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A Government of Fraud & Deception




THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN IS DEDICATED TO THE FUTURE OF MAN.




HOW DOES CONGRESS “LEGALLY” GET AWAY WITH
ALL THEIR UNCONSTITUTIONAL ACTIVITY?

e The Federal Reserve? - The Patriot Act? - The Healthcare Bill? - Cap and Trade? — Federal Income Taxes?

What follows is fact - not fiction. It is NOT conspiracy theory or Patriot myth. It is all 100% documented. The TRUTH is that the
UNITED STATES you believe to be a country is nothing more than a private/ for profit business operated by an unlawful Congress
for the benefit of a handful of International Bankers and controlled by the Vatican. America is a corporate “slave” plantation.

On February 21% in 1871, the “nobility” of Congress officially created a PRIVATE / FOR PROFIT municipal corporation that they
could “legally” control under Article 1, Section 8, Clause 17 of the organic Constitution - and then proceeded to give it all the power
and authority "not inconsistent with the Constitution and laws of the United States." See: Congressional Record/ Organic Act of
1871. What did Congress name their NEW private business enterprise? They named their new company...THE UNITED STATES.

Let me be very clear about this important issue by restating it:

In 1871, “Congress” created a PRIVATE company called the UNITED STATES over which THEY had complete “legal” control, and
gave it powers - “NOT INCONSISTENT with the Constitution and Laws of the United States.”

The District of Columbia (aka The State of New Columbia) is unlike ANY other municipal corporation on the planet. For within the
ten mile square known as the “District of Columbia” is a PRIVATELY HELD corporation legally named “THE UNITED STATES” with
all the power of the organic Constitution for the united States of America. Any participation “within” this PRIVATE / FOR PROFIT
commercial entity is “presumed” to be a legally binding contract, based on OUR CONSENT, to be “adjudicated” by THEM, in THEIR
PRIVATE commercial courts. Amazingly, most Americans still believe a legitimate government and system of Law exists and they
live in a FREE society. Sadly, nothing can be farther from the truth. Truth be told, the American people are nothing more than
FEUDAL SERFS (slaves) within a system of “Public Policy” that captures ALL corporate U.S. citizen “persons” (assets) through a

deceptive - but voluntary - 14"™ Amendment U.S. citizenship. The fact is, every single “courtroom” currently operating “within”
one of their “STATE OF” franchises, is a non-Article Ill legislative tribunal acting as collection agent for Congress’s PRIVATE / FOR
PROFIT commercial business (you) — and administrator of FDR’s corporate U.S. bankruptcy of 1933. Every Department of Justice
“court” across America is a private commercial Law Merchant court operating ONLY for the generation of corporate PROFITS.

To be clear, there is NEVER a lawful non-fictional non-commercial “cause of action” in THEIR PRIVATE COURT SYSTEM. Never
should a sane man or woman walk into one of their PRIVATE / FOR PROFIT commercial courtrooms and expect the Constitution to
magically appear or the Common Law to be recognized, upheld, or enforced. The sooner WE ALL accept that - WE HAVE NO LAW -
and - WE HAVE NO GOVERNMENT - the sooner we can take back what has been fraudulently stolen by the Crown controlled
thieves in Washington D.C. its private central banking system — the Federal Reserve. Only then can we start rebuilding what is left
of America. Only then will we have a monetary system based on real value. Only then will we, “the American people,” truly regain
our freedom, liberty, and God given unalienable Rights.

e There has been no true freedom or “lawful” government since the creation of the UNITED STATES Constitution.
e We have been under Military Rule since dictator Abraham Lincoln issued Executive Order #1, April 15, 1861.
e No American claiming U.S. “citizenship” has a “vote” or any representation in their private “Congress.”

We must educate OURSELVES on the U.S. ASSET / 14" Amendment “citizenship” that holds us in Bondage!

The Declaration of Independence states: Governments are instituted... by the CONSENT of the governed.

NOW IS THE TIME TO... WITHDRA W OUR CONSENT

Contact Kurt Kallenbach at: IAMTHEPEOPLE.US@gmail.com/ or Listen Every Tuesday Night 8PM Central at: http://libertyandfreedomradio.net/
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Grateful Slave

By Paine's Torch
| am a grateful slave.
My master is a good man.
He gives me food, shelter, work and other things.
All he requires in return is that | obey him.
| am told he has the power to control my life.
| look up to him, and wish that | were so powerful.
My master must understand the world better than I,
because he was chosen by many others for his respected position.
| sometimes complain, but fear I cannot live without his help.

He is a good man.

My master protects my money from theft, before and after he takes half of it.

Before taking his half, he says only he can protect my money.
After taking it, he says it is still mine.
When he spends my money, he says | own the things he has bought.
I don't understand this, but I believe him.

He is a good man.

| need my master for protection, because others would hurt me.
Or, they would take my money and use it for themselves. My master is better than them:
When my master takes my money, I still own it. The things he buys are mine.

I cannot sell them, or decide how they are used, but they are mine.




My master tells me so,
And | believe him.

He is a good man.

My master provides free education for my children.
He teaches them to respect and obey him and all future masters they will have.
He says they are being taught well; learning things they will need to know in the future.
| believe him.

He is a good man.

My master cares about other masters, who don't have good slaves.
He makes me contribute to their support.

I don't understand why slaves must work for more than one master,
But my master says it is necessary.

I believe him.

He is a good man.

Other slaves ask my master for some of my money.

Since he is good to them as he is to me, he agrees.

This means he must take more of my money; but he says this is good for me.

| ask my master why it would not be better to let each of us keep our own money.
He says it is because he knows what is best for each of us.
We believe him.

He is a good man.




My master tells me: Evil masters in other places are not as good as he;
They threaten our comfortable lifestyle and peace.

So, he sends my children to fight the slaves of evil masters.

I mourn their deaths, but my master says it is necessary.

He gives me medals for their sacrifice, and | believe him.

He is a good man.

Good masters sometimes have to kill evil masters, and their slaves.

This is necessary to preserve our way of life; to show others that our version of slavery is the best.

| asked my master: Why do evil masters' slaves have to be killed, along with their evil master?
He said: "Because they carry out his evil deeds."
"Besides, they could never learn our system;
They have been indoctrinated to believe that only their master is good."
My master knows what is best.
He protects me and my children.

He is a good man.

My master lets me vote for a new master, every few years.

| cannot vote to have no master, but he generously lets me choose between two candidates he has selected.
I eagerly wait until Election Day, since voting allows me to forget that | am a slave.

Until then, my current master tells me what to do.

| accept this.

It has always been so, and | would not change tradition.

My master is a good man.




At the last election, about half the slaves were allowed to vote.

The other half had broken rules set by the master, or were not thought by him to be fit.
Those who break the rules should know better than to disobey!

Those not considered fit should gratefully accept the master chosen for them by others.
It is right, because we have always done it this way.

My master is a good man.

There were two candidates.
One received a majority of the vote - about one-fourth of the slave population.
| asked why the new master can rule over all the slaves, if he only received votes from one-fourth of them.
My master said: "Because some wise masters long ago did it that way."
"Besides, you are the slaves; and we are the master."
| did not understand his answer, but | believed him.
My master knows what is best for me.

He is a good man.

Some slaves have evil masters.

They take more than half of their slaves' money and are chosen by only one-tenth,

rather than one-fourth, of their slaves.
My master says they are different from him.
| believe him.

He is a good man.




| asked if I could ever become a master, instead of a slave. My master said, "Yes, anything is possible."
"But first you must pledge allegiance to your present master,

and promise not to abandon the system that made you a slave.”

| am encouraged by this possibility.

My master is a good man.

He tells me slaves are the real masters, because they can vote for their masters.
I do not understand this, but I believe him.
He is a good man; who lives for no other purpose than to make his slaves happy.
| asked if I could be neither a master nor a slave.
My master said, "No, you must be one or the other."
"There are not other choices."
I believe him. He knows best.

He is a good man.

| asked my master how our system is different, from those evil masters.

He said: "In our system, masters work for the slaves." No longer confused, | am beginning to accept his logic.

Now I see it! Slaves are in control of their masters, because they can choose new masters every few years.
When the masters appear to control the slaves in between elections, it is all a grand delusion!

In reality, they are carrying out the slaves' desires.

For if this was not so, they would not have been chosen in the last election.

How clear it is to me now!

I shall never doubt the system again.

My master is a good man.




The Constitution Con

The first function of the founders of nations, after the founding itself, is to devise a set of true falsehoods about origins — a mythology —
that will make it desirable for nationals to continue to live under common authority, and, indeed, make it impossible for them to
entertain contrary thoughts - Forrest McDonald (E Pluribus Unum)

The US Constitution was created on September
17, 1787, and was ratified behind closed doors
on June 21, 1788. Thirty nine of the fifty five
delegates who attended the Philadelphia
Convention signed the document. Their con job
is evident from the very first line penned.
Legally, the "People" allegedly mentioned, are
not sovereign. They are merely willing slaves
who have been granted the illusion of freedom.

From an occult point of view, the Constitution
was ratified on an Atonist festival day. It is a
patently Solar Cult document. This is because
the date of ratification was June 21st, the day
when the sun ascends to its highest point in the
zodiac.

Benjamin Franklin, James Madison and
Alexander Hamilton, were three of the men who
framed the infernal Constitution and pushed for

Slavery by word and parchment idolatry. its ratification. Their document served the
American aristocracy, not the people. In fact, the
document was never put before the people for
ratification. This is because it was openly
opposed by the majority of men and women in
the original thirteen states.

The Constitutionalists were guileful traitors whose attendance at the Philadelphia Convention was
kept secret for an entire generation. Their document served to leave the "door" of America unlocked
and ajar, so that the country's foreign enemies could surreptitiously re-enter in the days and years

following the supposed War of Independence.



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Benjamin_franklin
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/James_madison
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Alexander_hamilton

Benjamin Franklin James Madison Alexander Hamilton

The hypocrisy and duplicity of the Federalists is responsible for modern neo-imperialism and advent of the so-called New
World Order. In our opinion, these men were little more than British agents, because King George himself - the man who
declared eternal war on America - could not have done as much damage to America as their actions have wrought.

Such a tyrannical future where property rights would be ignored, where a massive standing army would lurk unchallengeable, where
Congressmen would hold office for life, where ruinous treaties would be commonplace, where Presidential powers would make Nero
jealous, where gold and silver would vanish from circulation to be replaced by the worthless "notes” of a private banking
conglomeration, where the States would be reduced to mere administrative departments of the feds, and where the grasp of taxation
would actually reach into the common laborer’s paycheck - all this was too fantastic to be even theoretically contemplated during the
ratification debates - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)

When the duplicitous Hamilton was questioned as to why he helped draft the Constitution, he guardedly replied:
My motives must remain in the depository of my own breast.

He was but one member of the Philadelphia Convention who secretly resented the independence of America. One
perceptive dissenter realized this, and wrote:

The Continental convention...was composed of some men of excellent characters; of others who were more remarkable for their
ambition and cunning, than their patriotism; and of some who have been opponents to the independence of the United States -
(Dissenting Address of the Pennsylvanian Convention, 18 December 1787)

James Madison is considered the "father" of the US Constitution. He was heavily influenced, as were many American
politicians, by the philosophy of French aristocrat Baron de Montesquieu, who believed in rule by monarchs. Madison
was also influenced by the writings of the British empiricist philosopher John Locke, who was himself "a major investor in
the English slave-trade through the Royal Africa Company." Madison was vehemently opposed to state independence

and pushed the Constitution to keep power well and truly out of the hands of ordinary Americans. He openly advocated

an anti-republican ideology, and explained how the illiterate masses should be divided and controlled:

Where a majority are united by a common sentiment, and have an opportunity, the rights of the minor party become insecure. In a
republican government the majority, if united, have always an opportunity. The only remedy is to enlarge the sphere and thereby
divide the community into so great a number of interests and parties that, in the first place, a majority will not be likely, at the same
moment, to have a common interest separate from that of the whole, or of the minority; and, in the second place, that, in case they
should have such an interest, they may not be so apt to unite in the pursuit of it - (Elliot’s Debates, Vol. 5)

Madison was the only delegate to keep records of proceedings at the Convention. However, his notes were not made
public until four years after his death. Prior to their public release, the notes had been thoroughly edited.

The con is evident from the Constitution's Preamble, as we said. In fact the "People" referred to are not the citizens of
America, No! They are the elites who rule from within the quite separate precinct known as the District of Columbia. This
district is under federal control, and the government operating from within it is, legally speaking, a foreign institution.
"We the People" denotes this separate ruling elite. It refers to the imperious overlords who have granted the Constitution
to the masses within the "United States of America," the non-sovereign nation under their control. Therefore, the entity
mentioned in the first line of the Preamble is nof the same entity mentioned in the last line. Let's read it and uncover the
cunning artifice of its authors:




We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, ensure domestic Tranquility, provide for
the common defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and
establish this Constitution for the United States of America.

This is what the Preamble subtextually infers:

WE THE RULING ARISTOCRACY, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, ensure domestic Tranquility, provide
for the common defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and
establish this Constitution FOR THE SLAVES WITHOUT RIGHTS, UNDER OUR FEDERAL CONTROL.

Because "People” is capitalized it is a proper noun referring to a specific body of people - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)

These facts explain why the word "for" is to be found in the last line, and not the word "of." Legally, there is a big
difference between:

...do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America.
and:
...do ordain and establish this Constitution of the United States of America.

The first rendering implies that the Constitution has been granted to one body by another. Ergo, the Constitution is
nothing more than a totalitarian document, ratifying aristocratic control over the "United States of America" and its
inhabitants. The elites are literally saying; "This document and its articles are for you." The point being, that it is not of
you, meaning, it is not yours by natural right. The word "for" indicates that the matter of the document is bestowed by
another. And of course, when a person gives someone something, they presumably want something in return. This was
certainly the case for the Federalists who conceived the Constitution.

Suggestively, the word "of" does appear in a meaningful legal declaration. It appears in the text of the Presidential Oath:

I solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute the Office of President of the United States, and will to the best of my
Ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States.

In this instance, the word "of" designates the President as a member of the aristocratic elite. He is, therefore, a ruler
separate from the citizens in the states, and of the nation. The "for" does not apply to the President because, unlike the
masses, he is not an outsider. He is part of the inner sovereign circle referenced by the word "of." The Constitution is "of"
the ruling elite, but is "for" the masses. In effect, the Constitution is a schizophrenic document. There are two constitutions;
one for the mass servant class, and one for the oligarchs ruling from within the District of Columbia. This is why the
Preamble contains two different terms: the "United States" (denoting the oligarchy and their authority), and "United States
of America" (denoting the non-sovereign masses on the receiving end).

If the Presidential Oath read as follows, there would be less cause for concern:

I do solemnly swear (or affirm) that I will faithfully execute the Office of President of the United States of America, and will to the
best of my Ability, preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United States of America.

But then again, pigs might fly. Alarmingly, before it was dropped, the President's original title was "His Excellency."

Many critics and authors have pointed out these disturbing facts and rightly insist that the so-called "United States" is not
the same thing as the so-called "United States of America." Nevertheless, due to deliberate misinformation and
conditioning, most people do believe that the terms refer to one and the same entity. They are certainly not inclined to
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think of the "United States" (the U.S.) as a foreign corporation. Furthermore, the drafters of the Constitution intentionally
saw to it that the term "United States" had more than one meaning. Specifically, they knew the term did not refer to
citizens of a state. Once-upon-a-time, in America, you could have been a citizen of a state without being a citizen of the
nation. This political idiosyncrasy did not suit the Federalists who have ingeniously manipulated the words and terms we
have become familiar with. It is a old trick that serves the cause of totalitarians no end.

...not only were the poly meanings of "United States” intentionally and expressly used within the Constitution, but often in ways as
to actually invite confusion. For such brilliant men to explain three jurisdictional concepts would, on its face, pose a great mystery -
Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)

When members of the police or military swear to serve, uphold, and protect the Constitution, and the "United States,"
they probably imagine that their oath is sworn to the American people. Nothing could be further from the truth. They are,
in fact, swearing to give their labor, and possibly their very lives, for the diabolical corporate executives of Washington
D.C.

Oaths of allegiance are fine, as long as you know who or what
your swearing them to.




Hologram of F—ib‘"" In short, the U.S. and the U.S.A,, are not the same thing. The alleged
Il‘..';‘:‘;;.’;‘.:,.'_. "People” are not, therefore, free and sovereign members of a country, as they
would have been under the Articles of Confederation drawn up after the
War of Independence. No, they were, and still are, merely employees of a
privately run corporation. They do not have rights, they have provisionally
granted privileges. They have liberty, but do not have permanent and

inviolable sovereignty or freedom.

. The Constitution, as currently interpreted, now resembles what the Founding
Hologram of Liberty, 1 qupyers truly desired in their aristocratic heart of hearts. Two centuries of history
by K. W. Royce. have lifted the veil from that picture of Dorian Gray, leaving us with the Hag of

Probably the best Hegemony - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)
book dealing with

the con of the
Constitution.

The State...both in its genesis and by its primary intention, is purely anti-social. It is not based on the idea of natural rights, but on
the idea that the individual has no rights except those that the State may provisionally grant him - Albert Jay Nock (Our Enemy, the

State)

The duplicity served to strengthen Federal power. Because of the Constitution, the populace have been intentionally
stripped of their sovereign rights. It is also because of this particular chicanery that Americans presently find themselves
politically and economically compromised. The Federalist plan was nothing less than an act of war. It was the plan of
agent provocateurs and fifth columnists. Only a very few authors have stated this in so many words. However, we are
convinced that the early Federalists were ministers of the Crown. They accomplished with their pens what armed legions
failed to do by open war. We believe that after the Constitution was ratified, Americans became, in effect, subjects of the
aristocracy. The king who hated America, did not resend his army to attack with force of arms. He knew the country
could be conquered and brought under British control by other means:

The phrase "direct and immediate allegiance” is something right out of feudal law... Americans who became "U.S. citizens” have
transposed themselves from one system into another fundamentally different from the first...Americans have unknowingly joined a
modern feudal system in which they must render a percentage of their toil to their federal master - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of

Liberty)

The non-federal state Citizenship became virtually unknown as millions of state Americans were tricked out of their sovereignty and
into federal citizenship - and thus into federal jurisdiction. Today, the states have been all but replaced by corporate, federal
overlays...There's probably not enough left of the original states for Americans to resume state Citizenship - ibid

These facts show that the Constitution was not a progressive document. On the contrary, its cunning drafters concocted it
knowing that it would help to usher in the kind of Merchant State system that flourished earlier in America, before the
War of Independence, and shortly after the first settlers arrived, with their British system of law. As Albert Jay Nock
explains:

The fundamental fact to be observed in any survey of the American State’s initial development is the one whose importance was first
remarked, I believe, by Mr. Beard; that the trading-company - the commercial corporation for colonization - was actually an
autonomous State. "Like the State,” says Mr. Beard, "it had a constitution, a charter issued by the Crown...it had a territorial basis, a
grant of land often greater in area than a score of European principalities...every essential element long afterward found in the
government of the American State appeared in the chartered corporation that started English civilization in America” - (Our Enemy,

the State)



http://www.amazon.com/Hologram-Liberty-Constitutions-Shocking-Government/dp/1888766034/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1237287659&sr=1-1

Nock goes on to emphasize the connections between the "Old World" system of control, and the so-called "New World"
system:

...the system of civil order established in America was the State-system of the "mother countries”...the only thing that distinguished it
was that the exploited and dependant class was situated at an unusual distance from the owning and exploiting class. The
headquarters of the autonomous State were on one side of the Atlantic, and its subjects on the other.

The elites of Britain and Europe knew that remote control was only feasible for a short time. They knew they had to have
their agents on site in order for the engines of exploitation to work efficiently. Consequently, in 1628, during the reign of
Charles I, the oligarchs established the Massachusetts Bay Company in America. Many of the Constitution's most
illustrious signers became wealthy from their memberships of corporations such as the Massachusetts Bay Company,
which overflowed with agents of the British Crown. Business the American way is, it seems, business the British way.

While it is not surprising that America’s Founding Fathers were mostly slave owners, a legal activity, it may be surprising to
discover that they were often smugglers as well. Profits from drug running, smuggling, slave trading, and even piracy are directly
responsible for the founding of several of the country’s most important banks, which are still in operation today. New England’s
staunch insurance business was born and prospered through profits earned from insuring opium and slave ships. The large railroad
system that was built throughout the continental United States in the nineteenth century was funded with profits from illegal drug
smuggling. And one of the greatest opium fortunes would provide seed money for the telephone and communications industry -
Steven Sora (Secret Societies of America’s Elite)

Flag of the British East India Company

Flag of the "United States™" Corporation

Of course, there were clever men who knew what was going on. Even before the Constitution - the document of servitude
- was signed and ratified, the warnings went out:
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That investigation into the nature and construction of the new constitution, which the conspirators have so long and zealously
struggled against, has, notwithstanding their partial success, so far taken place as to ascertain the enormity of their criminality. That
system which was pompously displayed as the perfection of government, proves upon examination to be the most odious system of
tyranny that was ever projected, a many headed hydra of despotism, whose complicated and various evils would be infinitely more
oppressive and afflictive than the scourge of any tyrant - "Centinel" (Essay 12, 23 January 1788)

The anonymous author of this diatribe would not be in the least bit surprised to see the present state of decay, and neither
would Thomas Paine, Patrick Henry, Thomas Jefferson, or Andrew Jackson. They would simply know that their worst
fears were justified.

The rise of imperialist fascism in America is, as we said, the direct result of the door of America being deliberately left
ajar. The enemies of America could creep in at any time. And creep in they did. They were confident that the country
would eventually fall into their hands. They knew their agents were well ensconced within the country, and that they
would use their positions of authority within government and big business to gradually undermine the Articles of
Confederation, that did guarantee each and every American, regardless of class, the rights they deserved. They knew they
simply had to continue employing the "divide and rule" tactic to further their nationalist interests.

The lunatic tyrant King George III had adamantly
proclaimed his utter hatred for the American rebels.
He openly declared "eternal”" war on America, and
his word was law to his industrious lieutenants.
True to form, agents of the British Crown have been
waging eternal war on the country ever since their
despicable master's day.

The men who undermined the Articles of the
Confederation, and who hustled the Constitution,
have had statues and portraits raised in their honor.
Volumes have been written about their deeds, but
rarely has the truth been told. Throughout America
and the world, the traitors are still lauded as great
revolutionaries, thinkers, and humanitarians. Their
ideological descendants now openly and
unashamedly work hand in hand with British and
European oligarchs. They still use fear and panic to
further their agendas, and still work to erode what is
left of the privileges once bestowed upon their
slaves.

We have "federal sheriffs” beyond imagination. There are

forty six civilian agencies of the Federal Government
The Articles of Confederation and whose agents carry guns and have the power to make
Perpetual Union, was America's true arrests. These "great insults on the people” have been
Constitution before it was cunningly allowed because there is little we can do about them, short
derided and overruled by self-serving of armed rebellion. And by the way, no laws authorizing
traitors known, in today's parlance, as “civil forfeiture” or other related measures of tyranny
Globalists or Internationalists. have been struck down by the federal courts - Kenneth

W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)

We have plenty of rights in this country, provided you don’t get caught exercising them - Terry Mitchell (Editor of The
Revolutionary Toker)

17




Patrick Henry was one patriot who understood what was going on. He did not attend the Convention in Philadelphia,
and said: "I smell a rat." He was dead right. But there was more than one stinking human rat running loose at the
Convention. The traitors referred to themselves as Federalists because they knew the people would tend to think of them
as servants of America. And they were right. Their smokescreen worked wonderfully. Today, the misuse of words and
terms continues. George Bush's "Patriot Acts," dupe the uninformed masses and give them the impression that it is
patriotic to give up hard won rights in turn for government (or State) protection.

For centuries, pillage by invading armies was a normal part of warfare...Nowadays, at least in more civilized countries, we do not let
armies rampage for booty. We leave the pillaging to men in suits, and we don’t call it pillaging anymore. We call it economic
development - Brian Whitaker (The Guardian)

The Bushes did as their predecessors had done two hundred years ago. The Federalist traitors hurried the ratification
process along, and gave the Convention delegates and American people little time to scrutinize the Constitution's articles.
George W. Bush did likewise when it came to his scurrilous Patriot Acts. Moreover, he personally saw to it that the
investigation into the causes of the September Eleventh tragedy was hampered and limited:

President Bush personally asked Senate Majority Leader Tom Daschle...to limit the Congressional investigation into the events of
September 11, Congressional and White House sources told CNN...The request was made at a private meeting with Congressional
leaders - Gore Vidal (Dreaming War)

George W. Bush's lack of regard for the Constitution is not unique. He is a Globalist, and does not serve America. He is
one of many men who have used the Constitution as a stepping stone toward what might be described as an United
World Super State. Nowadays the conspirators who have labored toward this utopian chimera, appear to be less inclined
to conceal the reasons for their intrigue. As George W. Bush put it:

It is the sacred principles enshrined in the United Nations Charter to which the American people will henceforth pledge their
allegiance - (Address to the UN General Assembly, February 1 1992)

The world can therefore seize the opportunity (the Persian Gulf crisis) to fulfill the long held promise of a New World Order where
diverse nations are drawn together in common cause to achieve the universal aspirations of mankind - (State of the Union Address,
January 29 1991)

Author Forrest MacDonald clarified the issue concerning the undermining of the Articles of Confederation. In his book
entitled Alexander Hamilton: A Biography, he wrote:

What did determine the outcome were the rules of the contest, which Hamilton played an important part in formulating. The
convention decided to disregard the amendment procedures prescribed in the Articles of Confederation and instead provided that each
state should hold a special election for delegates to a ratifying convention...Had the rules of the Articles of Confederation been adhered
to, the Constitution would never have been adopted.

