of things that

they wanted to hear but cannot be heard on the tape no matter how many times you listen to it." 118
Even more compelling than the revelations of the European press are the actual images of the
"confession video".

Every photo previously taken of Osama Bin laden shows gaunt facial features and a long thin nose. The
Pentagon video

of Bin Laden clearly shows a man with full facial features and a wide nose. Examine the pictures side-
by-side for

yourself if you don't believe it. The differences in facial features will jump right out at you. 119

Would the Pentagon leadership be capable of such deception? Why not?! They were capable of allowing
9-11 to

happen weren't they? The Pentagon itself has even admitted the existence of a special department
established for the

purpose of planting false stories in the media in order to carry out strategic objectives. The very Zionist
and very prowar

New York Times broke a story in February 2002 which revealed that the Pentagon has plans to
deliberately

provide false stories to the press as part of an effort to influence policy. The Pentagon set up the Office
of Strategic

Influence (OSI) for this purpose. A Zionist Air Force General named Simon P. Worden was chosen to
head this

criminal effort. 120 Worden's boss is Douglass Feith, another dedicated Zionist who serves as
Undersecretary of

Defense for Policy. How dedicated of a Zionist is Feith? The Zionist Organization of America (ZOA)
honored Feith

and his father at an award dinner in 1999. So I'll let ZOA’s 1997 press release you about Feith:

"This year's honorees will be Dalck Feith and Douglas J. Feith, the noted Jewish philanthropists and pro-
Israel activists.
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Dalck Feith will receive the ZOA's special Centennial Award at the dinner, for his lifetime of service to
Israel and the

Jewish people. His son Douglas J. Feith, the former Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense, will receive
the prestigious

Louis D. Brandeis Award at the dinner." (121)- (Google usues enter: feith zionist organization award)
There you have it! The Zionist Air Force General who runs the Pentagon’s media disinformation
department, reports

directly to a Zionist Pentagon boss who was a recipient of the "prestigious" Louis Brandeis Award.
Brandeis, a former

Supreme Court judge, was one of the key Zionist powerbrokers who helped influence Woodrow Wilson
into joining

World War I as part of the Zionist-British Balfour deal we learned about earlier.

One year has passed since the 9-11 attacks and the FBI has not uncovered any Al Qaeda cells in the
United States nor

has it found any paper trail. The London Times reported:

"Thousands of FBI agents have rounded up more than 1,300 suspects across America since September
11, but they

have failed to find a single Al-Qaeda cell operating in the United States...Tom Ridge, Director of
Homeland Security

could not explain why none had been caught." 122

In April of 2002, FBI director Robert Mueller - the same Robert Mueller who admitted that several
hijacker identities

were in doubt due to identity thefts- made this stunning announcement:

"In our investigation, we have not uncovered a single piece of paper - either here or in the treasure trove
of information

that has turned up in Afghanistan and elsewhere - that mentioned any aspect of the September 11 plot."
123

Predictably, Directors Ridge and Mueller attribute this total lack of any evidence to the skill of the Al -
Qaeda "terrorist

network". If you've read this far you should know better. The reason that the US has been unable to
uncover a shred of

evidence to link Al Qaeda to 9-11 is because....Al Qaeda didn't do it!

WHISTLEBLOWERS. WHISTLEBLOWERS. WHISTLEBLOWERS.

THE FBI AGENTS WHO TRIED TO PREVENT 9-11

The FBI's field agents are "the good guys". It's the ass kissing, spineless careerists at the top who have
corrupted the

agency. In the critical weeks and months leading up to that fateful day, numerous clues were picked up
by loyal FBI

field agents. Some of these agents were so alarmed at what they thought was an unfolding terror plot,
that they tried to

convince their superiors to investigate deeper. These agents were either ignored, threatened, or fired.
Each of these FBI agents thought that they were on the trail of an Arab terror plot and unless they've
read this paper,

they probably still believe so. We can forgive them their ignorance if they haven't realized yet that the
trail they were

on was not that of Arab terrorists, but rather Mossad agents impersonating Arab terrorists. (much more
on that later!)

The essential point is that these agents were on to something big that someone didn't want them to
digging into.

There is FBI Special Agent Robert Wright. The public interest law firm Judicial Watch is representing
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agent Wright.

Wright claims that he was met with retaliation and threats from his bosses and from