The dissenters knew what lay in store, and they were very worried. Their warnings went largely unheard, and the

ratification of the Constitution hurriedly commenced, regardless of the warnings of many perceptive critics:

It is insisted, indeed, that this constitution must be received, be it ever so imperfect. But remember, when the people once part with
power, they can seldom or never resume it again by by force. Many instances can be produced in which the people have voluntarily
increased the powers of their rulers; but few, if any, in which rulers have willingly abridged their authority - "Brutus" (Essay 1, 18
October 1787)

Consider what you are about to do before your part with this Government. Take longer time in reckoning things: Revolutions like this
have happened in almost every country in Europe: Similar examples are...ancient Greece and ancient Rome: Instances of the people
losing their liberty by their own carelessness and the ambition of a few - Patrick Henry (Speech of 5 June 1778)
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Does it not insult your judgment to tell you, Adopt first, and then amend?...Is your rage for novelty so great, that you are first to sign
and seal, and then retract?...agree to bind yourself hand and foot - for the sake of what? of being unbound?...to go into a dungeon - for
what? To get out? Is there no danger, when you go in, that the bolts of federal authority shall shut you in? - Patrick Henry (Speech
to the Virginia ratifying assembly 1788)

I'look upon the Constitution as the most fatal plan that could be possibly be conceived to enslave a free people - ibid

No sooner was the Constitution ratified, than the oligarchs began acting tyrannically toward the American people. British
agent, President George Washington (who presided over the signing of the Constitution and who was a member of the
Ohio Company of Virginia, the Mississippi Company, and the Potomac Company) sent thirteen thousand armed troops
to violently stamp out the so-called Whiskey Rebellion of 1794. This rebellion was against heavy taxation.

The victims of government oppression soon discovered that they
could not use the Constitution to receive justice. It contained little
provision for the under-classes. It gave complete suzerainty to the
courts and judges, not to the people or the states. To all intents and
purposes, it was as if the War of Independence had never been fought.

The Constitution merely made it possible for agents of the British
Crown to operate as if they served the citizens of America. In this
regard, nothing has changed.

The facts about the American Revolution show that in the early days, in the
mid 1770's, the colonialists suffered a series of defeats. Strategic secrets were
being passed to the British. The facts also show that an American army
general, Benedict Arnold, was a traitor who plotted to surrender the fort at
West Point to the British and turn the tide of war against his own side. The
facts link Washington with Arnold when it comes to Freemasonry and the
facts show that the day the plot was discovered, Washington was due to meet
Arnold at West Point...Washington has been working with Arnold and
passing secrets to the British - Robert Cooper (Interview on Dan Brown's
The Lost Symbol)

The tyranny continued in 1798, with the Alien and Sedition Acts, which made criticism of federal officials a punishable
offence. The Constitution served to strengthen the powers of the wealthy aristocratic class in America. It possessed few
benefits for the average citizen, and ultimately legalized widespread acts of confiscation and extortion. As Thomas
Jefferson once remarked: "The natural progress of things is for liberty to yield and government to gain ground." The point
is emphasized by Constitutional scholar and author Kenneth W. Royce:

If analyzed in contrast to history since 1787, it appears that the Constitution was purposely laden with several components designed
to nearly guarantee the gradual expansion of the Federal Government - at the expense of the States and the people - (Hologram of
Liberty)




The Founding Fathers may have referred to themselves as
Federalists. But this was, as we said, yet one more cunning
play on words. Master propagandists, such as Vladimir Lenin,
probably learned tactics from America's faux Federalists.

The original Federalists demanded a government of limited
powers, and were for state power. Their needs were ably met
by the Articles of Confederation, ratified in 1781. After the War
of Independence (1775 to 1783), Americans had the
Constitution forced upon them. Ever since then Americans
have been duped about the prestige of the document. The
people and representatives of the original thirteen states were
not allowed enough time to decide whether the document was

Patrick Henry is known for his sound or not. Patrick Henry questioned the haste, and warned

"Give me Liberty, or give me of the consequences of accepting the Constitution without due

Death!" speech. Along with consideration and debate. He knew that state representatives

Samuel Adams and Thomas Paine, needed at least a year to mull over the articles of the

he is remembered as one of the Constitution. He spoke out and said:

most influential and radical

advocates of the American Why then tell us of dangers to terrify us into an adoption of this new

Revolution and of republicanism,  Government? And yet who knows the dangers that this new system

especially in his denunciations of  may produce; they are out of sight of the common people: They cannot

corruption in government officials  foresee latent consequences: I dread the operation of it on the

- (Wikipedia Online Encyclopedia) middling and lower class of people: It is for them I fear the adoption of
this system...I see jeopardy in this new Government. I see none from
our present one.

As we said, the Constitution's articles scandalously allowed the Supreme Court to possess almost unlimited legal powers:

No country has given its courts such extraordinary power. Not Britain, where an act of Parliament binds the courts. Not India...Not
even West Germany or Ireland, where the power of judicial review is established but exercised on a narrower scale. The President is
elected. State legislators and Governors are elected. Supreme Court Justices are not elected: they are appointed for life - Archibald
Cox (The Court and the Constitution)

Despite widespread resistance, and a spirit of animosity toward the Constitution's articles, its cheerleaders Madison,

Hamilton, Franklin and Washington relentlessly pressed on. They ensured that resistance to their will was summarily
suppressed.

Most troublesome to the framers of the Constitution was the increasing insurgent spirit evidenced among the people. Fearing the
popular takeover of state governments, the wealthy class looked to a national government as a means of protecting their interests.
Even in states where they were inclined to avoid strong federation, the rich, once faced with the threat of popular rule and realizing
that a political alliance with conservatives from other states would be a safeguard if the radicals could capture the state
government...gave up 'state rights’ for ‘nationalism’ without hesitation - Michael Parenti (Democracy for the Few)

Within a month after the 17 September signing, a torrent of anti-constitution essays appeared in the newspapers, pleasing for prudent
wisdom. This horrified three particular federalists, who quickly went on the editorial offensive in what was to be a staggering 85
essays totaling some 175,000 words. The Federalist Papers were written by Alexander Hamilton, James Madison, and John Jay to
defend the proposed Constitution...Hamilton, Madison, and Jay hid for years behind the pseudonym "Publius”...to conceal from the
public their true identities, and Convention attendance - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)
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George Washington addressing the delegates during the signing of the
US Constitution. Benjamin Franklin (a member of the English Hell Fire
Club) is shown in the center of the canvas. His design for the Seal of
the United States depicted Moses leading the Children of Israel across
the Red Sea. Franklin's nickname among his elite secret society chums
was "Moses." Like his many Masonic associates in America, England,
and France, he was an Atonist or, in conventional parlance, a
Luciferian. His backers were powerful royal figures such as Charles de
Lorraine and the Duke d'Orleans. The last thing on his mind was
freedom for the American people. He was a wealthy speculator in
land, and a member of the Vandalia Company, whose land grant
happened (coincidentally of course) to have been awarded by the
British Crown. (Click pic for full scene.)

The secretiveness of the proceedings at the Convention reinforced the suspicions of many critics of the
Constitution. Kenneth W. Royce tell us:

Little wonder why the Constitution operated under such extraordinary secrecy. Held on the second floor, windows shut, with sentries

posted below, the delegates were sworn to strict silence. Not until 32 years later (a generation, you see) were the proceeding’s Journals
published. Madison’s notes (thoroughly edited) weren’t published until 53 years later, in 1840.

Royce also comments on the measures taken by the Federalists to conceal the infighting that took place among delegates
at the Convention:

Great propaganda measures were employed to conceal the Convention’s true atmosphere of acrimonious dissent.
The state of affairs was noted by a journalist, who wrote:

So great is the unanimity, we hear, that prevails in the Convention, upon all great federal subjects, that it has been proposed to call the
room in which they assemble - Unanimity Hall - (Pennsylvania Packet and Daily Advertiser, 19 July 1787)

Fifty five delegates attended the Philadelphia Convention - forty one politicians and thirty four lawyers. Not a single
person from the working class was present. Those men who attempted to delay proceedings, by boycotting the
Convention, were sought out by troops and forcibly dragged to the Convention hall.

Electing the respected General George Washington as Convention president, with the added presence of Benjamin Franklin, was

responsible for much of the public’s "false confidences.” Of the 55 delegates, 41 were politicians and 34 were lawyers...According to
delegate James McHenry, at least 21 of the 55 delegates favored some form of monarchy - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)
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Prime mover in the conspiracy to undermine the Articles of Confederation was the traitor Alexander Hamilton. In a book
entitled The Federalist Papers, author Douglas Adair comments on Hamilton's dilemma:

Hamilton's disillusion with the workings of the Confederation and his fear of democracy, especially after Shay’s Rebellion, had
convinced him that it would be almost impossible to set up a stable republic in a country as large as the United States. As he informed
the Convention, any society in which political power was vested in the hands of all the people would be continually torn by the class
struggles of the rich and poor. Hamilton's remedy for this class war the Hobbesian expedient of setting up a leviathan state to impose
order upon the American People from above, Hamilton was sure that the only alternative to social anarchy was the establishment of a
consolidated government capable of maintaining itself independently of the people’s will.

Hamilton's tactics worked. He knew the mindset of the men he represented. He knew that all he had to do was instill
enough fear into the delegates to achieve the desired result. Federalists and Globalists continue to employ this type of
ruse to further their agendas. It is little more than conflict control.

That was the genius of the Constitution: To 1. utterly transform political reality without the people understanding it; 2. destroy the
States without sound or smoke and 3. foist a government destined to become, over the distant horizon, fully national in scope and
authority. By the time the States and the people would realize they’d been trumped, it would be too late - Kenneth W. Royce
(Hologram of Liberty)

Hamilton, Madison, and their Federalist gang of conspirators, were ecstatic over the success of their "divide and rule"
tactics. After the damage was done, Madison bragged about the debacle he had deliberately helped foment:

One anti-federalist opinion tell us that the proposed constitution ought to be rejected because it is not a confederation of the States, but
a government over individuals. Another admits that it ought to be a government over individuals to a certain extent but by no means
to extent proposed. A third does not object to a government over individuals but to the want of a bill of rights. A fourth concurs in the
absolute necessity of a bill of rights but contends that it ought to be declaratory, not for the personal rights of individuals, but of the
rights reserved to the States in their political capacity. A fifth is of the opinion that a bill of rights of any sort would be superfluous
and misplaced and that the plan would be unexceptional except for the fatal power of regulating the times and place of elections.

Thomas Jefferson (principle author of the Declaration of Independence) was appalled at the liberties taken by Hamilton,
and by those he continued taking in the years following the Constitution's ratification. He noticed that Hamilton was
contemptuous of the Constitution that he himself had cheerled, and that he was ambitiously attempting to obtain even
broader powers for central government. Hamilton soon proposed changes that were well outside the scope of the
Constitution's rules. Obviously, the Constitution was merely one means to many ends, for Hamilton and his self-serving
aristocratic cronies. Incensed by Hamilton's scheming, Jefferson wrote:

I will not suffer...the slanders of Hamilton whose history, from the moment at which history can stoop to notice him, is a tissue of
machinations against the liberty of the country which has not only received and given him bread, but heaped honors on his head -
(Jefferson to Washington, 1792)

Eventually, even Hamilton's colleague James Madison, began to chafe at his obvious disdain for the people and the
Constitutional provisos:

As Madison watched Hamilton's program develop, he became disillusioned and bitter. In the Convention he had fought to create a
Constitution under which 'the interests and rights of every class of citizen should be duly represented and understood.” Now he saw
the machinery of his new government being used to exploit the mass of the people in the interest of a small minority - Douglas Adair
(The Federalist Papers)

Among Hamilton's most insidious programs was the creation of the first private bank. Hamilton pushed for the
establishment of this scurrilously extortionist organization. His co-conspirator was the arch-traitor Robert Morris, who
was undoubtedly an agent of European aristocracy.
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Financial genius Robert Morris organized the first bank. He and his associates believed that the bank should be modeled after the Bank
of England...Secret investors put up $400,000 to start this bank. This attempt failed after two short years...Secretary of the Treasury
Alexander Hamilton, submitted a proposal to Congress in 1790 for a central bank. Interestingly enough, Hamilton had been an aide of
Robert Morris in the initial experience of central banking in North America - Bill Hughes (The Secret Terrorists)

Financier Nicholas Biddle, was
president of the Second
National Bank of the United
States, established in 1817. He
was a servant of the Jesuits,
and may have been in contact
with the Rothschilds or their
predecessors, the Hahns.

Jewish financier Haym
Solomon. A precursor to the
Rothschilds, he was a close
colleague of Robert Morris.
The intrigue of affluent
Jewish financier families has
been tracked and delineated
by several authors.

The insidious pirate, slave-
trader, and arch-traitor Robert
Morris, was the buddy of
Alexander Hamilton and Haym
Solomon. In 1791 he was
appointed U.S. Superintendent
of Finance.

The arch-traitor Aaron Burr.
Unknown to most Americans, he

was a prime mover within the cabal

that worked to undermine

American sovereignty. This truly

insidious character's plotting is

revealed in Anton Chaitkin's

masterly work entitled Treason in

America.

Norman Dodd, Research Director of the 1950s Reese Commission (that investigated America's tax-exempt foundations),
finally uncovered the dirt on Morris, and wrote:
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Robert Morris (signer of the Declaration of Independence) was the personality in this country who used his fortune to finance the
Continental army and at the end of the revolution, Mr. Morris found himself diluted of his fortune. So after the revolution was over he
then turned his attention to, as an individual, of rebuilding a fortune and his area of activity was in land speculation. At that time he
was contacted by an agent of wealth lodged abroad and this wealth was represented by an entity which is historically referred to as the
“House of Orange.” However, we did know the agent of the House of Orange who contacted Robert Morris after he began to rebuild
his fortune, and that personality was a man by the name of Haym Saloman, and he was an agent of the House of Orange in this
country, and it was through him that Mr. Morris was offered considerable financial accommodation, which would enable him to,
working capital, you might say, to rebuild his fortune.

Haym Soloman was, of course, a servant of the Jewish Kahal and Jesuit Order. Like the Rothschilds, who rose to power
shortly after his time, Solomon was a lackey of European royalty - the Hanoverians, Hapsburgs, Stuarts, and their related
houses. King George III (America's arch-enemy) was a senior member of the Dutch House of Orange, or Hanover.

These royal dynasties own corporations and businesses all
over the world, and have the power and skill to purchase
and use men as easily as they do companies. Of course, they
do not openly display their colors. They are very discreet
and prefer to exercise control by way of devious but
disposable agents, faceless companies, and shadowy
banking houses. One of the most important aristocratically
controlled engines is the Société Générale de Belgique
(Society General of Belgium). From 1840 to 1870 (before the
Rothschilds were handed the wheel), this financial
consortium was directly controlled by Belgium's King
Leopold II, grandson of Queen Victoria, and member of the
powerful Saxe-Coburg-Gotha dynasty. The Society was
actually founded in 1822, by non other than King William I,
of the House of Orange. America's number one enemy, King
disposable lieutenants by way of George III, was of the same royal line as Willi.:am L. Their
Masonic societies such as the Skull ancestor, Duchess Sophia of Hanover, was heir to the

and Bones, and Bohemian Club. The English throne. Her son became King George I of Great
Britain. His grandson was the infamous King George III.
These monarchs were members of the so-called "Black
Nobility" of Venice and Holland. By way of their financial
consortiums they, and their family members, maintained
control remotely over their colonies, and that includes
America.

The royals maintain control over their

double-headed eagle (emblem of
Scottish Rite Masonry) is identical to
the royal arms of European dynasties
such as the Hapsburgs.

The corporate name that is assigned to that entity, as the 18th
turned into the 19th century, is called Societie Genearale de
Belgique, which is the largest accumulation of privately controlled
tangible wealth in the world - Andrew Power (Ireland: Land of
the Pharaohs)

William of Orange it was...who established the original SGDB which was to finance the growth of a great part of Belgian industry and
which today remains by far the most important single force in the country’s economic life. La Generale list the Belgian royal family as
well as the Vatican among its shareholders in addition to that all-powerful family alliance behind Belgian finances — the Solvays, the
Boels and the Janssens...In 1838 the rival Banque de Belgique succumbed to the general crisis in Europe and closed its doors but the
SGDB, supported by the Rothschilds, remained open, paying out coin against the notes issued by its competitor - ibid
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Prince Bernhard is known to be an influential member of the SGDB, a mysterious organization that seems to be an association of large
corporate interests from many countries. American firms associated with this society are said to be among the large corporations
whose officers are members of the Council on Foreign Relations and related organizations — Dan Smoot (The Invisible Government)

Because of the intervention of men such as Thomas Jefferson and Andrew Jackson, the Federalist program to socially and
economically undermine America temporarily failed. But time was on the side of the conspiring Nationalists. The second
Federal Bank was finally established six years later, in 1816. President Monroe appointed the Jesuit agent Nicholas Biddle
as its first president.

Nicholas Biddle, another one of their agents, carried out phase two of the Jesuit attack. Biddle was a brilliant financier, having
graduated from the University of Pennsylvania at the age of thirteen. He was a master of the science of money. By the time that
Jackson had come to the Presidency in 1828, Biddle was in full control of the Federal government’s central bank. This was not the first
time that a central bank had been established. Twice before, first under Robert Morris, and then under Alexander Hamilton, had a
central bank been tried, but in both cases it had failed because of fraudulent actions on the part of the bankers who were in control.
After the war of 1812, a central bank was tried again, and it was in this third attempt that we find Mr. Biddle - Bill Hughes (The
Secret Terrorists)

The scandalous intrigue of affluent and influential Jewish financier
families, such as Rothschild, Oppenheimer, Lazard, Warburg, Schiff, Kuhn,
Loeb, Goldman, Sachs, and so on, has been tracked and delineated by
several authors. The evidence clearly shows that these families were no
friends of America. The Rothschilds, in particular, have received
prestigious awards from America's deadliest enemies. For services
rendered, leading members of the Rothschild family have been accoladed
and endowed with elite status by royals and popes. Amschel Mayer
Rothschild, for example, was a Knight of Malta.

Wilhelm IX, Elector of ~ The Holy Roman Emperors from the House of Habsburg kept a considerable
Hesse-Kassel. He number of court Jews. Among those of Emperor Ferdinand II are mentioned the
employed Mayer following: Solomon and Ber Mayer...Joseph Pincherle of Gorz; Moses and Joseph
Amschel Rothschild. Marburger (Morpurgo) of Gradisca; Ventura Pariente of Trieste; the physician

We must inquire why Elijah Chalfon of Vienna; Samuel zum Drachen, Samuel zum Straussen, and

such a royal would Samuel zum Weissen Drachen of Frankfort-on-the-Main; and Mordecai Meisel, of

employ and promote a ~ Prague. A specially favored court Jew was Jacob Bassevi, the first Jew to be

Jewish ghetto-dweller. ~ ennobled, with the title “von Treuenberg” - (Wikipedia Online Encyclopedia.
Entry on Court Jews)

Undoubtedly, the Rothschild brothers financially backed the Federalists, in a similar manner as they backed the Duke of
Wellington, Cecil Rhodes, Vladimir Lenin, Leon Trotsky, Adolf Hitler, and many other fascists and megalomaniacs. But
they were not the first to do so. Agents of the Jesuit Order and Jewish Kahal, such as Haym Solomon, had clearly been
active in Federalist circles before the Rothschild dynasty were given the reins of financial control. In any case, the
Rothschilds and their agents, the Schiffs and Warburgs, were unquestionably instrumental in formulating the so-called
Jekyll Island Agreement, which was the basis for the creation of the private Federal Reserve Bank. The Federal Reserve
Act was passed on December 22, 1913. Interestingly, this is the time of the Winter Solstice, which is an important day in
the Luciferian calendar.

In 1781, Congress established the Office of Finance to save the United States from fiscal ruin. Salomon allied himself with
Superintendent of Finance William Morris and became one of the most effective brokers of bills of exchange to meet federal
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government expenses. Salomon also personally advanced funds to members of the Continental Congress and other federal officers,
charging interest and commissions well below the market rates - Michael Feldberg (Haym Salomon: The Rest of the Story)

James Madison confessed that “I have for some time...been a pensioner on the favor of Haym Salomon, a Jew broker” - ibid

Solomon supposedly wrote the first draft of the United States Constitution according to some historians. Some claim that he designed
the Great Seal of the United States, which is why it has what some believe resembles a Jewish Star above the eagle’s head design, and it
is also on the back of every American one dollar bill. He believed the United States would become a world power - (Hyam Solomon
Bio, Indopedia.org)

The blunt reality is that the Rothschild banking dynasty in Europe was the dominant force, both financially and politically, in the
formation of the Bank of the United States - G. Edward Griffin (The Creature from Jekyll Island)

The Rothschilds were Jesuits who used their Jewish background as a fagade to cover their sinister activities. The Jesuits, working
through Rothschild and Biddle, sought to gain control of the banking system of the United States — Bill Hughes (The Secret
Terrorists)

Ower the years since N. M. Rothschild...had been, for a time, the official European banker for the U.S., government and was a pledged
supporter of the Bank of the United States - Derek Wilson (Rothschild: The Wealth and Power of a Dynasty)

He was lord and master of the money-market of the world, and of course virtually lord and master of everything else...He literally held
the revenues of Southern Italy in pawn, and monarchs and ministers of all countries courted his advice and were guided by his
suggestions — Benjamin Disraeli (Prime Minister of England writing on Lord Rothschild)

Aware that the Rothschilds are an important Jewish family, I looked them up in Encyclopedia Judaica and discovered that they bear
the title “Guardians of the Vatican Treasury”...The appointment of Rothschild gave the black papacy absolute financial power and
secrecy. Who would ever search a family of orthodox Jews for the key to the wealth of the Roman Catholic Church? - F. Tupper
Saussy (Rulers of Evil)

The Hofjuden (Court Jews)




Amschel Mayer Rothschild
fathered five sons who jointly
formed one of the most powerful
banking families in history.
Amschel died in 1812, which
means he may have actively
conspired with the Federalists
who attempted to found the first
US federal bank in 1791. By 1789,
Amschel was assisting the House
of Hesse and British Crown with
their attempts to undermine
Napoleon.

Mayer Amschel Rothschild,
took over the reigns from his
father. He was a Knight of
Malta. Elite Masonic Jews
had long worked as money
men and advisors to the
Turks, Huns, and Church of
Rome. Mayer died in 1855,
which means he was in a
position to involve himself in
the conspiracy to open the
second US Federal bank.

Nathan Mayer Rothschild was
in charge of the London branch
of his family's banking cartel.
He was already working in the
Stock Exchange from 1804. He
established his London bank in
1811. He died in 1836. Of
course, long before Nathan's
time, Jewish financiers had been
active in England. For example,
during the Civil War (1642-
1651), Manasseh Ben Israel,
funded the tyrant Oliver
Cromwell.

James Mayer Rothschild was advisor to two French kings. Highly
decorated, he and his four brothers were bestowed the hereditary
title of Baron by Austria's Francis II (the Holy Roman Emperor).
James was also appointed consul-general of the Austrian Empire

and, in 1823, he was awarded the French Legion of Honor. The

predecessors of the Rothschilds were the Hahn family. The
Rothschilds are related to the Bauers, Oppenheimers, Warburgs,
and Schiffs. These Khazarian families were able lieutenants of
royalty, but not the architects of control, as many misinformed

authors believe. They exercise enormous influence over the

American government by way of Masonic lodges and Federal orgs
such as the Federal Reserve Banks.

The facts show, beyond doubt, that traitorous Nationalists (or should we say Internationalists), such as Hamilton, Morris,
Solomon, Burr, and Biddle, did not have the best interests of ordinary Americans at heart. On the contrary, by way of
their Constitution, and later by way of their banks and credit houses, they sought to subjugate and impoverish the
citizens of America. In his excellent books entitled The Secret Terrorists and Enemy Unmasked, author Bill Hughes details

the strong arm methods used by Biddle to force wary President Andrew Jackson into commissioning the founding of the
Federal Bank:




Biddle responded to Jackson refusing to allow him to re-establish the central bank by shrinking the nation’s money supply.
He did this by refusing to make loans. By so doing, he upended the economy and money disappeared. Unemployment ran
high. Companies went bankrupt because they could not pay their loans...So confident was he that he publicly boasted that he
had caused the economic wars in America.

Is there no danger to our liberty and independence in a bank that in its nature has so little to bind it to our country? Is there
not cause to tremble for the purity of our elections in peace and for the independence of our country in war? Controlling our
currency, receiving our public monies, and holding themselves in dependence, it would be more formidable and dangerous
than a naval and military power of the enemy — President Andrew Jackson

Because Andrew Jackson persistently resisted the threats and devices of the bankers, he was the victim of an attempted
assassination. The gunman was a certain Richard Lawrence. G. Edward Griffin wrote:

...Lawrence...boasted to friends that he had been in touch with powerful people in Europe who had promised to protect him
from punishment should he be caught — (The Creature from Jekyll Island)

The Federal bankers caused the Depression of 1929, and saw to it that thousands of American businesses were ruined.
They funded Adolf Hitler, and financed Lenin's murderous Bolsheviks. Avaricious financial organizations that plague the
planet, such as the World Bank and IMF (International Monetary Fund), are merely tentacles of the Federal System of the
Globalists.

Immense sums belonging to our national depositors have been given to Germany on no collateral security
whatsoever... Billions upon billions of our money has been pumped into Germany by the Federal Reserve Board and the
Federal Reserve Banks - H. S. Kenan (The Federal Reserve Bank)

Sir Joseph Stamp was a director of the Bank of England from 1928 to 1941. He openly addressed the colossal power of the
Bankers:

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. Banking was conceived in iniquity and born in sin. Bankers own the Earth. Take it away from them, but leave
them the power to create money, and with the flick of a pen they will create enough money to buy it back again... Take this great power
away from them and all great fortunes like mine will disappear, and they ought to disappear, for then this would be a better and
happier world to live in. But if you want to continue to be slaves of the banks and pay the cost of your own slavery, then let the
bankers continue to create money and control credit.

President Thomas Jefferson was not a Freemason, and was not the least bit interested in amassing personal wealth. He
had no love for the Federal bank and made his position clear:




I believe that banking institutions are the most dangerous to our liberties than standing armies. Already they have raised up a
moneyed 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.

A private central bank issuing the public currency is a greater menace to the liberties of the people than a standing army...We must
not let our rulers load us with perpetual debt.

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.

Nevertheless, Jefferson's reputation is marred on several accounts, not least by his appointment of British agent Albert
Gallatin as Secretary of the Treasury in 1801. In the same year, Gallatin was also appointed Vice President. Regrettably, a
statue of the duplicitous Geneva-born Gallatin stands to this day outside the United States Treasury building in
Washington DC.

It is interesting and suggestive to note that Alexander Hamilton's banking system precisely paralleled that used by British
bankers. He favored what is known as the tontine capitalist system:

His tontine scheme, fashioned after the British tontine of 1789, involved a system of rights of annual payments to survivors, the
annuities therefrom becoming the means of creating a permanent investment class - Frank Bourgin (The Great Challenge: The Myth
of Laissez-Faire in the Early Republic)

Political figures of intelligence and cunning knew the real reason for the War of Independence. They knew it had to do
with money and usury, and with nationwide colonization, confiscation, and extortion. They knew the conflict was
fomented by British and European banks, eager to establish control over America, as they had throughout the world. This
fact is admitted by British agent Benjamin Franklin, whose comment takes us to the heart of the matter:

The inability of the Colonists to get power to issue their own money permanently out of the hands of King George I1I and the
international bankers, was the prime reason for the revolutionary war

The Colonists were not able to free themselves from the clutches of the international bankers and royal overlords. The

War of Independence was not a victory for the citizens of America. On the contrary, it was yet one more victory for the
aristocracy that has controlled America from the beginning.

As with the real first bank, the government had been the only depositor to put up any real money, with the remainder being raised
from loans the investors made to each other, using the magic of fractional reserve banking. When time came for renewal of the charter,
the bankers were warning of bad times ahead if they didn’t get what they wanted. The charter was not renewed. Five month later
Britain had attacked America and started the war of 1812 - (Money as History)

Few people are aware today that the history of the United States, since the Revolution in 1776, has been, in large part, the story of an
epic struggle to get free, and stay free, of control by the European international banks. This struggle was finally lost in 1913, when
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President Woodrow Wilson signed the into effect the Federal Reserve Act, putting the International Banking Cartel in charge of
creating America’s money - Paul Grignon (Money as Debt)

Thomas Jefferson mentioned the nefarious power of the bankers directly, saying desperately:

I wish it were possible to obtain a single amendment to our Constitution - taking from the federal government their power of
borrowing.

After Alexander Hamilton's gang had established the Federal Bank,
and the Judiciary with its unlimited power, Jefferson's illusions
concerning America's fate were gone. In 1821, five years before he
died, he recorded his misgivings and foreboding:

It has long...been my opinion...that the germ of dissolution of our federal
judiciary is in the constitution of the federal judiciary; an irresponsible body
working like gravity by night and by day, gaining a little today and a little
tomorrow, and advancing its noiseless step like a thief over the field of
jurisdiction, until all shall be usurped from the states, and the government of
all be consolidated into one. To this I am opposed, because when all
government...shall be drawn to Washington as the center of all power, it will
render powerless the checks provided of one government on another, and will

Thomas Jefferson. Alon
& become as venal and oppressive as the government from which we separated.

with William Paterson,

Thomas Paine, Patrick ) ) ]
Our government is now taking so steady a course as to show by what road it

will pass to destruction, to wit, by consolidation first, and then corruption,
its necessary consequences.

Henry, and Samuel Adams,
he put state's rights before
the demands of insatiable
Federalists.

The following year, Jefferson's insight sharpened all the more. His words reveal the accuracy of his foresight:
If ever this vast country is brought under a single government, it will be one of the most extensive corruption...

In fact, Jefferson had misgivings about the state of affairs in America many years before he wrote these words. He had
been living in France, as minister to that country, between the years 1784 and 1789. Upon his return to America, he was
horrified to see how little effect the grand precepts and provisos of the Declaration of Independence, which he had chiefly
formulated, had made. Alfred Jay Knock explains:

On arriving in New York and resuming his place in the social life of the country, he was greatly depressed by the discovery that the
principles of the Declaration had gone wholly by the board. No one spoke of natural rights and popular sovereignty, it would seem
actually that no one had ever heard of them. On the contrary, everyone was talking about the pressing need of a strong central coercive
authority, able to check the incursions which the "democratic spirit” was likely to incite upon "the men of principle and
property”...Clearly, though the Declaration might have been the charter of American independence, it was in no sense the charter of
the new American State - (Our Enemy, the State)

Patrick Henry, long time critic of the Constitution's drafters, also clearly foresaw the totalitarianism of the Federalists:

My great objection to this Government is, that it does not leave us the means of defending our rights; or of waging war against
tyrants...Have we the means of resisting disciplined armies, when our only defense, the militia, is put into the hands of Congress? -
(Speech of 5 June 1788)



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Thomas_jefferson

Did you ever read of any revolution in any nation, brought about by the punishment of those in power, inflicted by those who had no
power at all?...Will your Mace-bearer be a match for a disciplined regiment?...Will the oppressor ever let go of the oppressed? Was
there ever an instance? Can the annals of mankind exhibit one single example, where rulers, overcharged with power, willingly let go
of the oppressed? - ibid

A standing army we shall have also, to execute the execrable commands of tyranny - ibid
Alfred Jay Nock summarizes the travesty and the tragedy in these words:

Nowhere in the history of the constitutional period do we find the faintest suggestion of the Declaration’s doctrine of natural rights,
and we find its doctrine of popular sovereignty not only continuing in abeyance, but constitutionally estopped from ever reappearing.
Nowhere do we find a trace of the Declaration’s theory of government, on the contrary, we find it expressly repudiated. The new
political mechanism was a faithful replica of the old disestablished British model, but so far improved and strengthened as to be
incomparably more close-working and efficient...presenting more attractive possibilities of capture and control - (Our Enemy, the
State)

Nothing that governments do is new. Despots within government
operate according to plans that are repeated, in various ways,
over generations. Their control is aided and abetted by their co-
conspirators in the media. The politicians and media spin doctors
are instructed by overlords who control the private banks and
"philanthropic” foundations.

Public sentiment is everything. With public sentiment nothing can fail.
Without it nothing can succeed. He who molds opinion is greater than he
who enacts laws - Abraham Lincoln

In many cases, the politicians, media men, and bankers are
Note the Masonic colors of themselves under the tutelage and direction of British and
Maher's tie. European aristocracy who have made the "board," so to speak, on
which the great geopolitical games are played.

The conspirators who organize the game are cautious. They do not want their true allegiances or diabolical schemes to be
publicly exposed. Each group and individual conspirator knows how vulnerable they are. They know the facts about their
true allegiances and agendas must never leak out to the masses at large. Their success depends upon human apathy and
ignorance.

In "Red Dusk and the Morrow”...by Sir Paul Dukes, formerly Chief of the British Secret Service in Russia, we read that a Lithuanian
asked a prominent Bolshevik how the regime was maintained. The answer was: "Our power is based on three things: first, on Jewish
brains; secondly, on Lettish and Chinese bayonets; and thirdly, on the crass stupidity of the Russian people - Denis Fahey (The
Rulers of Russia)

The elitist conspirators also know that should civil unrest occur, the masses can be forced back into line by threats to their
material and emotional security. The strategy is tried and true, and usually works wonders. As Ernest Hemmingway
explained:




The first panacea for a mismanaged nation is inflation of the currency; the second is war. Both bring a temporary prosperity and both
bring a permanent ruin. But both are the refuge of political and economic opportunists.

GOVERNMENT

ROYALTY

Atonism

RELIGION MASONRY

The Trinity of Slavery. The basic diagram shows how the Atonist royals
have maintained world control for millennia. By way of theology and
politics is the human heart and mind enslaved. Through secret societies,
such as Masonry, the royal hierarchy of control is perpetuated and
monitored. As French poet Charles Peguy wrote: "Tyranny is always
better organized that freedom."

Because of the confessions and evidence provided by intelligent and
informed whistle-blowers from within religion, politics, royalty, and
masonry, we know a great deal about how the engines of world control
operate. However, there are also pitfalls when insiders with myopic
insight, and inflexible allegiances and prejudices, attempt to instruct the
masses as to the intricacies of world control. When it comes to exposing
the dirty little secrets, and the dirty big secrets, of those occupying the
highest levels of the Atonist power-pyramid, objectivity is essential.
Photographs of their hideous visages, taken from a rickety platform
constructed by their agents, will be “blurred” and inadequate, to say the
least.

The philosopher Ayn Rand frequently warned her readers of the evils of big government. With great lucidity, she wrote:

Instead of being a protector of man’s rights, the government is becoming their most dangerous violator; instead of guarding freedom
the government is establishing slavery; instead of protecting men from the initiators of physical force, the government is initiating
physical force and coercion in any manner and issue it pleases; instead of serving as the instrument of objectivity in human
relationships, the government is creating a deadly subterranean reign of uncertainty and fear...instead of protecting men from injury
by whim, the government is arrogating to itself the power of unlimited whim — so that we are fast approaching the stage of the
ultimate inversion: the stage where the government is free to do anything it pleases, while the citizens may act only by permission;
which is the stage of the darkest periods of human history, the stage of rule by brute force.




Rand laid it on the line when addressing the crimes of government:

Criminals are a small minority in any age or community. And the harm they have dome to mankind is infinitesimal when compared
to the horrors — the bloodshed, the wars, the persecution, the famines, the enslavements, the wholesale destruction — perpetrated by
mankind’s governments. Potentially, a government is the most dangerous threat to man’s rights - When unlimited and unrestricted
by individual rights, a government is men’s deadliest enemy.

Before her perceptive words were written, the French philosopher Pierre Joseph Proudhon, explained the people versus
government problem, as follows:

To be Governed is to be watched, inspected, spied upon, directed, law-driven, numbered, requlated, enrolled, indoctrinated, preached
at, controlled, checked, estimated, valued, censured, commanded, by creatures who have neither the right nor the wisdom nor the
virtue to do so. To be Governed is to be at every operation, at every transaction noted, registered, counted, taxed, stamped, measured,
numbered, assessed, licensed, authorized, admonished, prevented, forbidden, reformed, corrected, punished. It is, under pretext of
public utility, and in the name of the general interest, to be placed under contribution, drilled, fleeced, exploited, monopolized, extorted
from, squeezed, hoaxed, robbed; then, at the slightest resistance, the first word of complaint, to be repressed, fined, vilified, harassed,
hunted down, abused, clubbed, disarmed, bound, choked, imprisoned, judged, condemned, shot, deported, sacrificed, sold, betrayed;
and to crown all, mocked, ridiculed, derided, outraged, dishonored. That is government; that is its justice; that is its morality -
(General Idea of the Revolution in the Nineteenth Century)

The Victorian philosopher Herbert Spencer queried whether man requires governments at all. He wrote:

What, then, do they (Humans) want a government for? Not to regulate commerce; not to educate the people; not to teach religion; not
to administer charity; not to make roads and railways; but simply to defend the natural rights of man - to protect person and property
- to prevent the aggressions of the powerful upon the weak - in a word, to administer justice. This is the natural, the original, office of
a government. It was not intended to do less: it ought not to be allowed to do more - (The Man Versus the State)

He also wrote:

The great political superstition of the past was the divine right of kings. The great political superstition of the present is the divine
right of parliaments.

The father of the Anarchist movement, Mikhail Bakunin, who spent many years imprisoned in dungeons, knew all about

government oppression. For him, governments were unnecessary institutions that darkened the world:
The liberty of man consists solely in this, that he obeys the laws of nature, because he has himself recognized them as such, and not
because they have been imposed upon him externally by any foreign will whatsoever, human or divine, collective or individual — (God

and the State, 1882)

The German philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche understood why governments exist, and how they maintain their malignant
dominion. He wrote:

...a fullness of state power such as only despotism had enjoyed...surpassed all the past because it strove for the formal annihilation of
the individual...Once the earth is brought under all-embracing economic control, then mankind will find it has been reduced to
machinery in its service, as a monstrous clockwork system of ever smaller, more finely adjusted wheels.

Spanish philosopher Jose Ortega Y Gasset explained State corruption in these words:

This is the gravest danger that today threatens civilization: State intervention, the absorption of all spontaneous social effort by the
State, that is to say, of spontaneous historical action, which in the long-run sustains, nourishes and impels human destinies.
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His sentiments were shared by the American critic Henry L. Menken, who said that the State:

...has spread out its powers until they penetrate to every act of the citizen, however secret, it has begun to throw around its operations
the high dignity and impeccability of a State religion, its agents become a separate and superior caste, with authority to bind and
loose...But it still remains, as it was in the beginning, the common enemy of all well-disposed industrious and decent men.

In his important book on State totalitarianism, entitled Our Enemy, the State, author Albert Jay Nock explained the motives
of State officials:

It is unfortunately none too well understood that, just as the State has no money of its own, so it has no power of its own. All power it
has is what society gives it, plus what it confiscates from time to time on one pretext or another; there is no other source from which

State power can be drawn. Therefore every assumption of State power, whether by gift or seizure, leaves society with so much less
power; there is never, nor can be, any strengthening of State power without a corresponding and roughly equivalent depletion of social

power.

Nock understands that there is not a jot of difference between American Federalists and the diabolical fascists who have
plagued the world. He put the matter plainly:

The superficial distinctions of Fascism, Bolshevism, Hitlerism, are the concern of journalists and publicists, the serious student sees in
them only one root-idea of a complete conversion of social power to State power...The positive testimony of history is that the State
invariably had its origin in conquest and confiscation. No known State known to history originated in any other manner.

The men who profited from the Constitution's acceptance, expertly used fear to further their interests and to goad
delegates into compliance with their will. They manipulated the fact that Americans were traumatized and exhausted by
war. They stage-managed the Conventions and controlled media reportage of events in Virginia and Philadelphia. Had
the people time to relax and educate themselves, if they had paid attention to the warnings of Thomas Paine, Patrick
Henry, and the many other critics who suspected what the conspirators were planning, the Constitution would never
have been ratified. Instead, the best that the people were able to belatedly receive, after the fact, was the Bill of Rights
drafted in 1791. It was expressly created to protect people against potential abuses of the ill-received Constitution. It was
conceded to the American people by Madison, who by then had secured all that he and his Federalist colleagues had
demanded.

A number of states had accepted the Constitution with urgent recommendations for changes. At first, it seemed that Congress would
pay no attention to these suggestions. Patrick Henry and other then set up a clamor which had to be heeded, and Congress referred the
proposals to a committee - Nevins and Commanger (Pocket History of the UL.S.)

The federalists delayed ratification of the Bill of Rights for over two years while they organized the new federal courts and armed the
judges with powers to counter individual rights - Kenneth W. Royce (Hologram of Liberty)




The Federalists instigated virtual panic, and made
sure the people were not able to take enough time to
repair and think. Their representatives and delegates
were harried into accepting and signing the
Constitution. The same methods of "conflict control”
. \ have been used over the generations. They are still
\j\)\&‘ €DOM ‘ being put to good use by politicians and parties. In
(L TO the 1960s, Ex-Communist Jerry Kirk discovered the
) way the great game is played. He eloquently

H E L L y explained the process in these words:

The idea is to create a situation where the people are so
frightened of the chaos all around them, that they will
throw their arms up in the air and shout “Federal
Government, do something!” And the only choice open
will be Martial Law...The Communists, black militants
and revolutionaries will never succeed in overthrowing
the government of the United States, but unless they are
stopped, they will scare the American people into
accepting Socialism from Washington, and status rule
from the Establishment. This is what it is really all about.

Freedom can go to hell, but apparently silly
belief systems and prejudices are always
welcome to stay.

Expert on the British takeover of America, G. Edward Griffin, delineates the phenomena of conflict control, in these
words:

...deliberately create problems, and then offer only those solutions which result in the expansion of government. Create conditions so
frightful at home and abroad that the abandonment of personal liberties and national sovereignty will appear as a reasonable price for
a return to domestic tranquillity and world peace - (The Capitalist Conspiracy)

James S. Kunen, a student revolutionary, also discovered how the upper echelon conspires to foment social unrest, so that
the true enemies of freedom can remain undetected. He wrote:

In the evening we went up to the University to check out a strateqy meeting. A kid was giving a report on the SDS Convention. He
said that...at the Convention men from Business International Roundtables...tried to buy up a few radicals...These men are the world’s
leading industrialists and they convene to decide how our lives are going to go. These are the guys who wrote the Alliance for
Progress. They are the left wing of the ruling class...They offered to finance our demonstrations in Chicago (1968). We were offered
Esso (Rockefeller) money. They want us to make a lot of radical commotion so they can look more in the center as they move to the left
- (The Strawberry Statement: Notes of a College Revolutionary)

The scrapping of the US Constitution is essential. Americans must revise and update the Articles of Confederation, and
subsequently abolish the corrupt Federal (totalitarian) apparatus of control. Americans must wake up from their delirium
and find out what kind of conspiracy has been occurring in their land. They must contemplate the words of Bertrand de
Jouvenal, who said "A society of sheep must in time beget a government of wolves," and remember that it was mutineers
and not conformists who founded America.




The traitors are still with us. Indeed, their treachery is greater than
ever. Hiding behind the Constitution and political process, they
see to it that America's ports are sold and that schools are
swamped and under-funded. Because of their scandalous policies,
America's heavy industry operates at a minimum. American
businesses are throttled by legality and taxation, while foreign-
made products fill the shelves. Companies and jobs are
perpetually outsourced, prisons super size while innocent men
and women languish behind bars to be raped and tortured.
Poisons fall from the sky in the form of chemtrails, and illegal
aliens occupy like invading armies, enjoying the "fruits" they did

nothing to cultivate or harvest. And it all occurs in a country that
People should not be afraid of their ~ Came out of World War II richer than it went in. Why is this?

qovernments; governments should What has happened? Why have so few taken so much from so

be afraid of the people! many for so long?

As of 2000, USA Today reports on its front page that 6.6 million adults
(three percent of the adult population) are in prison or “correction.” No
other society as ever done so deadly a thing to its people and on such a
scale - Gore Vidal (Imperial America)

We have two million people in jail. Our country doesn 't build hospitals, doesn’t build schools and doesn 't build day-care centers. It
builds prisons. This is not the hallmark of a free society, but of a police state - Steven Hager (High Times Editor-in-Chief)

The Oriental countries prosper and rise economically. The Third World is fast becoming the First World, while the First
World nose dives into ruin. This was the plan from the start. It is the result of tyranny, not democracy. It is also the result

of apathy. No truer words on the subject were stated than these by President Abraham Lincoln:

These United States of America can never be destroyed from forces outside its borders. If America falls, it will fall from within.
Brought down by apathy. When good people do nothing, Anarchy reigns — (Letter to Congress, 1854)

Lincoln also emphasized the despotism of the wealthy oligarchs who prosper from the ignorance and apathy of the
masses. Their profile and resume was well known to him:

The money power preys upon the nation in times of peace and conspires against it in times of adversity. It is more despotic than a
monarchy, more insolent than autocracy, more selfish than bureaucracy.

Robert Maynard Hutchins also commented on the apathetic state brought on by over-stimulation and trauma:

The death of democracy is not likely to be an assassination from ambush. It will be a slow extinction from apathy, indifference, and
undernourishment.

George W. Malone, a Senator from Nevada, made the following statement before Congress in 1957:
I believe that if the people of this nation fully understood what Congress has done to them over the last 49 years, they would move on

Washington; they would not wait for an election...It adds up to a preconceived plan to destroy the economic and social independence of
the United States!




Ironically, during and after the War of Independence, the eyes of
the world were on America. The Czar of Russia, Nicholas
Romanov II, admired what he saw taking place and, before his
brutal assassination, he was ready to emulate the scintillating
American experiment. During the War of Independence, he sent
ships, money, and troops to assist the American rebels. Russia, and
many other countries, would have changed for the better had
Americans not been cajoled into adopting the Constitution and, as
a result, not fallen under the control of avaricious despots.

The good news is that even the most oppressive tyranny cannot
last forever. Once the tyrant and his heinous industry is exposed,
the game is up. At that point they can be overthrown, and things
can be put aright. It has happened in Ireland and the Congo, in
Cuba and Nicaragua, and many other lands. But the enemy knows
this only too well. He understands that he is vulnerable, and is
aware of how he could be undermined. As a result, he is
constantly on guard. He knows that his activities and methods
must not be properly scrutinized. Consequently, he makes a point
of keeping his subjects in fear for their lives. He prefers them to be
limbic creatures unable to reason and discern good from bad and
right from wrong. He makes sure their attention is focused
elsewhere, and that strange, demented, and frightening "enemies"
are always rattling the gates. Through his obedient agents, he
funds and controls the supposed enemies, and instructs them how
to operate. In this manner is the great game of geopolitics and
mass control played. It is simply chess on a global level. Should a
pawn fall off the board, or be sacrificed, the kings, queens, and
bishops do not turn a hair. The comfortably placed, ruthless
misleaders bang the drums of war and send dedicated men and
women to fight and die for the "United States" corporation. The U.S.
is a business, and those who have given their lives for it, died
uselessly. Sadly, and tragically, they have been sacrificed at the
behest of their country's true enemies. As Count Leo Tolstoy
wrote: "Government is an association of men who do violence to
the rest of us."

Military men are dumb, stupid animals, to be used as pawns for foreign
policy — Henry Kissinger (January-February 2003 edition of Eagle
Newsletter)

It's not a number I'm terribly interested in — Colin Powell (reply when
asked about the Iraqi casualties)

George William Frederick
(George 1III), King of Great
Britain and Hanover. He was
a member of the Hanover
dynasty - the so-called House
of Orange. Like numerous
royals, he was a demented
maniac who suffered from
mental disease. According to
author George Trevelyan, he
vowed "never to acknowledge
the independence of the
Americans, and to punish
their contumacy by the
indefinite prolongation of a
war which promised to be
eternal." He wanted to "keep
the rebels harassed, anxious,
and poor, until the day when,
by a natural and inevitable
process, discontent and
disappointment were
converted into penitence and
remorse."

The men who committed this atrocity in New York, on September Eleventh 2001, mass murdered more people than the combined
killings of every serial killer in the 228 year history of the United States - Anthony ]. Hilder (The Greatest Lie Ever Sold)
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Our point is simple. We insist that the predators and parasites, who have vampirized America and the world, must be
closely studied. Understanding how and why they function as they do provides humankind with the keys of worldly
salvation.

Moreover, we must understand that the despots of the world are
creatures of habit. The enjoy repetition, and their nefarious
strategies are tried and true. Additionally, we need to
understand that despots bank on one human weakness, that of
forgetfulness. Historical amnesia hands them the power they
covet. As author Milan Kundera so appropriately said: "The
struggle of man against power is the struggle of memory against
forgetting."

The answer to humankind's future lies in remembering what has
transpired in history. It lies in not repeating past mistakes, and
not falling for the same tired political fallacies. Furthermore, we
President Andrew Jackson must end our psychological dependence on the fiends who have
suffered terribly at the hands of ~ established despotic forms of government and who benefit from
the brutes of the British Crown.  our allegiance. As long as we consciously or unconsciously
During the war he and his brother identify with the predator, we will never see the demise of
were captured, held prisoner, and tyranny, regardless of the political action taken. It will raise its
nearly starved to death. When ugly head time and time again. Ultimately, we must judge our
Andrew refused to clean the boots misleaders by their deeds and not by their words.
of a red coat, he was slashed at
with a sword which left him with
scars on his left hand and head.
His brother Robert died from We must be on guard against their rhetoric and sophistry, and
smallpox contracted while under  not hesitate to use existing laws to prevent them doing their
British captivity. Jackson's worst. We must not be afraid to seek justice when degenerate,

immediate family died from war-  self-serving politicians - supposedly acting in our name - seek to
related hardShipS. As a result of lead us astray‘

his horrific experiences, Andrew

Jackson never forgave the British  Ciyil disobedience is not our problem. Our problem is civil obedience.

Oppressors. Our problem is that numbers of people all over the world have obeyed
the dictates of the leaders of their government and have gone to war,
and millions have been killed because of this obedience...Our problem is
that people are obedient all over the world in the face of poverty and
starvation and stupidity, and war, and cruelty. Our problem is that
people are obedient while the jails are full of petty thieves, and all the
while the grand thieves are running the country. That’s our problem -
Howard Zinn

The Articles of Confederation worked to bring security to all Americans. They restored order after the chaos of the War of
Independence. Unlike the US Constitution, the Articles of Confederation honored the rights of individual states. The
Articles did not distinguish between rich and poor. They were meant for Citizens, not "People.” They did not permit an
oligarchy to assume totalitarian control. The men who drafted and ratified the US Constitution were hungry for power
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over human beings. They adamantly wanted to protect their own prestige and wealth. Despite their megalomania, they
knew exactly what they wanted and how to go about getting it. They acted like proverbial wolves in sheep's clothing.

Their Constitution is likewise largely deceptive in form and
substance. It allowed for an aristocracy to preside in
America. The American-based aristocrats may not wear
crowns or sit on thrones, but they are, in many cases,
directly connected to the royal dynasties of Britain and
Europe. George W. Bush is, for example, a distant cousin of
John Kerry, the Presidential nominee who ran against him in
2004. Kerry's parents was not Irish, but Jewish. On the
matter of his aristocratic ancestry, we read:

Senator John Kerry has blue blood from all the royal houses of
Europe, with even more titled relations than President
Bush...Burke’s Peerage, which researches the genealogy, said the
Democratic presidential candidate traces descent through his
mother, Rosemary Forbes, to the royal houses of Albania, England,
Sweden, Norway, Denmark, Russia, Byzantium, Persia (Iran) and
France. Forbes was descended from William Forbes, the Laird of
Newe, and extended family that included many baronets.. It is via
this family that the Democratic candidate is descended from Henry
II, the king of England and father of Richard the Lionheart, who
was the leader of the third Crusade in 1189...By contrast, Bush is
related to Queen Elizabeth 11, twenty British dukes and many
European princes...President Bush, Princess Diana and Winston
Churchill are distantly related - (Union Jack Newspaper;
September 2000 Edition)

Americans don’t care about politics, only
about politicians - Anthony
Wedgwood Benn

George H. W. Bush and his wife Barbara are related to the same British oligarchs. George is also:

...closely related to every European monarch on and off the throne — and has kinship with every member of Britain’s royal family, the
House of Windsor. He is the 13th cousin of Britain’s Queen Mother, and of her daughter Queen Elizabeth, and is the 13th cousin once
removed of the heir to the throne, Prince Charles. Bush’s family tree can be documented as far back as the early 15th century. He has a
direct descent from Henry IlI and from Henry VIII's sister Mary Tudor who was also the wife of Louis XI of France. He is also
descended from Charles II of England - David Icke (Alice in Wonderland and the World Trade Center Disaster)

Father George and wife Barbara are both descendants of Godfroi de Bouillon who, in 1099, led European noblemen in the successful
Crusade to recapture Jerusalem from the Islamic faith and moved into the King’s palace at Temple Mount...Godfroi de Bouillon was
the first king of Jerusalem and the Duke of Lower Lorraine, a major region for the llluminati bloodline - ibid

The time has come for the veils of mystique to be torn away from the so-called "fathers" of the Constitution. They were
not champions of a free, sovereign nation, and their legacy is neither auspicious nor grand. They chose to subvert the
Articles that guaranteed freedom to every American. They coveted power and wealth, and made themselves fabulously
rich by exploiting the gullibility and ignorance of the moral, but illiterate, masses. In our time, their villainous
counterparts in government have shifted into overdrive. Their heinous acts of conquest, extortion, and confiscation know
no bounds. As long as ignorance of the enemy's nature persists, nothing will change, and the pirates of Capitol Hill will
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continue to ply their insidious trade. As King George once demanded, the war against America was to be waged eternally.
His desire is being fulfilled as every day passes. Unless the Machiavellian intrigues of his biological and ideological
descendants are exposed and overcome, America's ruin is certain. The task is, however, impossible without knowledge of
the adversary. Knowledge is the weapon we must use to eradicate the imperious predators that lurk behind the long
grass.

“Conspiracy!” One of the darkest words in the language of man. Yet there is hardly a single page of History that does not partially
reveal the deadly eye of Conspiracy at work. It was a conspiracy that lead Brutus against Caesar in the Roman senate on the Ides of
March...that plotted the betrayal of West Point by Benedict Arnold, during the American Revolution...that led John Wilkes Booth to
the assassination of President Lincoln on Good Friday 1865. The past record of man is burdened with accounts of assassinations,
secret combines, palace plots and betrayals in war. But in spite of this clear record, an amazing number of people have begun to scoff at
the possibility of conspiracy at work today. They dismiss such an idea merely as a conspiratorial view - G. Edward Griffin (The
Capitalist Conspiracy)

Knowledge of the enemy is the golden key that opens the gate to a future free of tyranny and slavery. We not only owe
our children a better and freer future - we owe it to our forebears. Those who fought and labored to create the elements of
civilization that we enjoy, but who were treacherously undermined and robbed, must be remembered and reverently
toasted. It is their memory we must honor, not that of their destroyers.

Where other men have skimmed the surface, Beard has gone through to the core. He stayed months in Washington to get to the core.
In his search for ancient papers and documents in the Treasury Department, he went into vaults that were so filled with dust that it
was necessary to excavate the papers with a vacuum cleaner. But when he came back to the surface he had damning evidence against a
good many of the "patriot fathers.” He then knew why they were so anxious, not only for a new constitution, but for the particular
kind of a constitution that was afterward adopted - Allan L. Benson (The Dishonest Constitution)

By Michael Tsarion




The United States Isn’t a Country —
It’s a Corporation

By Lisa Guliani

""We the People of the United States, in Order to form a more perfect Union, establish Justice, insure
domestic Tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general Welfare, and secure the
Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity, do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United
States of America.”

— Preamble of the original ""organic' Constitution

""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 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 affect their safety and happiness.*

— Excerpted from the Declaration of Independence of the original thirteen united States of America,
July 4, 1776

Fourth of July 2002 has come and gone, and Americans honored the holiday with a renewed patriotic fervor that
reminded me of the Bicentennial celebrations of 1976. As is customary, traditional fireworks displays took
center stage and scores of people turned out to witness the dazzling show in the summer sky. With mixed
feelings, | sat with friends on a crowded Pennsylvania sidewalk beneath a glittering, mesmerizing explosion of
color, pondering the keen sense of sadness and betrayal that overwhelmed my spirit. Looking around at the
huge crowds gathered for the annual events, | thought silently, "We are not free." In truth, we have not been a
free people for a very long time.

We celebrate this day in honor of our "independence”. We call ourselves a free people in a land of liberty. Our
anthems proudly sing the praises of this nation, and we raise our voices, wave our flags and join in song - but
how many Americans realize they are not free? This is a myth perpetuated by the powers-that-be in order to
avoid any major civil unrest, and to keep us all living under the thumb of a militaristic corporate Big Brother
within the illusions that have been created for us. The truth of the matter is this: what freedom has not been
stolen from us, we have surrendered willingly through our silence and ignorance. As Americans, most of us
have no idea how our freedoms are maintained — or lost. Apparently, our ancestors didn't have a good grasp of
this either. It is sad, but it is also very true.

Don't point to that beloved parchment, the Constitution, as a symbol of your enduring freedom. It is

representative of a form of government which seemingly no longer exists in this country today. The
Constitution has been thrown out the window, the Republic shoved aside and replaced with a democracy. The
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thing is; most people in this country remain unaware that this is so because they simply do not know the truth
— what lies beyond the myths. Your so-called government is not going to tell you, either.

To even begin to understand what has happened to the Republic, we must look backward in time to the period
following the Civil War. We must go back to the year 1871, which was the beginning of the decline of the
Republic. When we examine what happened during that time in our history, we begin to piece together this
troubling, perplexing puzzle that is "America" — only then should we answer as to whether we are indeed a
"free" people or not.

So, let's roll backward into the past for a moment. It is time we learned what they didn't teach us in school. It is
far more interesting than what they DID tell us. 1 think you'll stay awake for this lesson.

The date is February 21, 1871 and the Forty-First Congress is in session. | refer you to the ""Acts of the
Forty-First Congress,"" Section 34, Session 111, chapters 61 and 62. On this date in the history of our
nation, Congress passed an Act titled: ""An Act To Provide A Government for the District of Columbia."
This is also known as the ""Act of 1871."" What does this mean? Well, it means that Congress, under no
constitutional authority to do so, created a separate form of government for the District of Columbia,
which is a ten mile square parcel of land.

What? How could they do that? Moreover, WHY would they do that? To explain, let's look at the
circumstances of those days. The Act of 1871 was passed at a vulnerable time in America. Our nation was
essentially bankrupt — weakened and financially depleted in the aftermath of the Civil War. The Civil War
itself was nothing more than a calculated "front™” for some pretty fancy footwork by corporate backroom
players. It was a strategic maneuver by European interests (the international bankers) who were intent upon
gaining a stranglehold on the neck (and the coffers) of America.

The Congress realized our country was in dire financial straits, so they cut a deal with the international bankers
— (in those days, the Rothschilds of London were dipping their fingers into everyone's pie) thereby incurring a
DEBT to said bankers. If we think about banks, we know they do not just lend us money out of the goodness of
their hearts. A bank will not do anything for you unless it is entirely in their best interest to do so. There has to
be some sort of collateral or some string attached which puts you and me (the borrower) into a subservient
position. This was true back in 1871 as well. The conniving international bankers were not about to lend our
floundering nation any money without some serious stipulations. So, they devised a brilliant way of getting
their foot in the door of the United States (a prize they had coveted for some time, but had been unable to grasp
thanks to our Founding Fathers, who despised them and held them in check), and thus, the Act of 1871 was
passed.

In essence, this Act formed the corporation known as THE UNITED STATES. Note the capitalization, because
it is important. This corporation, owned by foreign interests, moved right in and shoved the original "organic™
version of the Constitution into a dusty corner. With the "Act of 1871," our Constitution was defaced in the
sense that the title was block-capitalized and the word "for" was changed to the word "of" in the title. The
original Constitution drafted by the Founding Fathers, was written in this manner:

"The Constitution for the united states of America".

The altered version reads: "THE CONSTITUTION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA". lItis the
corporate constitution. It is NOT the same document you might think it is. The corporate constitution operates




in an economic capacity and has been used to fool the People into thinking it is the same parchment that
governs the Republic. It absolutely is not.

Capitalization - an insignificant change? Not when one is referring to the context of a legal document, it isn't.
Such minor alterations have had major impacts on each subsequent generation born in this country. What the
Congress did with the passage of the Act of 1871 was create an entirely new document, a constitution for the
government of the District of Columbia. The kind of government THEY created was a corporation. The new,
altered Constitution serves as the constitution of the corporation, and not that of America. Think about that for
a moment.

Incidentally, this corporate constitution does not benefit the Republic. It serves only to benefit the corporation.
It does nothing good for you or me - and it operates outside of the original Constitution. Instead of absolute
rights guaranteed under the "organic"” Constitution, we now have "relative™ rights or privileges. One example of
this is the Sovereign's right to travel, which has been transformed under corporate government policy into a
"privilege™ which we must be licensed to engage in. This operates outside of the original Constitution.

So, Congress committed TREASON against the People, who were considered Sovereign under the Declaration
of Independence and the organic Constitution. When we consider the word "Sovereign," we must think about
what the word means.

According to Webster's Dictionary, "sovereign™ is defined as: 1. chief or highest; supreme. 2. Supreme in
power, superior in position to all others. 3. Independent of, and unlimited by, any other, possessing or entitled
to, original and independent authority or jurisdiction.

In other words, our government was created by and for "sovereigns” - the free citizens who were deemed the
highest authority. Only the People can be sovereign - remember that. Government cannot be sovereign. We
can also look to the Declaration of Independence, where we read: "government is subject to the CONSENT of
the governed" - that's supposed to be us, the sovereigns. Do you feel like a sovereign nowadays? | don't.

It doesn't take a rocket scientist or a constitutional historian to figure out that this is not what is happening in our
country today. Government in these times is NOT subject to the CONSENT of the governed. Rather, the
governed are subject to the whim and greed of the corporation, which has stretched its tentacles beyond the ten-
mile-square parcel of land known as the District of Columbia - encroaching into every state of the Republic.
Mind you, the corporation has NO jurisdiction outside of the District of Columbia. THEY just want you to
think it does.

You see, you are presumed to know the law. This is ironic because as a people, we are taught basically nothing
about the law in school. We are made to memorize obscure factoids and paragraphs here and there, such as the
Preamble, and they gloss over the Bill of Rights. But we are not told about the law. Nor do our corporate
government schools delve into the Constitution in any great depth. After all, they were put into place to
indoctrinate and dumb down the masses — not to teach us anything. We were not told that we were sold-out to
foreign interests and made beneficiaries of the debt incurred by Congress to the international bankers. For
generations, American citizens have had the bulk of their earnings confiscated to pay on a massive debt that
they, as a People, did not incur. There are many, many things the People have not been told. How do you feel
about being made a beneficiary of somebody else's massive debt without your knowledge or CONSENT? Are
we just going to keep going along with this?

When you hear some individuals say that the Constitution is null and void, think about how our government has
transformed over time from a service-oriented entity to a corporate or profit-oriented entity. We are living




under the myth that this is lawful, but it is not. We are being ruled by a "de facto," or unlawful, form of
government - the corporate body of the death mongers - The Controllers.

With the passage of the Act of 1871, a series of subtle and overt deceptions were set in motion - all in
conjunction and collusion with the Congress, who knowingly and deliberately sold the People down the river.
Did they tell you this in government school? | doubt it. They were too busy drumming the fictional version of
history into your brain - and mine. By failing to disclose what THEY did to the American People, the people
became ignorant of what was happening. Over time, the Republic took it on the chin to the point of a
knockdown. With the surrender of their gold in 1933, the People essentially surrendered their law. | don't
suppose you were taught THAT in school either. That's because our REAL history is hidden from us. This is
the way Roman Civil Law works - and our form of governance today is based upon Roman Civil Law and
Admiralty/Maritime Law - better known as the "Divine Right of Kings" and "Law of the Seas", respectively.
This explains a lot. Roman Civil Law was fully established in the original colonies even before our nation
began and is also known as private international law.

The government which was created for the District of Columbia via the Act of 1871 operates under
Private International Law, and not Common Law, which was the law of the Constitutional Republic.
This is very important to note since it impacts all Americans in concrete ways. You must recognize that private
international law is only applicable within the District of Columbia and NOT in the other states of the Union.
The various arms of the corporation are known as "departments™ such as the Judiciary, Justice and Treasury.
You recognize those names? Yes, you do! But they are not what you assume them to be. These "departments"
all belong to the corporation known as THE UNITED STATES. They do NOT belong to you and me under the
corporate constitution and its various amendments that operate outside of the Constitutional Republic.

| refer you to the UNITED STATES CODE (note the capitalization, indicating the corporation, not the
Republic) Title 28 3002 (15) (A) (B) (C). Itis stated unequivocally that the UNITED STATES isa
corporation. Realize, too, that the corporation is not a separate and distinct entity from the government.
It IS the government of YOUR 14" Amendment “citizenship.” This is extremely important. I refer to
this as the ""corporate empire of the UNITED STATES," which operates under Roman Civil Law outside
of the Constitution. How do you like being ruled by a cheesy, sleazy corporation? You'll ask your
Congressperson about this, you say? HAI!

Congress is fully aware of this deception. You must be made aware that the members of Congress do NOT
work for you and me. Rather, they work for the Corporation known as THE UNITED STATES. Isthis
really any surprise to you? This is why we can't get them to do anything on our behalf or to answer to us - as in
the case with the illegal income tax - among many other things. Contrary to popular belief, they are NOT our
civil servants. They do NOT work for us. They are the servants of the corporate government and carry out its
bidding - period.

The great number of committees and sub-committees that the Congress has created all work together like a
multi-headed monster to oversee the various corporate "departments” and, you should know that every single
one of these that operates outside the District of Columbia is in violation of the law. The corporate government
of the UNITED STATES has no jurisdiction or authority in ANY state of the Republic beyond the District of
Columbia. Let this sink into your brain for a minute. Ask yourself, "Could this deception REALLY have
occurred without the full knowledge and complicity of the Congress?" Do you think it happened by accident?
You are deceiving yourself if you do. There are no accidents or coincidences. It is time to confront the truth
and awaken from ignorance.

Your legislators will not apprise you of this information. You are presumed to know the law. THEY know you

don't know the law, or your history for that matter, because this information has not been taught to you. No

concerted effort has been made to inform you. As a Sovereign, you are entitled to full disclosure of the facts.
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As a slave, you are entitled to nothing other than what the corporation decides to "give" you - at a price. Be
wary of accepting so-called "benefits" of the corporation of the UNITED STATES. Aren't you enslaved
enough already?

| said (above) that you are presumed to know the law. Still, it matters not if you don't in the eyes of the
corporation. Ignorance of the law is not considered an excuse. It is your responsibility and your obligation as
an American to learn about the law and how it applies to you. THEY count on the fact that most people are too
uninterested or distracted or lazy to do so. The People have been mentally conditioned to allow the alleged
government to do their thinking for them. We need to turn that around if we are to save our Republic before it
is too late.

The UNITED STATES government is basically a corporate instrument of the international bankers.
This means YOU are owned by the corporation from birth to death. The corporate UNITED STATES
also holds ownership of all your assets, your property, YOU, and even your children! Does this sound
untrue? Think long and hard about all those bills you pay, all those various taxes and fines and licenses you
must pay for. Yes, they've got you by the pockets. Actually, they've had you by the ass for as long as you've
been alive. In your heart, you know it's true. Don't believe any of this? Read up on the 14th Amendment.
Check out how "free" you really are.

With the Act of 1871 and subsequent legislation such as the purportedly ratified 14th Amendment, our once-
great nation of Sovereigns has been subverted from a Republic to a democracy. As is the case under Roman
Civil Law, our ignorance of the facts has led to our silence. Our silence has been construed as our CONSENT
to become beneficiaries of a debt we did not incur. The Sovereign People have been deceived for hundreds of
years into thinking they remain free and independent, when in actuality we continue to be slaves and servants of
the corporation.

Treason was committed against the People in 1871 by the Congress. This could have been corrected through
the decades by some honest men (assuming there were some), but it was not, mainly due to lust for money and
power. That’s nothing new. Are we to forgive and justify this crime against the People? You have lost more
freedom than you may realize due to corporate infiltration of the so-called government. We will lose more
unless we turn away from a democracy that is the direct road to disaster - and restore our Constitutional
Republic.

| am saddened to think about the brave men and women who were killed in all the wars and conflicts instigated
by the Controllers. These courageous souls fought for the preservation of ideals they believed to be true - not
for the likes of a corporation. Do you believe that any one of the individuals who have been killed as a result of
war would have willingly fought if they knew the full truth? Do you think one person would have laid down his
life for a corporation? | think not. If the People had known long ago to what extent their trust had been
betrayed, | wonder how long it would have taken for another Revolution. What we need is a Revolution in
THOUGHT. We change our thinking and we change our world.

Will we ever restore the Republic? That is a question | cannot answer yet. | hope, and most of all — pray - that
WE, the Sovereign People, will work together in a spirit of cooperation to make it happen in OUR lifetime.

I know | will give it my best shot - come what may. Our children deserve their rightful legacy - the liberty our
ancestors fought so hard to give to us. Will we remain silent telling ourselves we are free, and perpetuate the
MYTH? Or, do we stand as One Sovereign People, and take back what has been stolen from the house of our
Republic?

Something to think about — it's called freedom.




District of Columbia voting “Rights”

Voting rights of citizens in the District of Columbia differs from those of United States citizens in each of the fifty states. District of Columbia
residents do not have voting representation in the United States Senate, but D.C. is entitled to three electoral votes for President. In the U.S. House
of Representatives, the District is entitled to a delegate, who is not allowed to vote on the floor of the House, but can vote on procedural matters
and in House committees.

The United States Constitution grants congressional voting representation to the states, which the District is not. The District is a federal territory
ultimately under the complete authority of Congress. The lack of voting representation in Congress for residents of the U.S. capital has been an
issue since the foundation of the federal district. Numerous proposals have been introduced to change this situation including legislation and
constitutional amendments to grant D.C. residents voting representation, returning the District to the state of Maryland and making the District of
Columbia into a new state. All proposals have been met with political or constitutional challenges; therefore, there has been no change in the
District's representation in the Congress.

The "District Clause" in Article |, Section 8, Clause 17 of the U.S. Constitution states: [The Congress shall have Power] To exercise exclusive
legislation in all cases whatsoever, over such District (not exceeding ten miles square) as may, by cession of particular states, and the acceptance of
Congress, become the seat of the government of the United States.

The land on which the District is formed was ceded by the state of Maryland in 1790 following the passage of the Residence Act. The Act specified
that the laws of the state from which the area was ceded would apply in the federal district, meaning that Maryland laws applied on the eastern
side of the Potomac while Virginia laws applied on the western side in the District of Columbia until the government officially took residence. Upon
assuming control of the federal district in 1800, Congress would have full authority over local matters within the District of Columbia.2 Since the
District of Columbia was no longer part of any state, the District's residents lost voting representation.m

Residents of Washington, D.C. were also originally barred from voting for the President of the United States. This changed after the passage of the
Twenty-third Amendment in 1961, which grants the District three votes in the Electoral College. This right has been exercised by D.C. citizens since
the presidential election of 1964.

In 1980, District voters approved the call of a constitutional convention to draft a proposed state constitution, just as U.S. territories had done prior
to their admission as states. The proposed constitution was ratified by District voters in 1982 for a new state to be called "New Columbia".
However, the necessary authorization from the Congress has never been granted.ﬁl

The 14™ Amendment makes ALL “persons” corporate citizens of the United States (The District of Columbia)
where ALL United States citizens are “subject to the jurisdiction thereof” and residents of the “State” (The
District of Columbia) and have NO CONGRESSIONAL VOTING REPRESENTATION.
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""The few who understand the system, will either be so interested in its profits or
so dependent on its favors that there will be no opposition from that class, while
on the other hand, the great body of people, mentally incapable of
comprehending the tremendous advantages... will bear its burden without
complaint, and perhaps without suspecting the system is inimical to their best

interests.""

- Rothchilds




U.S. economic history that Ron Paul wants
every American to know: Pt. I

June 17, 1:46 AM - Grand Rapids Ron Paul Examiner - Geoff Linsley

Before the decorated days when the thirteen colonies emerged into existence, America was but an idea. This
idea was the brainchild of European investors: a few very, very rich families and bankers. These investors, who
were always in search of new ways to expand their banking empires and family fortunes, banded together for
the purpose of creating the grandest investment ever undertaken.

Residents of England and other countries were encouraged to go thrive on the newfound land for the
purpose of bringing life to this new investment through their labor. The migrants agreed to this because of their
hopes for new, better, American lives. In return for living and working on the land, they were required to pay
taxes back to the Bank of England, which acted as the central bank for all of America’s investors. America’s
economic situation was and still is no different than any other creditor/debtor relationship today. If a teenager
spends too much on her credit card, she needs to pay the interest and the accumulated debt until the debt is
cleared, because she created this obligation to pay when she cosigned the credit card company’s contract with
her dad. The investors were the creditors and the colonists were the debtors.

In time, the people of the young country decided that they just didn’t want to pay their contractual
obligation anymore and gave England and its other investors the proverbial finger — an action which was and
still is illegal according to international law (commercial law.) One tactic to avoid paying taxes was the
introduction of fiat money. There are 3 different types of money: commodity, receipt, and fiat.[1] Commodity
money is simply goods, like a cow or a chocolate bar. Before the other types existed, people bartered goods
amongst each other and assigned their own values to these goods.

People, however, would’ve had a difficult time carrying cows around in their pockets; and this difficulty
led to the use of receipt money. This type of money is a basically intrinsically worthless item that is used as an
excepted representation of how much of a commodity will be transferred. This worthless item is made unique
through a minting or painting process, among other modifications. The birth of representational money gave
birth to the potential to exchange a fraction of a commodity, making this type of currency more effective.
Receipt money is given value because each monetary denomination is used as a representation of a fraction of
the value of real goods existing somewhere else — it is backed by things that have real value. Gold and silver
are the preferred backings of receipt money because they have perceived value and are rare enough so there
won’t be a huge addition of these substances into an economic system, which would significantly alter the value
of the existing receipt money, destabilizing an economy.

Many people think that Federal Reserve Notes are a form of receipt money: this is utterly false. Federal
Reserve Notes are a form of fiat money.[2] Fiat money, what early Americans used to spite the king of
England, is money that isn’t backed by anything at all — it is sSimply worthless items that, for no good reason,
have perceived value and can be created out of thin air by the controller of the currency for the benefit of this
controller. The early Americans simply got tired of being taxed through the king of England’s gold-based
economic system, so they created their own monetary system out of thin air. Fiat money is merely a promise to
pay real goods or services later, a.k.a. an 1.0.U.[3]

America’s fiat money was uncontrollable by the King; so, in his anger, he passed a law requiring his
subjects to pay their taxes in gold only. Americans had very little gold in relation to the king, so this action
48
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instigated a returned anger of the colonies and a plea for legal reform. Being angry, the king didn’t hear their
plea, which was a major cause for the start of the Revolutionary War.[4] [5]

During this time, America had two obligations. One was to their foreign creditors and one was to the
legal stipulations of the king. Although America fended off the king, it didn’t and couldn’t fend off its creditors
from hounding it. The best way to state what the result of the Revolutionary War was is that we made peace
with England — words one will hear when one sees any accurate history documentary. America may have
stopped fighting, but it didn’t get out unscathed. It still had its monetary obligations to the Bank of England; so
it, according to commercial law, wasn’t truly a free nation. It was a debtor nation — a subservient nation to
sovereign, truly free creditors.

The upside to winning the war was that America gained its ability to control its own government. Soon
after its victory, the first guidelines for the first American government were formed, called the Articles of
Confederation. Little known is that there were presidents before George Washington under the Articles of
Confederation, the first of which was Thomas McKean.[6]

Gaining freedom was the primary goal of those who fought for independence, so America’s forefathers
attempted to keep this dream alive when they ratified the Constitution in 1789. The relevance of the
Constitution is a little different than is taught in schools, which also incorrectly teach that its relevance is fading
out. The Constitution is a contract of limitations, created in attempt to both keep America’s new government
from becoming oppressive and preserve the sovereign [7] rights of its people.

Being a debtor to foreign investors, America needed to either completely pay off or continually pay
interest on its debt. This caused an almost immediate reintroduction of taxes.[8] These taxes deeply affected
some Americans, especially farmers, and some decided to do everything they thought they could to save
themselves from them. In 1786 Daniel Shays of Massachusetts led a rebellion, which one could call the second

Revolutionary War in American history. He, however, did not win his war against the early American
government; and taxes have since existed, just as they did before America gained legal independence.

America won the Revolutionary War but its investors were smart enough to know that its Revolutionary
War caused its economy to become too unstable to survive in a productive manner. Knowing this, Congress
was forced to pass the 1791 Assumption Act — which created America’s first national bank (a.k.a. the First
Bank of America), chartered by the Bank of England for a term of twenty years — in attempt to stabilize it. On
December 12, 1791, this bank, which controlled the American money supply, opened for business in
Philadelphia. Regarding the creation of this bank, James Madison said, “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 its issuance.”

In order to create this bank, America was forced to charter it with the same European investors and
bankers that were holding its debts before the war. At first, the bank’s capitalization was $10,000,000 — 80% of
which was owned by foreign bankers. In other words, the American government agreed to its creation under
the condition that America would only own 20% of it. The bank was authorized to lend up to $20,000,000,
which was a profitable condition for both the government and the investors, since they could lend and collect
interest on money that they didn’t actually have (a common banking trick.[9]) The bankers, however, led the
government — which was more naive when it came to banking practices and how to handle money — down a
spiraling path that would quickly rob it of its share in the ownership. Just five years later, the government owed
the bank $6,200,000 and was forced to sell most of its shares to its investors in order to resolve this debt in
order to prevent an even worse situation. By 1802, the government was forced to sell all of its shares, leaving
America with no stock whatsoever in its own national bank, giving it no control over its own currency and
economic well being. The importance of this crisis was well illustrated by Thomas Jefferson:
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If the American people ever allow private banks to control the issue of their currency, first by inflation, then by
deflation, 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 property belongs.[10]

America’s first central bank was primarily created because its secured party creditors — its investors
overseas — demanded a private bank for holding the securities (assets) of their investment, being America. This
bank, holding America’s assets, acted as collateral for America’s debts and loans. During the creation of this
bank, one of the largest private investors, Amshel Bauer Rothschild, made the famous statement, “Let me
issue and control a Nation’s money and I care not who writes the laws.”[11]

About two decades later, Napoleon began conquering Europe. When he reached Frankfort, Germany,
Prince William left 3 million dollars in the hands of Amshel Mayer Rothschild for the purpose of paying off
his Hessian troops. After losing the battle of Jena, William fled to his relatives in the North. Instead of giving
the money to the troops, Amshel Mayer put the money in the stock market, investing in an inside tip he received
from his world revolutionary network. Amshel Mayer’s five sons then inflated their family’s power by creating
five authoritative banks in five major European cities: Amshel, Frankfort; Jacob, Paris; Nathan, London; Karl,
Naples; Solomon, Vienna.

The War of 1812

In 1811, the twenty year contract with the Bank of England expired. On February 20, the American
government again decided to give England the finger and not renew the charter on the grounds that the Bank
was unconstitutional. This led to the withdrawal of $7,000,000 by European investors, precipitating an
economic recession and an English military response.[12] In 1812, England waged the war we now call the War
of 1812. On August 24" and 25", it invaded Washington D.C., burning down the first White House, the first

Library of Congress, [13] the President’s house, etc. The Brits invaded because America dishonored its
contract, and according to International Law, the only remedy left was to come into America on a letter of
marque and seize its assets. More accumulated debt as a result of this war reaffirmed the need for a new bank
charter: the Second Bank of the United States founded in 1816 and chartered for another term of 20 years.

Four years before this charter was set to expire, England once again came knocking, this time proposing
an early charter renewal. Andrew Jackson — a true patriot and very possibly the best American President ever
[14] — in his presidency denied this charter renewal. Jackson had the bravery to assert that the Constitution
doesn’t delegate the government’s authority to establish a national bank, but also had the brains to fix the
problem. At the time, the States were having trouble deciding if they wanted to collect taxes. For the greater
good of America, Jackson sent federal troops into these states and forced them to collect taxes. He then used
these taxes to completely pay off the National Debt, eliminating the creditor’s rights over its debtor. Jackson
stated, “If Congress has the right under the Constitution to issue paper money, it was given to them to use
themselves, not to be delegated to individuals or corporations.”[15] America went without another national
bank for seventy-seven years, until the institution of the Federal Reserve.[16]

What happened to Jackson after doing this? On January 30, 1835, Richard Lawrence, an unemployed
house painter, attempted to assassinate Jackson via pistol. The gun, however, malfunctioned, and the bullet
didn’t discharge. Jackson defended himself with his cane, while a second weapon was used, which also
misfired. Jackson believed the attacker was sent by his political enemies, the Whigs, because of his plan to do
away with the Second Bank of the United States. This began a sad trend for American presidents: if they try to
truly stand up for their country, soon after they tend to get shot at, with varying degrees of success. The ones
who don’t fight for their people just get shoes thrown at them.
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FOOTNOTES

[1] Fractional money is an arguable fourth type. It is the loaning of money that doesn’t really exist at all, using existing
capital to back it. | believe it is more of a banking trick than a type of money.

[2] In chapter three we will discuss what Federal Reserve notes are in much greater detail.

[3] The downside to using intrinsically worthless fiat money is that its potential to deflate in value is very high, so it isn’t
the wisest choice of money for a government to use. This deflation occurs by printing additional money, which removes
some of the value of the existing money. In theory, if a money supply consists of 100 notes, and 10 more are printed, the
total value of all of the money remains the same, but each note in the supply decreases in value by .091% of the total

value of the system (1/100 — 1/110.)

[4] America once again used fiat money in 1775 during the War, called Continental Currency. The deflation of this fiat
money gave rise to the saying “not worth a Continental.”

[5] King George 111 hired rented Hessian soldiers from investors Amshel Mayer Rothschild and Prince William (who used
his royal connections in Denmark and England to provoke the war) to fight the American colonists.

[6] Also little known is that Barack Obama was not the first black American president. A black man named John Hanson
was once the active President by default (everybody got up and left Congress for a while except him, giving him his short
seat as President.)

[7] Sovereignty means the complete independence and self-government of an individual.

[8] A restricted power of the government outlined in the Constitution.

[9] This type of money is called fractional money: money that is lent but doesn’t really exist. The Federal Reserve System
uses this principle today.

[10] An 1802 letter of the Secretary of the Treasury Albert Gallatin, later published in The Debate Over the Recharter of
the Bank Bill, 1809.

[11] The Rothschild family has since become the wealthiest family on the planet.

[12] The problem with not renewing the charter wasn’t that the central bank wasn’t unconstitutional. The problem was
that its creditors wished to decide how they will collect their debt and America, the debtor, wasn’t abiding by international
law.

[13] We will discuss why this was burned in the next chapter.

[14] Interestingly, this former general of the Tennessee militia was the first President not to have been born into wealth.

[15] Veto message regarding the Bank of the United States, July 10, 1832.

[16] Which the government also didn’t have the power to establish, but we shall discuss this in great detail in chapter
three.
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| shall assume that your silence gives consent.

Plato
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U.S. economic history that Ron Paul wants
every American to know: Pt. I1

June 17, 3:49 AM - Grand Rapids Ron Paul Examiner - Geoff Linsley

America had finally become a free country; this is until shortly before the start of the Civil War. Having lost
the battle with President Jackson, the foreign investors of the Second National Bank were perturbed.
Throughout America’s early years, a close business relationship developed between the cotton growers in the
South and the cotton manufacturing industry in England. Due to such business ties, the States swarmed with
British agents, especially the Southern ones. These British agents carefully planted and nurtured political
propaganda between the North and the South, which ultimately led to servile insurrection and the succession of
South Carolina on Dec. 26, 1860. In South Carolina’s declaration of succession, it stated: “They have
encouraged and assisted thousands of our slaves to leave their homes: and those who remain, have been incited
by emissaries, books and pictures to servile insurrection.”

The political imbalance between the states in the South and the states in the North had more to do with
economic policies than any moral issue of slavery. Even in the early 19" Century, the North’s economy was
primarily driven by factories and the South’s economy was primarily driven by slaves on plantations. In 1828
the “Tariff of Abominations” was passed which greatly favored Northern industries over Southern plantations.
Tension and arguments lasted for the next 32 years over how to deal with these taxes. Political propaganda
eventually enticed South Carolina, who hurt the worst from industry-favoring tariffs, to secede from the Union.
Other Southern states soon followed, commonly because they felt the North wasn’t respecting the Constitution
by denying them their property rights when their slaves were freed. Texas stated during its secession:

In all the non-slaveholding States, in violation of that good faith and comity which should exist between entirely
distinct nations, the people have formed themselves into a great sectional party, now strong enough in numbers
to control the affairs of each of those States, based upon an unnatural feeling of hostility to these Southern
States and their beneficent and patriarchal system of African slavery, proclaiming the debasing doctrine of
equality of all men, irrespective of race or color — a doctrine at war with nature, in opposition to the experience
of mankind, and in violation of the plainest revelations of Divine Law.

The truth is that the North wasn’t doing this for moral reasons, as is taught to school children today. They were
simply stealing the blacks, under the guise that they have obtained “freedom,” to work for cheaper wages than
the whites would during the boom of the Industrial Revolution. The end of slavery was more an incidental
result of the War than the reason for fighting it. Slavery, it can be argued, just changed definitions, as one can
make a very valid argument that working for dirt cheap is equivalent to slavery.

On March 27, 1861, the event that initiated the movement towards the Civil War occurred, when
the representatives for the Southern states walked out of Congress over the aforesaid matters. When these
Congressional members walked out of Congress, it adjourned sine die, meaning it adjourned without a definite
return date. This left less than the constitutionally required amount of Congressional members to perform
business as usual for America, making Congress as a whole legally powerless: Congress ceased to exist as a
lawful deliberative body. Consequently, the only constitutionally lawful American authority that could
declare war was no longer lawful, nor present.
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Without the proper legal authority to do so, Abraham Lincoln executed Lincoln Executive Order 1,
putting the Federal territories (only) under martial law (mob rule) on April 15, 1861. Congress did eventually
assemble again, but did so under the military authority of Mr. Lincoln (no longer the Commander in
Chief) and not by the rules of parliamentary law or Constitutional law. This institution of marital law
has not changed since. A 1973 Senate Report illustrated this situation well:

A majority of United States “citizens” have lived under emergency rule.... And, in the United States, actions
taken by the Government in times of great crises have — from, at least, the Civil War — in important ways,
shaped the present phenomenon of a permanent state of national emergency.[1]

Knowing that his Executive Proclamation was unconstitutional, Mr. Lincoln, on April 24, 1863,
commissioned General Orders No. 100[2]: a special code to “govern” his illegal actions while under
martial law, giving the illusion that his actions were justified[3]. This code also gave the illusion that the
laws of the District of Columbia and the provisions of Article I, Section 8, Clauses 17-18 were legally
extended into the States, seemingly putting them under the same laws of war and private commercial
laws as those of federal territories.

With the patriotic South absent, representatives of America’s former investors rushed into Congress,
seeing an opportunity to corrupt the nation for their benefit, and helped the North iIIegaII%/ ratify two very
important and damaging Constitutional amendments: a new 13" Amendment and the 14™ Amendment. Today’s
13™ Amendment is the new amendment because it replaced the old 13" Amendment (a.k.a. the Titles of
Nobility Act), which was created shortly after the origins of America in order to prevent exactly what had
happened after the South left.[4] The old, forgotten 13" Amendment, ratified on December 9, 1812, read: “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.”[5] When
the South walked out of office, those with titles of nobility poured into Congress, creating the need for these
nobles to replace any remembrance of the old 13" Amendment. Government officials still sometimes deny the
existence of this old Amendment in order to hide American history from the American people, but it has in fact
been found and verified.

The new, two part 13" Amendment was soon illegally ratified by Congress:

Section 1. Neither Slavery nor servitude, except as a punishment for crime where of the party shall have been
duly convicted, shall exist within the United States, or any place subject to their jurisdiction. Section 2.
Congress shall have the power to enforce this article by appropriate legislation.[6]

This amendment ended slavery, except for in the instance of crimes, of which were to be decided by the
government, itself.

The new 13" Amendment was a stepping block for the 14™ Amendment, which is the most important
piece of legislation in terms of what was to come in American law. Here are the sections that most concern
what we are discussing:

Section 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are

citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law

which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any

person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the

equal protection of the laws. Section 4. The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by
54
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law, including debts incurred for payment of pensions and bounties for services in suppressing insurrection or
rebellion, shall not be questioned. But neither the United States nor any State shall assume or pay any debt or
obligation incurred in aid of insurrection or rebellion against the United States, or any claim for the loss or
emancipation of any slave; but all such debts, obligations and claims shall be held illegal and void.[7]

American law is a tricky thing to understand. Almost all people don’t understand what the 14"
Amendment really means, and that is because the words used have legal definitions which typically aren’t the
definitions found in a normal dictionary. The use of words that have multiple legal meanings fuels the power of
the 14™ Amendment. For starters, there is a legal difference between the “United States” and the “united
States.” Legally, the “united States” are the unity of the sovereign States of America. The “United States” is
actually referring to a corporation, a.k.a. “The United States of America.” The “united States” is the
abbreviated form of “united States for America.” The “United States of America” is the name used in the
Constitution to describe the federal government, not the States that are united. The purpose of the old 13"
Amendment was to keep those with titles of nobility — in other words, representatives of Britain — out of the
government of the United States of America — being the federal government — by not allowing them to be
citizens of the united States, a Constitutional prerequisite for office.

Section 1 of the 14™ Amendment was an attempt to tie the sovereign American of the united States
to the United States federal government. Doing so required the change in the definition of what a Citizen
is: we see the case of “Citizen” was changed to “citizen.” The American “Citizen,” addressed in earlier
parts of the Constitution, was replaced by the 14" amendment title of “citizen.” This was a necessary
step for controlling the people because before this time, there was no tie between the federal government
and the Citizen of a State. States were like countries of their own, only the federal government acted as a
mediator between them. The 14" Amendment made people citizens of both their States and the federal
government, subjecting them to both entities’ laws. The other key element is the use of the word
“person” or “persons,” which is distinguishable in law from “people.” The word “person” has three legal
definitions, the third of which being the confusing factor: 3. An entity (such as a corporation) that is
recognized by law as having the rights and duties of a human being. In this sense, the term includes
partnerships and other associations, whether incorporated or unincorporated.”[8] In short, person can
also mean a corporation. So, looking back at the 14" Amendment, one can reword the first line “All
corporations born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens
of the United States and of the State wherein they reside.” A 14" Amendment “citizen,” as we shall later
see in much greater detail can and commonly does refer to a corporation.[9]

The 14™ Amendment didn’t truly rewrite the rights of the “Citizen,” it just refers to the rights of the
“citizen,” which is different altogether. Schools teach that this amendment made everybody equal. Its purpose
was to do just this; but this equality didn’t come with the condition that everyone is free. It was an attempt to
lower everyone’s status to a “citizen,” which means subservient to the federal government. The popular belief
that these two amendments made people free isn’t quite accurate. It simply was an attempt to remove
everyone’s freedom from the federal government.

At the time, the Amendment didn’t affect people and, partially as a result of this, most people didn’t
realize the significance of the wording and bought the propaganda that its purpose was to make the slaves equal,
as uneducated Americans still do today. The real reason for the implementation of this Amendment was to set
in place the first step in a gradual plan being implemented by America’s former investors, which wouldn’t be
fully realized until the New Deal in 1933. The Amendment was a staging point which would set the course for
new federal laws to be written, which would eventually end up rewriting all of American law, including the
Constitution.

Being an attorney, Mr. Lincoln tended to make presidential moves that weren’t fully in the interest of
the American people as a whole or respective to the Constitution.[10] When it comes to defying American
55
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interests, it seems that the most historically celebrated presidents are the most culpable. This is because the
families that these Presidents did their favors for still have their economic foothold in America today. Mr.
Lincoln accepted war loans from the same investors that Jackson patriotically broke away from, putting
America back in debt.

He, however, did do one thing that was admirable: at the end of his presidency, he finally stood up to the
bankers. After generously loaning both sides of the War, the bankers argued that, due to the present chaos in
America, their American beneficiaries of the future couldn’t be trusted with the Constitutional powers and the
political and monetary system of free enterprise created by their forefathers. They wanted to regain a monetary
and political foothold in America, using their powers as creditors to persuade Mr. Lincoln into assisting their
plan by manipulating his will to win the War. In 1865, Mr. Lincoln declared his new monetary policy, which he
contrived for the purpose of paying off war debts without accruing harmful interest:

“The Government should create, issue, and circulate all the currency and credits needed to satisfy the spending
power of the Government and the buying power of consumers. By the adoption of these principles, the
taxpayers will be saved immense sums of interest. Money will cease to be master and become the servant of
humanity.... The privilege of creating and issuing money is not only the supreme prerogative of government,
but it is the government’s greatest opportunity.”

Had Lincoln’s policy been implemented, America would have found its way out of its war debts. Just five days
after General Lee [11] surrendered and Mr. Lincoln won his War, he was shot. Neither Mr. Lincoln nor any
future President ever repealed the martial law instituted during the Civil War.

The Private Laws of the District of Columbia

In 1871, three years after the illegal ratification of the 14™ Amendment, the government defaulted on its war
debts, forcing America into bankruptcy.[12] What resulted is considered the death blow to the united States for
America.[13] On February 21%, England claimed what was theirs, according to international law, and
incorporated the ten mile square that is Washington D.C.[14] England also incorporated the American
Constitution and names for its new corporation, such as THE UNITED STATES, THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA, U.S., and USA, as well as other titles, as declared in the District of Columbia Organic Act of
1871.[15] A point of interest in these copyrighted names is the implementation of the article “THE.” Before
this time, America was a union of “united States,” not a union of “the united States.” The article “the” doesn’t
exist when referring to other countries, i.e. Canada and Britain aren’t referred to as “the Canada” or “the
Britain.” The British-controlled Corporation, THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, exclusively uses the
article “the” in its name, which is distinct from the “united States” or the “United States.” One other immense
change to America simultaneously occurred: being a bankrupt nation, the united States retained only the power
to settle civil disputes, not criminal matters, allowing room for the illusion that only Britain’s private, ever-
changing laws appertain to America’s criminal disputes. British law literally attempted to fill the gap created by
the bankruptcy without anyone knowing, making it appear that everything was going just as usual. Since this
point in history, THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA has been governed entirely by foreign, private,
corporate law and Washington, D.C. has been under British control.

The UNITED STATES OF AMERICA is a corporation, whose jurisdiction is applicable only in the ten-
mile-square parcel of land known as the District of Columbia and to whatever properties are legally titled
to the UNITED STATES, by its registration in the corporate County, State, and Federal governments
that are under military power of the UNITED STATES and its creditors.[16]
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Being incorporated, people need permission to use Britain’s imposed laws. These people, who use this
British legal system for and usually against the American people, are referred to as attorneys, as opposed to
lawyers. Yes, there’s a difference. The word “attorney” comes from “attorn,” which means to turn over to
another; transfer.[17] In old England, the title of attorney meant one who attorned (“attourned” is the old
English), which meant to transfer money, goods, etc. to another.[18] Attorneys served the king or queen in
handling disputes regarding money/goods with their peasants. In modern times, attorneys transfer things of
monetary value through court procedures to both other forms of money/goods and to new owners, being either
persons or the government.[19] Attorneys have limited legal power because they are sworn to uphold the
British, copyrighted law. A lawyer isn’t limited like this. Many believe that one needs to get licensed in order
to practice law — this is an utter fiction. One needs to become licensed if one wishes to become an attorney in
order to avoid a copyright violation[20], and the way to do this is to pass the BAR exam and register with the
American BAR Association. The American BAR Association is an appendage of the BAR Council, which is
the BAR association of England. The term BAR is an acronym for British Accreditation Register [21]: the
registry for those who have been accredited to use America’s British copyrighted law.

Beyond this point in America’s legal history, any laws that came about were private laws of Britain.
Any sovereign Citizen is exempt from these private laws. Anyone who doesn’t dispute being a 14™
Amendment “citizen” is subject to these private laws. The 13™ Amendment eliminated involuntary servitude,
but it said nothing about voluntary servitude. The 14™ Amendment was a gateway for voluntary servitude to
take place. At this time, simply claiming to be a sovereign Citizen and not a 14™ Amendment “citizen” was,
legally speaking, enough to avoid being subject to Britain’s private laws. How could the Brits get people to
agree to be these citizens? The answers they found were implemented into a plan that materialized into the
New Deal.

FOOTNOTES

[1] Senate Report 93-549, 93 Congress, 1% Session, 1973

[2] a.k.a. the Lieber Instructions and the Lieber Code

[3] “It is sometimes argued that the existence of an emergency allows the existence and operation of powers, national or
state, which violate the inhibitions of the Federal Constitution. The rule is quite otherwise. No emergency justifies the
violation of any of the provisions of the United States Constitution. An emergency, however, while it cannot create power,
increase granted power, or remove or diminish the restrictions imposed upon power granted or reserved, may furnish the
occasion for the exercise of power already in existence, but not exercised except during an emergency.” - 16 AM.Jur.2d,
Section 71, National League of Cities vs. Usury, 426 U.S. 833, 49 L.Ed.2d 245

[4] The creation of the Titles of Nobility Act was an important cause for the War of 1812 and was the direct cause for the
burning of the Library of Congress during it.

[5] Notice the capitalization of “United” in the first instance and the conflict with the second instance. We will discuss
why this was done soon.

[6] There is also much controversy regarding whether this amendment was ratified by members of Congress who had
signed under duress, making their signatures invalid. Notice how the capitalization of “united States” changed from the
old 13" Amendment.

[7] 1t will become apparent why a national debt is included in this package later on in history.
57
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[8] Black’s Law Dictionary 1178 8" ed., 2004

[9] The 14™ Amendment was never properly ratified because it lacked the proper governing authority to do so. “I cannot
believe any court, in full possession of its faculties, could honestly hold that the amendment was properly approved and
adopted.” (State v. Phillips, Pacific Reporter, 2™ Series, Vol. 540, pp. 941-2, 1975) Also see Utah Supreme Court Cases
Dyvett v Turner, (1968) 439 P2d 266, 267 and State v Phillips, (1975) 540 P 2d 936. Also see Coleman v Miller, 307 U.S.
448, 59 S. Ct. 972. Also see 28 Tulane Law Review, 22 and 11 South Carolina Law Quarterly 484. Also see the
Congressional Record, June 13, 1967, pp. 15641-15646.

[10] Also, being an attorney, he possessed a title of nobility, which according the still technically valid old 13"

Amendment made his reign as president illegal. We’ll discuss more about why attorneys aren’t in favor of the people
soon.

[11] The Commander of the Southern army

[12] A statutory procedure by which a (usually insolvent) debtor obtains financial relief and undergoes a judicially
supervised reorganization or liquidation of the debtor's assets for the benefit of creditors. [Black's Law Dictionary 156
(8th ed. 2004)]

[13] This event did not truly destroy the united States for America, it just put in place a corporation that exists
simultaneously, causing the people to forget that they are truly Citizens of the united States for America.

[14] 16 Stat. 419 Chapter 62
[15] Title 28 USC Section 3002(5) Chapter 176; 534 FEDERAL SUPPLEMENT 724

[16] Act to Provide a Government for the District of Columbia, Section 34 of the Forty-First Congress of the United
States, Session 111, Chapters 61 and 62, enacted February 21, 1871

[17] Random House Dictionary, © Random House, Inc. 2009

[18] Black’s Law Dictionary 138 (8th ed. 2004)

[19] In the third part we shall discuss the processes that take place to perform these actions.

[20] Although the owners of the copyright wouldn’t likely press charges for the sake of concealing this fact.

[21] a.k.a. British Accreditation Regency
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""We shall have world government whether or not we
like it. The only question is whether world government
will be achieved by conquest or consent.™

Feb. 17, 1950, James Paul Warburg, the former president of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), speaking to the
U.S. Senate.




U.S. economic history that Ron Paul wants
every American to know: Pt. I11

June 17, 3:53 AM - Grand Rapids Ron Paul Examiner - Geoff Linsley

“In politics, nothing happens by accident. If it happens, you can bet it was planned that way.” — Franklin Delano
Roosevelt

One of the conditions when Britain took over Washington D.C. during its 1871 bankruptcy was that Britain
would bail it out of its debt for a while, but not permanently. In 1909 this bailout ended and economic default
again returned. America went back to Britain for an extension; and Britain agreed for a term of twenty years, in
exchange for an agreement to three big conditions. One, that America creates another national bank, despite
Andrew Jackson’s valid reasoning for discontinuing such in 1836. The second and third conditions were that
Britain’s 16" and 17" Amendments were ratified.[1] The national bank was the Federal Reserve Bank, which
was completed and fully operational by 1913. Also in 1913 came the 16" Amendment. This chapter discusses
the little-known, complete nature and relevance of these two big changes to American law and their affect on
the American people.

The Great Depression

When economic default loomed again in 1929, something different happened. J.P. Morgan and Kuhn and Loeb
illegally sent advanced warning to their insiders of an economic collapse, who all pulled out of the stock
market. The problem initiating the crash was created by Warburg’s Federal Reserve when it printed money at a
62% inflation rate and then raised interest rates to 6%. Congressman Louis T. McFadden claimed the crash was
created by the international bankers who sought to become rulers of us all. In his famous 1932 Congressional
address, he said:

Mr. Chairman, we have in this country one of the most corrupt institutions the world has ever known. | refer to
the Federal Reserve Board and the Federal Reserve Banks. The Federal Reserve Board, a Government board,
has cheated the Government of the United States and the people of the United States out of enough money to
pay the national debt. The depredations and iniquities of the Federal Reserve Board has cost this country
enough money to pay the national debt several times over. This evil institution has impoverished and ruined the
people of the United States, has bankrupted itself, and has practically bankrupted our Government. It has done
this through the defects of the law by the Federal Reserve Board, and through the corrupt practices of the
moneyed vultures who control it.

Some people think the Federal Reserve banks are United States Government 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.

Not long after, McFadden died from food poisoning, following a heart attack, which occurred under suspicious
circumstances.

Major stockholders, including America’s creditors and their affiliates, pulled out of the market simultaneously,
lowering the value of stocks, which caused a nationwide panic. Most everyone decided to pull out, and most
naturally did so too late to salvage their family’s earnings. This, just as any economic depression, creates a
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large gap between a pauper class and a dominant high class. The most important effect of the Great Depression
for America’s creditors was that most of the money — cash, certificates, and other constitutionally lawful receipt
money — that was backed by lawful coinage (gold and silver) was pulled out of peoples’ hands and moved to the
banks. Additionally, many of those who still had cash put it into high-interest yielding Treasury Bonds, driven
to a higher value because of their high demand. This also exchanged the lawful money for a different form.[2]

At this point, there was no way out for THE UNITED STATES without resorting to help, meaning accepting
new bankruptcy conditions. Being the fiscal agent over the monetary policies of THE UNITED STATES,
President Herbert Hoover asked the Federal Reserve for a resolution to the dilemma. The Federal Reserve
Board responded: “Whereas, in the opinion of the Board of Directors of the Federal Bank of New York, the
continued and increasing withdrawal of currency and gold from the banks of the country has now created a
national emergency....”[3]

If it was what money was backed by anyway, why would people holding gold create a national emergency? The
emergency came to be because most of the gold withdrawn went not in the hands of Americans, but outside of
the U.S. economy: this lost gold actually left at the start of the Depression. ... [T]hat those spectaculars and
insiders were right was plain enough later on. This first contract of the ‘moneychangers’ with the New Deal
netted those who removed their money from a country a profit of up to 60 percent when the dollar was
debased.”[4]

The banks were left without a sufficient amount of gold for their own protection, thus they denied the public its
gold. The Federal Reserve Board’s proposal to Hoover was that he release an Executive Order, based on the
1917 Trading with the Enemy Act, which read as follows:

Whereas, it is provided in Section 5(b) if the Act of October 6, 1917, as amended, that “the President may
investigate, regulate, or prohibit, under such rules and regulations as he may prescribe by means of licensure or
otherwise, any transaction in foreign exchange and the export, hoarding, melting, or ear markings of gold or
silver coin or bullion currency, ....”[5]

President Hoover declined to issue the Executive Order because of the negative impact it would have on the
American people.

Soon after, a President that would play puppet for international interests was purposely sworn in: Franklin
Delano Roosevelt. That day, Roosevelt asked Congress for emergency powers to deal with the crisis. The next
day he issued Proclamation 2038, asking for a Special Session of Congress to deal with the situation. The first
Act of the Special Session began with these words: “Be it enacted by the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the United States of America in Congress Assembled, that the Congress hereby declares that
a serious emergency exists and that it is imperatively necessary to speedily put into effect remedies of uniform
national application.” The same day, Congress passed this statute:

During time of war or during any other period of national emergency declared by the President, the President
may, through any agency that he may designate, or otherwise investigate, regulate, or prohibit under such rules
and regulations as he may prescribe by means of licensure or otherwise, any transaction in foreign exchange,
transactions of credit between or payments by banking institutions as defined by the President and export,
hoarding, melting, or ear markings of gold or silver coin or bullion or currency, by any person within the United
States or anyplace subject to the jurisdiction thereof.[6]

Whenever, in the judgment of the Secretary of the Treasury, such action is necessary to protect the currency
system of the United States, the Secretary of the Treasury, in his discretion, may regulate any or all individuals,
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partnerships, associations and corporations to pay and deliver to the Treasurer of the United States any or all
gold coin, gold bullion, and gold certificates owned by such individuals, partnerships, associations, and
corporations.

...Whoever shall not comply with the provisions of this act shall be fined not more than $10,000 or if a natural
person, in addition to such fine may be imprisoned for a year, not exceeding ten years.[7]

These statutes led to the landmark “Resolution” that was the biggest theft inflicted on the American people
ever.

House/Senate Joint Resolution 192[8]

On June 5, 1933, Congress passed House/Senate Joint Resolution (HJR 192). HJR 192 was passed to
suspend the gold standard and abrogate the gold clause in the Constitution. As a result of the conditions
set forth by HIR 192, no one in America has since been able to lawfully pay a debt. This resolution reads:

To assure uniform value to the coins and currencies of the United States,

Whereas the holding of or dealing in gold affect public interest, and are therefore subject to proper regulation
and restriction; and Whereas the existing emergency has disclosed that provisions of obligations which purport
to give the obligee a right to require payment in gold or a particular kind of coin or currency of the United
States, or in an amount in money of the United States measured thereby, obstruct the power of the Congress to
regulate the value of the money of the United States, and are inconsistent with the declared policy of the
Congress to maintain at all times the equal power of every dollar, coined or issued by the United States, in the
markets and in the payment of debts, Now, therefore, be it Resolved by the Senate and the House of
Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, that

(a) every provision contained in or made with respect to any obligation which purports to give the obligee a
right to require payments in gold or a particular kind of coin or currency, or in an amount in money of the
United States measured thereby, is declared to be against public policy; and no such provision shall be
contained in or made with respect to any obligation hereafter incurred. Every obligation, heretofore or hereafter
incurred, whether or not any such provision is contained therein or made with respect thereto, shall be
discharged upon payment, dollar for dollar, in any coin or currency which at time of payment is legal tender for
public and private debts. Any such provision contained in any law authorizing obligations to be issued by or
under authority of the United States, is hereby repealed, but the repeal of any such provision shall not invalidate
any other provision or authority contained in such law.

(b) As used in this resolution, the term 'obligation' means any obligation (including every obligation of and to
the United States, excepting currency) payable in money of the United States; and the term 'coin or currency'
means coin or currency of the United States, including Federal Reserve notes and circulating notes of Federal
Reserve banks and national banking associations.

Sec. 2: The last sentence of paragraph (1) of subsection (b) of section 43 of the Act entitled 'An Act to relieve
the existing national economic emergency by increasing agricultural purchasing power, to raise revenue for
extraordinary expenses incurred by reason of such emergency, to provide emergency relief with respect to
agricultural indebtedness, to provide for the orderly liquidation of joint-stock land banks, and of other
purposes;, approved May 12, 1933, is amended to read as follows:

"All coins and currencies of the United States (including Federal Reserve notes and circulating notes of the
Federal Reserve banks and national banking associations) heretofore or hereafter coined or issued, shall be legal
tender for all debts, public and private, public charges, taxes, duties, and dues, except that gold coins, when
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below the standard weight and limit of tolerance provided by law for the single piece, shall be legal tender only
at valuation in proportion to their actual weight.”[9]

An older Federal Reserve note, such as one from the 1950s, establishes the difference between a Federal
Reserve note and true legal tender on its face. Where the modern notes read “THIS NOTE IS LEGAL
TENDER FOR ALL DEBTS, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE,” the old notes additionally read, “AND IS
REDEEMABLE IN LAWFUL MONEY AT THE UNITED STATES TREASURY, OR AT ANY FEDERAL
RESERVE BANK.” The ability to redeem this lawful money, however, is illegal, as established by the
terms of HIR 192, making this old offer a bluff. In reality, a Federal Reserve note is just an instrument
of debt —an 1.0.U. — and not a commodity of value. The only “value” in Federal Reserve notes is their
perceived value, and the fact that people who carry this perception circulate them throughout America’s
economy. If this fundamentally incorrect perception was to fade, people would perceive them to be what
they truly are: just pieces of inked paper.

The New Deal

HJR 192 was the sacrifice for the New Deal. Most believe that Roosevelt — grandson of opium smuggler
Warren Delano Junior — was one of the best Presidents ever because he invested lots in jobs, national parks,
more roads, etc., and that these investments in due time made the economy boom, as schoolbooks teach. This is
a result of what happened, but what changed as a result of the New Deal for the common American “citizen” is
avoided in schoolbooks. Deals were being made with the international bankers. The bankers invested in
America once again, under new conditions. The first of which was the passing of House/Senate Joint
Resolution 192, which further emphasized the country’s necessity for a new national bank — the Federal
Reserve. This Resolution commanded people to turn in all of their lawful gold and silver currencies in
exchange for Federal Reserve notes. The lawful, gold and silver currencies all went to the bankers, and the
Federal Reserve notes [10] acted as debts, merely I0Us in a new, debt-based economic system, completely
changing American economics.

Under the new law the money is issued to the banks in return for Government obligations, bills of exchanges,
drafts, notes, trade acceptances, and bankers’ acceptances. The money will be worth 100 cents on the dollar,
because it is backed by the credit of the nation. It will represent a mortgage on all the homes and other
property of all the people in the nation. The money so issued will not have one penny of gold coverage behind
it, because it is really not needed.[11]

The biggest effect of the New Deal on the people was that it changed who was to pick up the tab of the national
debt. Instead of the United States being the debtor to America’s national debt, the new system’s goal is to make
all of the American citizens individually the debtors, foisting the economic responsibility off of the government
and on to its people. Sound atrocious? This plan, however, can’t legally be carried out without the American
people agreeing to their “share” of the debt. No one in their right mind would voluntarily agree to a share
of a debt that they themselves didn’t incur, so the U.S. government had to trick its citizens into becoming
debt-slaves to foreign creditors.

To do this, Franklin Delano Roosevelt invoked his Emergency War Powers under Public Law 1. The enemy of
his war was defined as “any person within the United States or any place subject to the jurisdiction
thereof.”[12] The war was an economic war, and the government gave everyone a nom de guerre — a war name
— for the purpose of tracking and regulating its enemies (of the State) in order to “ensure elevated national
security.” This war name is also called a straw man: a personal account that the government creates for the
purpose of continuing an economic transaction when one party doesn’t necessarily agree to contracting.[13]
This is the name found on your driver’s license, social security card, I.R.S. forms, etc. These straw man
accounts have the same name as everyone’s legal names, but they are purposely capitalized. John Doe’s
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straw man account would be called JOHN DOE. These accounts are capitalized because the accounts are
considered to be corporations [14] by law. These corporations are also, in law, called persons.[15] By
agreeing that your straw man represents you, the sovereign, you are agreeing to be a person and a
UNITED STATES citizen, and are contracting with the UNITED STATES to be within the jurisdiction
of its private laws.

In 1921 the government started issuing birth certificates, something the UK had been doing since the mid-
Nineteenth Century. These certificates confirmed that a child is officially a U.S. citizen. People had no good
reason to start obtaining these birth certificates, so the government had to entice them to do so. Expecting
mothers were encouraged to sign them on behalf of their babies in return for paid pregnancy leave. Not
understanding the contractual implications of the birth certificate, these mothers jumped at the chance for free
money with no obvious strings attached.[16] Another condition of the bankers’ New Deal was that everyone
was to deliver their birth registries — the documentation used before birth certificates were introduced — to the
government. These were exchanged for Certificates of Live Birth (birth certificates), which were then filed by
the U.S. Department of Commerce into one of its subdivisions, known as the Bureau of Vital Statistics. These
titles to people’s bodies — their property and future labor — were pledged to the international bankers as security
(collateral) for the debt of the United States Corporation.[17]

Later, forms of adhesion contracts arose, making the knot that ties the sovereign people to their straw men
corporation names even stronger. Adhesion contracts — contracts that favor one party much more than the
other, typically entered unknowingly — are found throughout the government’s interactions with its citizens.
Registering to vote formally declares one a citizen. After 1935, Social Security benefits enticed people to
contract again and receive a social security number. Nowadays, all businesses that blindly follow THE
UNITED STATES’ economic laws [18] make one virtually unemployable without a number.[19] Driver’s
licenses are another example of an adhesion contract. Look at your name on your driver’s license. You won’t
actually find it; instead, you’ll find your straw name, which you agreed was you when you registered for your

license. Legally, only one of these contracts is sufficient to bind the sovereign to the corporate UNITED
STATES’ laws.

The monetary implications of the New Deal extended all over the globe. Economies all around the world
plummeted into depressions; but history books generally don’t disclose much about this fact because it raises
obvious questions about the purported cause that the common holders in the U.S. stock market were the prime
culprit. Rough worldwide conditions allowed for the propagation of repressive political parties, like Hitler’s
Nazi Party, a modernized Democratic Party and a modernized Republican Party, all of which support
diminished rights for the people and the interests of those abroad.

“Since March 9, 1933, the United States has been in a state of declared national emergency.”[20] One
result of this national emergency was the introduction of the so-called “alphabet agencies” —i.e. the FBI,
the CIA, the DEA, etc. — implemented for the purpose of protecting the government from foreign
terrorists, which — because the entity in control of the laws is Britain —is usually considered the American

people.

In 1944, the states also lost the remainder of their sovereignty through the Buck Act.[21] This Act improperly
gave the States the title of 14™ Amendment citizens, putting them under U.S. jurisdiction, which, according to
the British private laws, eliminated the possibility that they could usurp the authority of the UNITED STATES
OF AMERICA.[22] The Act was originally passed as an extension of the Public Salary Tax of 1939, which is a
municipal law of the District of Columbia allowing it to especially tax all Federal and State governmental
employees and those who live in any Federal area. The problem was that the Act wasn’t pervasive enough to
apply to the States, being sovereign entities themselves. The Buck Act was an attempt to lower their status as
sovereign states to allow the money-grubbing governmental hands of taxation to loot the rest of the country,
making state governments even less distinguishable from the Federal government. The Public Salary Tax Act
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was subsequently renamed the Internal Revenue Code of 1939 and was used to fraudulently apply federal
income tax to all federal citizens.

Twenty years later, all of the states adopted the Uniform Commercial Code, which organized all of the
economic transactions of every state and the feds. This Code also gave the U.S. the ability to use the
copyrighted names of every state. Since all the laws of bankrupt America are rooted in economic
principles, the UCC became the supreme law of the land, which was supposedly ruled, under the Buck
Act, by THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. And thus the current shadow government, of which
people unwittingly believe dominates all law-making and national authority, was formed.

FOOTNOTES

[1] The 17" Amendment deals with the ability of the executive power of a State to fill in a Senate seat in the event one
were to open up. This limits the power of the people to choose who gets in the Senate, under the disguise that it helps
Congress run more smoothly. A situation like this was recently seen when Rob Blagojevich chose Roland Burris to
replace the seat made vacant by Barack Obama’s transition to presidency. This Amendment allows those who already
have power and lots of money to handpick Senators for private interests without the people’s consent.

[2] The economic depression was not only felt by America in this time. World War | created towering debts in several
European nations, as well as the United States. In 1930 the international bankers declared these nations, and once again
America, bankrupt.

[3] From private papers of Herbert Hoover, March 3, 1933

[4] Hoover Policy Paper, written by the Secretary of Interior and Secretary of Agriculture
[5] Herbert Hoover private papers of March 3, 1993

[6] Title 1, Sec. 2, 48 Statute 1, March 9, 1933

[7] Stat. 48, Section 1, Title 1, Subsection N, March 9, 1933

[8] It's not of upmost importance that the details in this subchapter need to be closely read or understood in order to
continue. Don’t bother taking a long time with it unless it’s your prerogative to do so.

[9] House Joint Resolution 192, 73d Congress, Sess. |, Ch. 48, June 5, 1933 (Public Law No. 10; U.S.C.A. 462, 463)

[10] In legal terms, a “note” is a debt. [Black’s Law Dictionary 1088 (8th ed. 2004)]

[11] House 73™ Congress, Session |, Chapter |, p. 83; Also see Senate Report 93-549 and Executive Orders 6072, 6102,
and 6246

[12] 73" Congress, Sess. 1, Ch 1, Title 1(b)

[13] Black’s Law Dictionary 1461 (8th ed. 2004)

[14] Black’s Law Dictionary 365 8" ed., 2004

[15] Black’s Law Dictionary 1178 8" ed., 2004

[16] Birth Certificates originated as a result of the 1921 Sheppart-Towner Maternity Act.
[17] Title 28 U.S.C. 3002(15) (A)

[18] Which in reality only apply to THE UNITED STATES itself and its subsidiary corporations, along with the ten mile
square that is Washington D.C.

[19] This number itself being virtually no different than a brand on a cow

[20] Senate Report 93-549

[21] Title 4, U.S.C. 104-116

[22] For example, the sovereign State of Michigan became THE STATE OF MICHIGAN, and its abbreviation changed from
“Mich.” to “MI,” denoting the Federal corporation.
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What Do YOU Really Know!

By Nichole Terry

The IRS is not a U.S. Government Agency - it is an Agency of the IMF. (Diversified Metal Products v.
IRS et al. CV-93-405E-EJE U.S.D.C.D.1., Public Law 94-564, Senate Report 94-1148 pg. 5967,
Reorganization Plan No. 26, Public Law 102-391.)

The IMF is an Agency of the UN. (Black’s Law Dictionary 6th Ed. Pg. 816)
The U.S. has not had a Treasury since 1921. (41 Stat. Ch.214 pg. 654)

The U.S. Treasury is now the IMF. (Presidential Documents Volume 29-No.4 pg. 113, 22 U.S.C. 285-
288)

The United States does not have any employees because there is no longer a United States. After over
200 years of operating under bankruptcy - it’s finally over. No more “reorganizations.” (Executive
Order 12803) Do not personate one of the creditors or share holders or you will go to Prison. 18 U.S.C.
914

The FCC, CIA, FBI, NASA, and all of the other alphabet gangs were never part of the United States
government - although the "US Government" held shares of stock in the various Agencies. (U.S. v.
Strang, 254 US 491, Lewis v. US, 680 F.2d, 1239)

Social Security Numbers are issued by the UN through the IMF. The Application for a Social Security
Number is the SS5 form. The Department of the Treasury (IMF) issues the SS5 not the Social Security
Administration. The new SS5 forms do not state who or what publishes them, the earlier SS5 forms
state that they are Department of the Treasury forms. You can get a copy of the SS5 you filled out by
sending form SSA-L996 to the SS Administration. (20 CFR chapter 111, subpart B 422.103 (b) (2) (2)
Read the cites above)




There are no judicial courts in America and there has not been any since 1789. Judges do not
enforce Statutes and Codes. Executive Administrators enforce Statutes and Codes. (FRC v. GE
281 US 464, Keller v. PE 261 US 428, 1 Stat. 138-178)

There have not been any Judges in America since 1789. There have just been Administrators. (FRC v.
GE 281 US 464, Keller v. PE 261 US 428 1Stat. 138-178) 10. According to the GATT you must have a
Social Security number. House Report (103-826)

We have One World Government, One World Law and a One World Monetary System.

The UN is a One World Super Government.

No one on this planet has ever been free. This entire planet is nothing more than a Slave Colony. There
has always been a One World Government. It is just that now it is much better organized and has
changed its name as of 1945 to the United Nations.

New York City is defined in the Federal Regulations as the United Nations. Rudolph Gulliani stated on
C-Span that "New York City was the capital of the World" and he was correct. (20 CFR chapter 111,
subpart B 422.103 (b) (2) (2)

Social Security is not insurance or a contract, nor is there a Trust Fund. (Helvering v. Davis 301 US 619,
Steward Co. V. Davis 301 US 548.)

Your Social Security check comes directly from the IMF which is an Agency of the UN. (Look at it if
you receive one. It should have written on the top left United States Treasury.)

You own no property - slaves can't own property. Read the Deed to the property that you think is yours.
You are listed as a Tenant. (Senate Document 43, 73rd Congress 1st Session)

The most powerful court in America is not the United States Supreme Court but, the Supreme Court of
Pennsylvania. (42 Pa.C.S.A. 502)
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The Revolutionary War was a fraud. See (22, 23 and 24) 20. The King of England financially backed
both sides of the Revolutionary war. (Treaty at Versailles July 16, 1782, Treaty of Peace 8 Stat 80)

You cannot use the Constitution to defend yourself because you are not a party to it. (Padelford, Fay, &
Co. v. The Mayor and Alderman of The City of Savannah 14 Georgia 438, 520)

America is a British Colony. (THE UNITED STATES IS A CORPORATION, NOT A LAND
MASS AND IT EXISTED BEFORE THE REVOLUTIONARY WAR AND THE BRITISH
TROOPS DID NOT LEAVE UNTIL 1796.) Respublica v. Sweers 1 Dallas 43, Treaty of
Commerce 8 Stat 116, The Society for Propagating the Gospel, &c. V. New Haven 8 Wheat 464,
Treaty of Peace 8 Stat 80, IRS Publication 6209, Articles of Association October 20, 1774.)

Britain is owned by the Vatican. (Treaty of 1213)

The Pope can abolish any law in the United States. (Elements of Ecclesiastical Law Vol.1 53-54)

A 1040 form is for tribute paid to Britain. (IRS Publication 6209)

The Pope claims to own the entire planet through the laws of conquest and discovery. (Papal Bulls of
1455 and 1493)

The Pope has ordered the genocide and enslavement of millions of people.(Papal Bulls of 1455 and
1493)

The Popes laws are obligatory on everyone. (Bened. XIV., De Syn. Dioec, lib, ix., c. vii., n. 4. Prati,
1844)(Syllabus, prop 28, 29, 44)




We are slaves and own absolutely nothing not even what we think are our children.(Tillman v. Roberts
108 So. 62, Van Koten v. Van Koten 154 N.E. 146, Senate Document 43 & 73rd Congress 1st Session,
Wynehammer v. People 13 N.Y. REP 378, 481)

Military Dictator George Washington divided the States (Estates) into Districts. (Messages and papers of
the Presidents Vo 1, pg. 99. Webster's 1828 dictionary for definition of Estate.)

“The People" does not include you and me. (Barron v. Mayor & City Council of Baltimore. 32 U.S. 243)

The United States Government was not founded upon Christianity. (Treaty of Tripoli 8 Stat 154.)

It is not the duty of the police to protect you. Their job is to protect the Corporation and arrest code
breakers. Sapp v. Tallahasee, 348 So. 2nd. 363, Reiff v. City of Philadelphia, 477 F.Supp. 1262, Lynch
v. N.C. Dept of Justice 376 S.E. 2nd. 247.

Everything in the "United States"” is For Sale: roads, bridges, schools, hospitals, water, prisons airports
etc. 1 wonder who bought Klamath lake. Did anyone take the time to check? (Executive Order 12803)

We are Human capital. (Executive Order 13037)

The UN has financed the operations of the United States government for over 50 years and now owns
every man, women and child in America. The UN also holds all of the Land in America in Fee Simple.

The good news is we don't have to fulfill "our” fictitious obligations. You can discharge a fictitious
obligation with another's fictitious obligation.

The depression and World War 11 were a total farce. The United States and various other

companies were making loans to others all over the World during the Depression. The building of

Germanys infrastructure in the 1930's including the Railroads was financed by the United States.

That way those who call themselves ""Kings," ""Prime Ministers," and ""Furor.""etc could sit back

and play a game of chess using real people. Think of all of the Americans, Germans etc. who gave
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their lives thinking they were defending their Countries which didn't even exist. The millions of
innocent people who died for nothing. Isn't it obvious why Switzerland is never involved in these
fiascoes? That is where the ""Bank of International Settlements'" is located.\Wars are
manufactured to keep vour eye off the ball. You have to have an enemy to keep the illusion of
""Government'' in place.

The "United States" did not declare Independence from Great Britain or King George.

The documents listed, plus hundreds more and numerous Essays explaining what has happened to this
World are available on Disks for FREE. The documents are not secret. They are all on the Public
Record. All of the Cases and Documents listed are on the Disks so you can see them for yourself. Just
contact me (Nicole Terry) and I will be glad to send them to you.

Guess who owns the UN?

The disks have many more cites including Hundreds of Documents to verify the 40 statements above and
numerous other facts. The Disks also include numerous Essays written by Stephen Ames and several other
people that fully explain the 40 above mentioned facts. The Disks will clear up any confusion and answer any
questions that you may have. The cites listed above are only the tip of the iceberg. Also included on the Disks
are several hundred legal definitions because without them it is next to impossible for the non-lawyer to
understand many of the Documents. Simple words such as "person” "citizen" "people” "or" "nation™ "crime"
"charge™ "right" "statute” "preferred™ "prefer” "constitutor" “creditor” "debtor" "debit" "discharge™ "payment"
‘law™ "United States" etc, do not mean what most of us think because we were never taught the legal definitions
(TERMS) of the proceeding words. The illusion is much larger than what is cited above.

e There is no use in asking an Attorney about any of the above because: "His first duty is to the
courts...not to the client.” U.S.v Franks D.C.N.J. 53F.2d 128. "Clients are also called "wards of the
court™ in regard to their relationship with their attorneys."Spilker v. Hansin, 158 F.2d 35,
58U.S.App.D.C. 206. Wards of court. Infants and persons of unsound mind. Davis Committee v. Lonny,
290 Ky. 644, 162 S.W.2d 189, 190.

Did you get that? An Attorneys first duty is not to you and when you have an Attorney you are either
considered insane or an infant.

By: Nicole Terry PH: 717-497-5231
Email: Nicole@Boxemail.com

What would “the People” do if they knew that they had
been lied to by “the Government” their entire lives?
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The United States is still a British
Colony

By James Montgomery

The trouble with history is that we weren't there when it took place and it can be changed to fit someone’s belief
and/or traditions, or it can be taught in the public schools to favor a political agenda, and withhold many facts. |
know you have been taught that we won the Revolutionary War and defeated the British, but | can prove to the
contrary. | want you to read this paper with an open mind, and allow yourself to be instructed with the following
verifiable facts. You be the judge and don't let prior conclusions on your part or incorrect teaching, keep you
from the truth.

| too was always taught in school and in studying our history books that our freedom came from the Declaration
of Independence and was secured by our winning the Revolutionary War. I'm going to discuss a few documents
that are included at the end of this paper, in the footnotes. The first document is the first Charter of Virginia in
1606 (footnote #1). In the first paragraph, the king of England granted our fore fathers license to settle and
colonize America. The definition for license is as follows.

"In Government Regulation. Authority to do some act or carry on some trade or business, in its nature lawful
but prohibited by statute, except with the permission of the civil authority or which would otherwise be
unlawful." Bouvier's Law Dictionary, 1914.

Keep in mind those that came to America from England were British subjects. So you can better understand
what I'm going to tell you, here are the definitions for subject and citizen.

"In monarchical governments, by subject is meant one who owes permanent allegiance to the monarch.”
Bouvier's Law Dictionary, 1914,

"Constitutional Law. One that owes allegiance to a sovereign and is governed by his laws. The natives of Great
Britain are subjects of the British government. Men in free governments are subjects as well as citizens; as
citizens they enjoy rights and franchises; as subjects they are bound to obey the laws. The term is little used, in
this sense, in countries enjoying a republican form of government."” Swiss Nat. Ins. Co. v. Miller, 267 U.S.
42,45 S. Ct. 213, 214, 69 L.Ed. 504. Blacks fifth Ed.

| chose to give the definition for subject first, so you could better understand what definition of citizen is really
being used in American law. Below is the definition of citizen from Roman law.

"The term citizen was used in Rome to indicate the possession of private civil rights, including those accruing
under the Roman family and inheritance law and the Roman contract and property law. All other subjects were
peregrines. But in the beginning of the 3d century the distinction was abolished and all subjects were citizens; 1
sel. Essays in Anglo-Amer. L. H. 578." Bouvier's Law Dictionary, 1914.

The king was making a commercial venture when he sent his subjects to America, and used his money and
resources to do so. I think you would admit the king had a lawful right to receive gain and prosper from his
venture. In the Virginia Charter he declares his sovereignty over the land and his subjects and in paragraph 9 he
declares the amount of gold, silver and copper he is to receive if any is found by his subjects. There could have
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just as easily been none, or his subjects could have been killed by the Indians. This is why this was a valid right
of the king (Jure Coronae, "In right of the crown," Black's forth Ed.), the king expended his resources with the
risk of total loss.

If you'll notice in paragraph 9 the king declares that all his heirs and successors were to also receive the same
amount of gold, silver and copper that he claimed with this Charter. The gold that remained in the colonies was
also the kings. He provided the remainder as a benefit for his subjects, which amounted to further use of his
capital. You will see in this paper that not only is this valid, but it is still in effect today. If you will read the rest
of the Virginia Charter you will see that the king declared the right and exercised the power to regulate every
aspect of commerce in his new colony. A license had to be granted for travel connected with transfer of goods
(commerce) right down to the furniture they sat on. A great deal of the king's declared property was ceded to
America in the Treaty of 1783. | want you to stay focused on the money and the commerce which was not
ceded to America.

This brings us to the Declaration of Independence. Our freedom was declared because the king did not fulfill his
end of the covenant between king and subject. The main complaint was taxation without representation, which
was reaffirmed in the early 1606 Charter granted by the king. It was not a revolt over being subject to the king
of England, most wanted the protection and benefits provided by the king. Because of the king’s refusal to hear
their demands and grant relief, separation from England became the lesser of two evils. The cry of freedom and
self determination became the rallying cry for the colonist. The slogan "Don't Tread On Me" was the standard
borne by the militias.

The Revolutionary War was fought and concluded when Cornwallis surrendered to Washington at Y orktown.
As Americans we have been taught that we defeated the king and won our freedom. The next document | will
use is the Treaty of 1783, which will totally contradict our having won the Revolutionary War. (Footnote 2).

| want you to notice in the first paragraph that the king refers to himself as prince of the Holy Roman Empire
and of the United States. You know from this that the United States did not negotiate this Treaty of peace in a
position of strength and victory, but it is obvious that Benjamin Franklin, John Jay and John Adams negotiated a
Treaty of further granted privileges from the king of England. Keep this in mind as you study these documents.
You also need to understand the players of those that negotiated this Treaty. For the Americans it was Benjamin
Franklin Esqr., a great patriot and standard bearer of freedom. Or was he? His title includes Esquire.

An Esquire in the above usage was a granted rank and Title of nobility by the king, which is below Knight and
above a yeoman, common man. An Esquire is someone that does not do manual labor as signified by this status,
see the below definitions.

"Esquires by virtue of their offices; as justices of the peace, and others who bear any office of trust under the
crown....for whosever studieth the laws of the realm, who studieth in the universities, who professeth the liberal
sciences, and who can live idly, and without manual labor, and will bear the port, charge, and countenance of a
gentleman, he shall be called master, and shall be taken for a gentleman.” Blackstone Commentaries p. 561-562

"Esquire - In English Law. A title of dignity next above gentleman, and below knight. Also a title of office
given to sheriffs, serjeants, and barristers at law, justices of the peace, and others.” Blacks Law Dictionary
fourth ed. p. 641

Benjamin Franklin, John Adams and John Jay as you can read in the Treaty were all Esquires and were the
signers of this Treaty and the only negotiators of the Treaty. The representative of the king was David Hartley
Esqr.




Benjamin Franklin was the main negotiator for the terms of the Treaty; he spent most of the War traveling
between England and France. The use of Esquire declared his and the others British subjection and loyalty to
the crown.

In the first article of the Treaty most of the king’s claims to America are relinquished, except for his claim to
continue receiving gold, silver and copper as gain for his business venture. Article 3 gives Americans the right
to fish the waters around the United States and its rivers. In article 4 the United States agreed to pay all bona
fide debts. If you will read my other papers on money you will understand that the financiers were working with
the king. Why else would he protect their interest with this Treaty?

| wonder if you have seen the main and obvious point. This Treaty was signed in 1783; the war was over in
1781. If the United States defeated England, how is the king granting rights to America, when we were now his
equal in status? We supposedly defeated him in the Revolutionary War! So why would these supposed patriot
Americans sign such a Treaty, when they knew that this would void any sovereignty gained by the Declaration
of Independence and the Revolutionary War? If we had won the Revolutionary War, the king granting us our
land would not be necessary; it would have been ours by his loss of the Revolutionary War. To not dictate the
terms of a peace treaty in a position of strength after winning a war; means the war was never won. Think of
other wars we have won, such as when we defeated Japan. Did MacArthur allow Japan to dictate to him the
terms for surrender? No way! All these men did is gain status and privilege granted by the king and insure the
subjection of future unaware generations. Worst of all, they sold out those that gave their lives and property for
the chance to be free.

When Cornwallis surrendered to Washington he surrendered the battle, not the war. Read the Article of
Capitulation signed by Cornwallis at Yorktown (footnote 3)

Jonathan Williams recorded in his book, Legions of Satan, 1781, that Cornwallis revealed to Washington
during his surrender that ""a holy war will now begin on America, and when it is ended America will be
supposedly the citadel of freedom, but her millions will unknowingly be loyal subjects to the
Crown."....""in less than two hundred years the whole nation will be working for divine world
government. That government that they believe to be divine will be the British Empire.""

All the Treaty did was remove the United States as a liability and obligation of the king. He no longer had to
ship material and money to support his subjects and colonies. At the same time he retained financial subjection
through debt owed after the Treaty, which is still being created today; millions of dollars a day. And his heirs
and successors are still reaping the benefit of the king’s original venture. If you will read the following quote
from Title 26, you will see just one situation where the king is still collecting a tax from those that receive a
benefit from him, on property which is purchased with the money the king supplies, at almost the same
percentage:

-CITE-
26 USC Sec. 1491
HEAD-

Sec. 1491. Imposition of tax

-STATUTE-




There is hereby imposed on the transfer of property by a citizen or resident of the United States, or by a
domestic corporation or partnership, or by an estate or trust which is not a foreign estate or trust, to a foreign
corporation as paid-in surplus or as a contribution to capital, or to a foreign estate or trust, or to a foreign
partnership, an excise tax equal to 35 percent of the excess of -

(1) the fair market value of the property so transferred, over

(2) the sum of -

(A) the adjusted basis (for determining gain) of such property in the hands of the transferor, plus

(B) the amount of the gain recognized to the transferor at the time of the transfer.

-SOURCE-

(Aug. 16, 1954, ch. 736, 68A Stat. 365; Oct. 4, 1976, Pub. L. 94-455, title X, Sec. 1015(a), 90 Stat. 1617; Nov.
6, 1978, Pub. L. 95-600, title V11, Sec. 701(u) (14) (A), 92 Stat. 2919.)

-MISC1-

AMENDMENTS

1978 - Pub. L. 95-600 substituted 'estate or trust' for 'trust’ wherever appearing.

1976 - Pub. L. 94-455 substituted in provisions preceding par.

(1) 'property’ for 'stocks and securities' and '35 percent' for '27 1/2 percent’ and in par.
(1) 'fair market value' for 'value' and 'property’ for 'stocks and securities' and in par.
(2) designated existing provisions as subpar. (A) and added subpar. (B).
EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1978 AMENDMENT

Section 701(u) (14) (C) of Pub. L. 95-600 provided that: "The amendments made by this paragraph (amending
this section and section 1492 of this title) shall apply to transfers after October 2, 1975."

EFFECTIVE DATE OF 1976 AMENDMENT

Section 1015(d) of Pub. L. 94-455 provided that: "'The amendments made by this section (enacting section 1057
of this title, amending this section and section 1492 of this title, and renumbering former section 1057 as 1058
of this title) shall apply to transfers of property after October 2, 1975.'

A new war was declared when the Treaty was signed. The king wanted his land back and he knew he would be
able to regain his property for his heirs with the help of his world financiers. Here is a quote from the king
speaking to Parliament after the Revolutionary War had concluded.
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(Six weeks after) the capitulation of Yorktown, the king of Great Britain, in his speech to Parliament (Nov. 27,
1781), declared "That he should not answer the trust committed to the sovereign of a free people, if he
consented to sacrifice either to his own desire of peace, or to their temporary ease and relief, those essential
rights and permanent interests, upon the maintenance and preservation of which the future strength and security
of the country must forever depend.” The determined language of this speech, pointing to the continuance of the
American war, was echoed back by a majority of both Lords and Commons.

In a few days after (Dec. 12), it was moved in the House of Commons that a resolution should be adopted
declaring it to be their opinion "That all farther attempts to reduce the Americans to obedience by force would
be ineffectual, and injurious to the true interests of Great Britain." The rest of the debate can be found in
(footnote 4). What were the true interests of the king? The gold, silver and copper.

The new war was to be fought without Americans being aware that a war was even being waged,; it was to be
fought by subterfuge and key personnel being placed in key positions. The first two parts of "A Country
Defeated In Victory," go into detail about how this was done and exposes some of the main players.

Every time you pay a tax you are transferring your labor to the king, and his heirs and successors are still
receiving interest from the original American Charters.

The following is the definition of tribute (tax).

"A contribution which is raised by a prince or sovereign from his subjects to sustain the expenses of the state. A
sum of money paid by an inferior sovereign or state to a superior potentate, to secure the friendship or
protection of the latter.” Blacks Law Dictionary forth ed. p. 1677

As further evidence, not that any is needed, a percentage of taxes that are paid are to enrich the king/queen of
England. For those that study Title 26 you will recognize IMF, which means Individual Master File, all tax
payers have one. To read one you have to be able to break their codes using file 6209, which is about 467 pages.
On your IMF you will find a blocking series, which tells you what type of tax you are paying. You will
probably find a 300-399 blocking series, which 6209 says is reserved. You then look up the BMF 300-399,
which is the Business Master File in 6209. You would have seen prior to 1991, this was U.S.-U.K. Tax Claims,
non-refile DLN. Meaning everyone is considered a business and involved in commerce and you are being
held liable for a tax via a treaty between the U.S. and the U.K., payable to the U.K. The form that is supposed to
be used for this is form 8288, FIRPTA - Foreign Investment Real Property Tax Account, you won't find many
people using this form, just the 1040 form. The 8288 form can be found in the Law Enforcement Manual of the
IRS, chapter 3. If you will check the OMB's paper - Office of Management and Budget, in the Department of
Treasury, List of Active Information Collections, Approved Under Paperwork Reduction Act, you will find this
form under OMB number 1545-0902, which says U.S. withholding tax-return for dispositions by foreign
persons of U.S. real property interests-statement of withholding on dispositions, by foreign persons, of U.S.
Form #8288 #8288a. These codes have since been changed to read as follows; IMF 300-309, Barred Assement,
CP 55 generated valid for MFT-30, which is the code for 1040 form. IMF 310-399 reserved, the BMF 300-309
reads the same as IMF 300-309. BMF 390-399 reads U.S. /U.K. Tax Treaty Claims. The long and short of it is
nothing changed, the government just made it plainer, the 1040 is the payment of a foreign tax to the king/queen
of England. We have been in financial servitude since the Treaty of 1783.

Another Treaty between England and the United States was Jay's Treaty of 1794 (footnote 5). If you will
remember from the Paris Treaty of 1783, John Jay Esqgr. was one of the negotiators of the Treaty. In 1794 he
negotiated another Treaty with Britain. There was great controversy among the American people about this
Treaty.




In Article 2 you will see the king is still on land that was supposed to be ceded to the United States at the Paris
Treaty. This is 13 years after America supposedly won the Revolutionary War. | guess someone forgot to tell
the king of England. In Article 6, the king is still dictating terms to the United States concerning the collection
of debt and damages, the British government and World Bankers claimed we owe. In Article 12 we find the
king dictating terms again, this time concerning where and with whom the United States could trade. In Article
18 the United States agrees to a wide variety of material that would be subject to confiscation if Britain found
said material going to its enemy’s ports. Who won the Revolutionary War?

That's right, we were conned by some of our early fore fathers into believing that we are free and
sovereign people, when in fact we had the same status as before the Revolutionary War. | say had, because
our status is far worse now than then. I'll explain.

Early on in our history the king was satisfied with the interest made by the Bank of the United States. But when
the Bank Charter was canceled in 1811 it was time to gain control of the government, in order to shape
government policy and public policy. Have you never asked yourself why the British, after burning the White
House and all our early records during the War of 1812, left and did not take over the government? The reason
they did, was to remove the greatest barrier to their plans for this country. That barrier was the newly adopted
13th Amendment to the United States Constitution. The purpose for this Amendment was to stop anyone from
serving in the government who was receiving a Title of nobility or honor. It was and is obvious that these
government employees would be loyal to the granter of the Title of nobility or honor.

The War of 1812 served several purposes. It delayed the passage of the 13th Amendment by Virginia, allowed
the British to destroy the evidence of the first 12 states ratification of this Amendment, and it increased the
national debt, which would coerce the Congress to reestablish the Bank Charter in 1816 after the Treaty of
Ghent was ratified by the Senate in 1815.

Forgotten Amendment

The Atrticles of Confederation, Article V1 states: "nor shall the united States in Congress assembled, or any of
them, grant any Title of nobility."”

The Constitution for the united States, in Article, | Section 9, clause 8 states: "No Title of nobility shall be
granted by the united States; and no Person holding any Office or Profit or Trust under them, shall, without the
Consent of the Congress, accept of any present, Emolument, Office, or Title, of any kind whatever, from any
King, Prince, or foreign State."”

Also, Section 10, clause 1 states, "No State shall enter into any Treaty, Alliance, or Confederation; grant Letters
of Marque or Reprisal; coin Money; emit Bills of Credit; make any Thing but Gold and silver Coin a Tender in
Payment of Debts; pass any Bill of Attainder, ex post facto of Law impairing the Obligation of Contracts, or
grant any Title of nobility.”

There was however, no measurable penalty for violation of the above Sections; Congress saw this as a great
threat to the freedom of Americans, and our Republican form of government. In January 1810 Senator Reed
proposed the Thirteenth Amendment, and on April 26, 1810 was passed by the Senate 26 to 1 (1st-2nd session,
p. 670) and by the House 87 to 3 on May 1, 1810 (2nd session, p. 2050) and submitted to the seventeen states
for ratification. The Amendment reads as follows:

"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
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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."

From An "American Dictionary of the English Language, 1st Edition,” Noah Webster, (1828) defines nobility
as: "3. The qualities which constitute distinction of rank in civil society, according to the customs or laws of the
country; that eminence or dignity which a man derives from birth or title conferred, and which places him in an
order above common men."; and, "4. The persons collectively who enjoy rank above commoners; the peerage."
The fore-mentioned Sections in the Constitution for the united States, and the above proposed Thirteenth
Amendment sought to prohibit the above definition, which would give any advantage or privilege to some
citizens an unequal opportunity to achieve or exercise political power. Thirteen of the seventeen states listed
below understood the importance of this Amendment.

Date admitted Date voted for Date voted against to the Union the Amendment the Amendment

1788 Maryland Dec. 25, 1810

1792 Kentucky Jan. 31, 1811

1803 Ohio Jan. 31, 1811

1787 Delaware Feb. 2, 1811

1787 Pennsylvania Feb. 6, 1811

1787 New Jersey Feb. 13, 1811

1791 Vermont Oct. 24, 1811

1796 Tennessee Nov. 21, 1811

1788 Georgia Dec. 13, 1811

1789 North Carolina Dec. 23, 1811
1788 Massachusetts Feb. 27, 1812
1788 New Hampshire Dec. 10, 1812
1788 Virginia March 12, 1819

1788 New York March 12, 1811

1788 Connecticut May 1813

1788 South Carolina December 7, 1813

1790 Rhode Island September 15, 1814




On March 10, 1819, the Virginia legislature passed Act No. 280
(Virginia Archives of Richmond, "misc."” file, p. 299 for micro- film):

"Be it enacted by the General Assembly, that there shall be published an edition of the laws of this
Commonwealth in which shall be contained the following matters, that is to say: the Constitution of the united
States and the amendments thereto..."

The official day of ratification was March 12, 1819; this was the date of re-publication of the Virginia Civil
Code. Virginia ordered 4,000 copies, almost triple their usual order. Word of Virginia's 1819 ratification spread
throughout the states and both Rhode Island and Kentucky published the new Amendment in 1822. Ohio
published the new Amendment in 1824. Maine ordered 10,000 copies of the Constitution with the new
Amendment to be printed for use in the public schools, and again in 1831 for their Census Edition. Indiana
published the new Amendment in the Indiana Revised Laws, of 1831 on P. 20. The Northwest Territories
published the new Amendment in 1833; Ohio published the new Amendment again in 1831 and in 1833.
Connecticut, one of the states that voted against the new Amendment published the new Amendment in 1835.
Wisconsin Territory published the new Amendment in 1839; lowa Territory published the new Amendment in
1843; Ohio published the new Amendment again, in 1848; Kansas published the new Amendment in 1855; and
Nebraska Territory published the new Amendment six years in a row from 1855 to 1860. Colorado Territory
published the new Amendment in 1865 and again 1867, in the 1867 printing, the present Thirteenth Amendment
(slavery Amendment) was listed as the Fourteenth Amendment. The repeated reprinting of the Amended united
States Constitution is conclusive evidence of its passage.

Also, as evidence of the new Thirteenth Amendments impending passage; on December 2, 1817 John Quincy
Adams, then Secretary of State, wrote to Buck (an attorney) regarding the position Buck had been assigned. The
letter reads:

"...if it should be the opinion of this Government that the acceptance on your part of the Commission under
which it was granted did not interfere with your citizenship. It is the opinion of the Executive that under the
13th amendment to the constitution by the acceptance of such an appointment from any foreign Government, a
citizen of the United States ceases to enjoy that character, and becomes incapable of holding any office of trust
or profit under the United States or either of them... J.Q.A.

By virtue of these titles and honors, and special privileges, lawyers have assumed political and economic
advantages over the majority of citizens. A majority may vote, but only a minority (lawyers) may run for
political office.

After the War of 1812 was concluded the Treaty of Ghent was signed and ratified (footnote 6). In Article 4 of
the Treaty, the United States gained what was already given in the Treaty of Paris 1783, namely islands off the
U.S. Coast. Also, two men were to be given the power to decide the borders and disagreements, if they could
not, the power was to be given to an outside sovereign power and their decision was final and considered
conclusive. In Article 9 it is admitted there are citizens and subjects in America. As you have seen, the two
terms are interchangeable, synonymous. In Article 10 you will see where the idea for the overthrow of this
country came from and on what issue. The issue raised by England was slavery and it was nurtured by the king's
emissaries behind the scenes. This would finally lead to the Civil War, even though the Supreme Court had
declared the states and their citizens property rights could not be infringed on by the United States government
or Congress. This was further declared by the following Presidential quotes, where they declared to violate the
states’ rights would violate the U.S. Constitution. Also, history shows that slavery would not have existed much
longer in the Southern states, public sentiment was changing and slavery was quickly disappearing. The Civil
War was about destroying property rights and the U.S. Constitution which supported these rights. Read
the following quotes of Presidents just before the Civil War:
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"l believe that involuntary servitude, as it exists in different States of this Confederacy, is recognized by the
Constitution. I believe that it stands like any other admitted right, and that the States were it exists are entitled to
efficient remedies to enforce the constitutional provisions." Franklin Pierce Inaugural Address, March 4, 1853 -
Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 5.

"The whole Territorial question being thus settled upon the principle of popular sovereignty-a principle as
ancient as free government itself-everything of a practical nature has been decided. No other question remains
for adjustment, because all agree that under the Constitution slavery in the States is beyond the reach of any
human power except that of the respective States themselves wherein it exists." James Buchanan Inaugural
Address, March 4, 1857 - Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 5.

"I cordially congratulate you upon the final settlement by the Supreme Court of the United States of the
question of slavery in the Territories, which had presented an aspect so truly formidable at the commencement
of my Administration. The right has been established of every citizen to take his property of any kind, including
slaves, into the common Territories belonging equally to all the States of the Confederacy, and to have it
protected there under the Federal Constitution. Neither Congress nor a Territorial legislature nor any human
power has any authority to annul or impair this vested right. The supreme judicial tribunal of the country, which
is a coordinate branch of the Government, has sanctioned and affirmed these principles of constitutional law, so
manifestly just in themselves and so well calculated to promote peace and harmony among the States.” James
Buchanan, Third Annual Message, December 19, 1859 - Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 5.

So there is no misunderstanding | am not rearguing slavery. Slavery is morally wrong and contrary to God
Almighty's Law. In this divisive issue, the true attack was on our natural rights and on the Constitution. The
core of the attack was on our right to possess allodial property. Our God given right to own property in allodial
was taken away by conquest of the Civil War. If you are free this right cannot be taken away. The opposite of
free is slave or subject; we were allowed to believe we were free for about 70 years. Then the king said enough,
and had the slavery issue pushed to the front by the northern press, which so formed northern public opinion,
that they were willing to send their sons to die in the Civil War.

The southern States were not fighting so much for the slave issue, but for the right to own property, any
property. These property rights were granted by the King in the Treaty of 1783, knowing they would soon
be forfeited by the American people through ignorance. Do you think you own your house? If you were to
stop paying taxes, federal or state, you would soon find out that you were just being allowed to live and
pay rent for this house; the rent being the taxes to the king, who supplied the benefit of commerce. A free
man not under a monarch, democracy, dictatorship or socialist government, but is under a republican
form of government would not and could not have his property taken. Why! The king's tax would not
and could not be levied. If the Americans had been paying attention the first 70 years to the subterfuge
and corruption of the Constitution and government representatives, instead of chasing the money
supplied by the king, the Conguest of this country during the Civil War could have been avoided. George
Washington had vision during the Revolutionary War, concerning the Civil War. You need to read it. Footnote
7

Civil War and the Conquest that followed

The government and press propaganda that the War was to free the black people from slavery is ridiculous,
once you understand the Civil War Thirteenth and Fourteenth Amendments. The black people are just as much
slaves today as before the Civil War just as the white people are, finding us subjects of the king/queen of
England. The only thing that changed for black people is they changed masters and were granted a few rights,
which I might add can be taken away anytime the government chooses. Since the 1930's the black people have
been paid reparations to buy off their silence, in other words, keep the slaves on the plantation working. I do not
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say this to shock or come across as prejudiced, because I'm not. Here's what Russell Means said, for those that
don't remember who he is, he was the father in the movie called, "Last of the Mohicans". Russell Means said
“until the white man is free we will never be free", the “we” to which he refers, are the Indians. There has never
been a truer statement, however the problem is the white people are not aware of their enslavement.

At the risk of being redundant; to set the record straight, because Lord only knows what will be said about what
| just said regarding black people, I believe that if you are born in this country you are equal, period. Forget the
empty promises of civil rights, what about you unalienable natural rights under God Almighty. All Americans
are feudal tenants on the land, allowed to rent the property they live on as long as the king gets his cut. What
about self-determination, or being able to own allodial title to property, which means the king cannot take your
property for failure to pay a tax. Which means you did not own it to begin with. The king allows you to use the
material goods and land. Again this is financial servitude.

"The ultimate ownership of all property is in the state; individual so-called “ownership' is only by virtue of
government, i.e., law, amounting to a mere user; and use must be in accordance with law and subordinate to the
necessities of the State.” Senate Document No. 43, "Contracts payable in Gold" written in 1933,

The king controlled the government by the time the North won the Civil War, through the use of lawyers that
called the shots behind the scenes, just as they do now and well placed subjects in the United States
government. This would not have been possible if not for England destroying our documents in 1812 and the
covering up of state documents of the original 13th Amendment.

According to International law, what took place when the North conquered the South? First, you have to
understand the word "conquest” in international law. When you conquer a state you acquire the land; and those
that were subject to the conquered state, then become subject to its conquers. The laws of the conquered state
remain in force until the conquering state wishes to change all or part of them. At the time of conquest the laws
of the conquered state are subject to change or removal, which means the law no longer lies with the American
people through the Constitution, but lies with the new sovereign. The Constitution no longer carries any power
of its own, but drives its power from the new sovereign, the conqueror. The reason for this is the Constitution
derived its power from the people, when they were defeated, so was the Constitution.

The following is the definition of Conquest: "The acquisition of the sovereignty of a country by force of arms,
exercised by an independent power which reduces the vanquished to submission to its empire.” "The intention
of the congueror to retain the conquered territory is generally manifested by formal proclamation of annexation,
and when this is combined with a recognized ability to retain the conquered territory, the transfer of sovereignty
is complete. A treaty of peace based upon the principle of uti possidetis (g.v.) is formal recognition of
conquest.” "The effects of conquest are to confer upon the conquering state the public property of the conquered
state, and to invest the former with the rights and obligations of the latter; treaties entered into by the conquered
state with other states remain binding upon the annexing state, and the debts of the extinct state must be taken
over by it. Conquest likewise invests the conquering state with sovereignty over the subjects of the conquered
state. Among subjects of the conquered state are to be included persons domiciled in the conquered territory
who remain there after the annexation. The people of the conquered state change their allegiance but not their
relations to one another.” Leitensdorfer v. Webb, 20 How. (U.S.) 176, 15 L. Ed. 891. "After the transfer of
political jurisdiction to the conqueror the municipal laws of the territory continue in force until abrogated by the
new sovereign.” American Ins. Co. v. Canter, 1 Pet. (U.S.) 511, 7 L. Ed. 242. Conquest, In international Law. -
Bouvier's Law Dictionary

What happened after the Civil War? Did not U.S. troops force the southern states to accept the
Fourteenth Amendment? The laws of America, the Constitution were changed by the congquering
government. Why? The main part | want you to see, as | said at the beginning of this paper, is who controls the
money and commerce. The Fourteenth Amendment says the government debt cannot be questioned. Why?
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Because now the king wants all the gold, silver, copper, and the land; which can be easily taken by increasing
the government debt and making the American people sureties for the debt. This has all been done by sleight of
hand of the lawyers and bankers.

The conquering state is known as a Belligerent. Read the following quotes.

Belligerency, is International Law

"The status of de facto statehood attributed to a body of insurgents, by which their hostilities are legalized.
Before they can be recognized as belligerents they must have some sort of political organization and be carrying
on what is international law is regarded as legal war. There must be an armed struggle between two political
bodies, each of which exercises de facto authority over persons within a determined territory, and commands an
army which is prepared to observe the ordinary laws of war. It is not enough that the insurgents have an army;
they must have an organized civil authority directing the army." "The exact point at which revolt or insurrection
becomes belligerency is often extremely difficult to determine; and belligerents are not usually recognized by
nations unless they have some strong reason or necessity for doing so, either because the territory where the
belligerency is supposed to exist is contiguous to their own, or because the conflict is in some way affecting
their commerce or the rights of their citizens...One of the most serious results of recognizing belligerency is that
it frees the parent country from all responsibility for what takes place within the insurgent lined; Dana's
Wheaton, note 15, page 35." Bouvier's Law Dictionary

Belligerent - In International Law

"As adj. and noun. Engaged in lawful war; a state so engaged. In plural. A body of insurgents who by reason of
their temporary organized government are regarded as conducting lawful hostilities. Also, militia, corps of
volunteers, and others, who although not part of the regular army of the state, are regarded as lawful combatants
provided they observe the laws of war; 4 H. C. 1907, arts, 1, 2." Bouvier's Law Dictionary

According to the International law no law has been broken. Read the following about military occupation,
notice the third paragraph. After the Civil War, title to the “conquered” land had not been completed until
sometime after 1933. | will address this in a moment. In the last paragraph, it says the Commander-in-Chief
governs the conquered state. The proof that this is the case today is that the U.S. flies the United States flag with
a yellow fringe on three sides. According to the United States Code, Title 4, Sec. 1, the U.S. flag does not have
a fringe on it. The difference being one is a Constitutional flag, while the other, the fringed flag, is a military
flag. The military flag means you are in a military occupation and are governed by the Commander-in-Chief in
his executive capacity and not under any Constitutional authority. Read the following.

Military Occupation
"This at most gives the invader certain partial and limited rights of sovereignty. Until conquest, the sovereign
rights of the original owner remain intact. Conquest gives the conqueror full rights of sovereignty and,
retroactively, legalizes all acts done by him during military occupation. Its only essential is actual and exclusive
possession, which must be effective.” "A conqueror may exercise governmental authority, but only when in
actual possession of the enemy's country; and this will be exercised upon principles of international law;
MacLeod v. U.S., 229 U.S. 416, 33 Sup. Ct 955, 57 L. Ed. 1260." "The occupant administers the government
and may, strictly speaking, change the municipal law, but it is considered the duty of the occupant to make as
few changes in the ordinary administration of the laws as possible, though he may proclaim martial law if
necessary. He may occupy public land and buildings; he cannot alienate them so as to pass a good title, but a
subsequent conguest would probably complete the title..." "Private lands and houses are usually exempt. Private
movable property is exempt, though subject to contributions and requisitions. The former are payments of
money, to be levied only by the commander-in-chief...Military necessity may require the destruction of private
property, and hostile acts of communities or individuals may be punished in the same way. Property may be
liable to seizure as booty on the field of battle, or when a town refuses to capitulate and is carried by assault.
When military occupation ceases, the state of things which existed previously is restored under the fiction of
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postliminium (g.v.)" "Territory acquired by war must, necessarily, be governed, in the first instance, by military
power under the direction of the president, as commander-in-chief. Civil government can only be put in
operation by the action of the appropriate political department of the government, at such time and in such
degree as it may determine. It must take effect either by the action of the treaty- making power, or by that of
congress. So long as congress has not incorporated the territory into the United States, neither military
occupation nor cession by treaty makes it domestic territory, in the sense of the revenue laws. Congress may
establish a temporary government, which is not subject to all the restrictions of the constitution. Downes v.
Bidwell, 182 U.S. 244, 21 Sup Ct. 770, 45 L. Ed. 1088, per Gray, J., concurring in the opinion of the court.”
Bouvier's Law Dictionary

Paragraph 1-3 of the definition of Military Occupation describes what took place during and after the Civil War.
What took place during the Civil War and Post Civil War has been legal under international law. You should
notice in paragraph 3, that at the end of the Civil War, title to the land was not complete, but the subsequent
Conquest completed the title. When was the next Conquest? 1933, when the American people were alienated by
our being declared enemies of the Conquer and by their declaring war against all Americans. Read the
following quotes and also (footnote 8).

The following are excerpts from the Senate Report, 93rd Congress, November 19, 1973, Special Committee On
The Termination Of The National Emergency United States Senate.

Since March 9, 1933, the United States has been in a state of declared national emergency.... 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. A majority of the people of the United States have lived all of their
lives under emergency rule. For 40 years, freedoms and governmental procedures guaranteed by the
Constitution have, in varying degrees, been abridged by laws brought into force by states of national
emergency....from, at least, the Civil War in important ways shaped the present phenomenon of a permanent
state of national emergency.

In Title 12, in section 95b you'll find the following codification of the emergency war powers: The actions,
regulations, rules, licenses, orders and proclamations heretofore or hereafter taken, promulgated, made, or
issued by the President of the United States or the Secretary of the Treasury since March 4, 1933, pursuant to
the authority conferred by subsection (b) of section 5 of the Act of October 6, 1917, as amended (12 USCS,
95a), are hereby approved and confirmed. (March 9, 1933, c. 1, Title 1, 1, 48 Stat. 1)

It is clear that the Bankrupt, defacto government of the united States, which is operating under the War
Powers Act and Executive Orders; not the Constitution for the united States, has in effect issued under its
Admiralty Law, Letters of Marque (piracy) to its private agencies IRS, ATF, FBI and DEA, with further
enforcement by its officers in the Courts, local police and sheriffs, waged war against the American
People and has classed Americans as enemy aliens.

The following definition is from BOUVIER'S LAW DICTIONARY (P. 1934) of Letters of Marque says: "A
commission granted by the government to a private individual, to take the property of a foreign state, or of the
citizens or subjects of such state, as a reparation for an injury committed by such state, its citizens or subjects.
The prizes so captured are divided between the owners of the privateer, the captain, and the crew. A vessel to a
friendly port, but armed for its own defense in case of attack by an enemy, is also called a letter of marque.”

Words and Phrases, Dictionary
By the law of nations, an enemy is defined to be "one with whom a nations at open war." When the sovereign
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ruler of a state declares war against another sovereign, it is understood the whole nation declares war against
that other nation. All the subjects of one are enemies to all the subjects of the other, and during the existence of
the war they continue enemies, in whatever country they may happen to be, "and all persons residing within the
territory occupied by the belligerents, although they are in fact foreigners, are liable to be treated as enemies.”
Grinnan v. Edwards, 21 W.Va. 347, 357, quoting Vatt. Law.Nat.bk. 3, c. 69-71

So we find ourselves enemies in our own country and subjects of a king that has conquered our land, with heavy
taxation and no possibility of fair representation.

The government has, through the laws of forfeiture, taken prize and booty for the king; under the Admiralty
Law and Executive powers as declared by the Law of the Flag. None of which could have been done with the
built in protection contained in the true Thirteenth Amendment, which has been kept from the American People.
The fraudulent Amendments and legislation that followed the Civil War, bankrupted the American People and
put the privateers (banksters) in power, and enforced by the promise of prize and booty to their partners in crime
(government).

The following is the definition of a tyrant.

Webster's New Universal Unabridged Dictionary defines tyrant as follows: "1. an absolute ruler; one who
seized sovereignty illegally; a usurper. 2. a cruel oppressive ruler; a despot. 3. one who exercises his authority in
an oppressive manner, a cruel master."

"When | see that the right and means of absolute command are conferred on a people or upon a king, upon an
aristocracy or a democracy, a monarchy or republic, | recognize the germ of tyranny, and | journey onwards to a
land of more helpful institutions.” Alexis de Tocqueville, 1 DEMOCRACY IN AMERICA, at 250 [Arlington
House (1965)].

So we pick up with paragraph 4, which describes the taxation under Military Occupation and that you are under
Executive control and are bound under admiralty law by the contracts we enter, including silent contracts and
by Military Occupation.

Notice the last sentence in paragraph 5, Congress may establish a temporary government, which is not subject
to all the restrictions of the Constitution. See also Harvard Law Review - the Insular Cases. This means you do
not have a Constitutional government; you have a military dictatorship, controlled by the President as
Commander-in-Chief. What is another way you can check out what | am telling you? Read the following
quotes.

"...[T]he United States may acquire territory by conquest or by treaty, and may govern it through the exercise of
the power of Congress conferred by Section 3 of Article IV of the Constitution... In exercising this power,
Congress is not subject to the same constitutional limitations, as when it is legislating for the United States.
...And in general the guaranties of the Constitution, save as they are limitations upon the exercise of executive
and legislative power when exerted for or over our insular possessions, extend to them only as Congress, in the
exercise of its legislative power over territory belonging to the United States, has made those guarantees
applicable.” [Hooven & Allison & Co. vs Evatt, 324 U.S. 652 (1945)

"The idea prevails with some indeed, it found expression in arguments at the bar that we have in this country

substantially or practically 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 exercise. | take leave to say that if the
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principles thus announced should ever receive the sanction of a majority of this court, a radical and mischievous
change in our system of government will be the 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 of 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.” [Downes vs Bidwell, 182 U.S. 244
(1901)]

A Military Flag

And to further confirm and understand the significance of what I have told you, you need to understand the
fringe on the United States flag. Read the following.

First the appearance of our flag is defined in Title 4 sec. 1. U.S.C. "The flag of the United States shall be
thirteen horizontal stripes, alternate red and white; and the union of the flag shall be forty-eight stars, white in a
blue field." (When new states are admitted, new stars are added.)

A foot note was added on page 1113 of the same section which says: "Placing of fringe on the national flag, the
dimensions of the flag, and arrangement of the stars are matters of detail not controlled by statute, but within the
discretion of the President as commander-in-chief of the Army and Navy." 1925, 34 Op.Atty.Gen. 483.

The president, as military commander, can add a yellow fringe to our flag. When would this be done? During
time of war. Why? A flag with a fringe is an ensign, a military flag. Read the following.

"Pursuant to U.S.C. Chapter 1, 2, and 3; Executive Order No. 10834, August 21, 1959, 24 F.R. 6865, a
military flag is a flag that resembles the reqular flag of the United States, 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."

From the National Encyclopedia, Volume 4:

"Flag, an emblem of a nation; usually made of cloth and flown from a staff. From a military standpoint flags are
of two general classes, those flown from stationary masts over army posts, and those carried by troops in
formation. The former are referred to by the general name flags. The latter are called colors when carried by
dismounted troops. Colors and Standards are more nearly square than flags and are made of silk with a knotted
Fringe of Yellow on three sides...use of the flag. The most general and appropriate use of the flag is as a symbol
of authority and power."

"...The agency of the master is devolved upon him by the law of the flag. The same law that confers his
authority ascertains its limits, and the flag at the mast-head is notice to all the world of the extent of such power
to bind the owners or freighters by his act. The foreigner who deals with this agent has notice of that law, and, if
he be bound by it, there is not injustice. His notice is the national flag which is hoisted on every sea and under
which the master sails into every port, and every circumstance that connects him with the vessel isolates that
vessel in the eyes of the world, and demonstrates his relation to the owners and freighters as their agent for a
specific purpose and with power well defined under the national maritime law.” Bouvier's Law Dictionary,
1914,

Don't be thrown by the fact they are talking about the sea, and that it doesn't apply to land. Admiralty law came
on land in 1845 with the Act of 1845 by Congress. Next a court case:
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"Pursuant to the "Law of the Flag", a military flag does result in jurisdictional implication when flown. The
Plaintiff cites the following: "Under what is called international law, the law of the flag, a ship-owner who
sends his vessel into a foreign port gives notice by his flag to all who enter into contracts with the shipmaster
that he intends the law of the flag to regulate those contracts with the shipmaster that he either submit to its
operation or not contract with him or his agent at all." Ruhstrat v. People, 57 N.E. 41, 45, 185 ILL. 133, 49 LRA
181, 76 AM.

| have had debates with folks that take great issue with what | have said, they dogmatically say the constitution
is the law and the government is outside the law. I wish they were right, but they fail to see or understand that
the American people have been conquered, unknowingly, but conquered all the same. That is why a judge will
tell you not to bring the Constitution into his court, or a law dictionary, because he is the law, not the
Constitution. You have only to read the previous Senates report on National Emergency, to understand the
Constitution and our Constitutional form of government no longer exists.

Social Security

| fail to understand how the American people could have been so “dumbed down” as to not see that the Social
Security system is fraudulent and that it is based on socialism, which is the redistribution of wealth and right out
of the communist manifesto. The Social Security system is fraud. It is insolvent and was never intended to be
anything but. Its true use is for a national identification number; a requirement to receive benefits from the
conquerors (king). The Social Security system is made to look and act like insurance and all insurance is
governed by admiralty law, which is the king’s way of binding those involved with commerce to him.

"The Social Security system may be accurately described as a form of Social Insurance, enacted pursuant to
Congress' power to "spend money in aid of the 'general welfare',"” Helvering vs. Davis [301 U.S., at 640]

"My judgment accordingly is that policies of insurance are within... the admiralty and maritime jurisdiction of
the United States." Federal Judge Story, in DELOVIO VS. BOIT, 7 Federal Cases, #3776, at page 444 (1815)

You need to know and understand what contribution means in F.lI C. A., Federal Insurance Contribution Act.
Read the following definition.

Contribution. Right of one who has discharged a common liability to recover of another also liable, the aliquot
portion which he ought to pay or bear. Under principle of "contribution,” a tort-feasor against whom a judgment
is rendered is entitled to recover proportional shares of judgment from other joint tort- feasor whose negligence
contributed to the injury and who were also liable to the plaintiff. (Cite omitted) The share of a loss payable by
an insure when contracts with two or more insurers cover the same loss. The insurer's share of a loss under a
coinsurance or similar provision. The sharing of a loss or payment is the act of any one or several of a number
of co-debtors, co-sureties, etc., reimbursing one of their number who has paid the whole debt or suffered the
whole liability, each to the extent of his proportionate share. (Blacks Law Dictionary 6th ed.)

Thereby making you obligated for the national debt. The Social Security system is one of the contractual nexus'
between you and the king. Because you are involved in the king’s commerce and have asked voluntarily for his
protection, you have accomplished the following. You have admitted that you are equally responsible for
having caused the national debt and that you are a wrong doer, as defined by the above legal definition. You
have admitted to being a Fourteenth Amendment citizen, who only has civil rights granted by the king. By
being a Fourteenth Amendment citizen, you have agreed that you do not have standing in court to question the
national debt. Keep in mind this is beyond the status of our country and people, which | covered earlier in this
paper. We are in this system of law because of the conquest of our country.
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Congress has transferred its Constitutional obligation of coining money to the federal reserve, the
representatives of the king, this began after the Civil War and the overturning of the U.S. Constitution, as a
result of CONQUEST. You have used this fiat money without objection, which is a commercial benefit,
supplied by the king’s bankers. Fiat money has no real value, other than the faith in it, and you CANNOT pay a
debt with fiat money, because it is a debt instrument. A Federal Reserve note is a promise to pay and is only
evidence of debt. The benefit you have received is you are allowed to discharge your debt, which means you
pass on financial servitude to someone else. That someone else is our children.

When you go to the grocery store and hand the clerk a fifty dollar Federal Reserve note you have stolen the
groceries and passed fifty dollars of debt to the seller. Americans try to acquire as much of this fiat money as
they can. If Americans were aware of this; it wouldn't matter to them, because they don't care if the merchandise
is stolen as long as it is legal. But what happens if the system fails? Those with the most fiat money or real
property, which was obtained with fiat money will be forfeited to the king, everything that was obtained with
this fiat money reverts back to the king temporary, 1 will explain in the conclusion of this paper. Because use of
his fiat money is a benefit, supplied by the king's bankers; it all transfers back to the king. The king's claim to
the increase in this country comes from the original Charter of 1606. But, it is all hidden, black is white and
white is black, wealth is actually debt and financial slavery.

For those that do not have a Social Security number or think they have rescinded it, you are no better off. As far
as the king is concerned you are subject to him also. Why? Well, just to list a couple of reasons other than
conquest. You use his money and as | said before, this is discharging debt, without prosecution. You use the
goods and services that were obtained by this fiat money, to enrich your life style and sustain yourself. You
drive or travel, which ever definition you want to use, on the king's highways and roads for pleasure and to earn
a living; meaning you are involved in the king's commerce. On top of these reasons which are based on received
benefits, this country HAS BEEN CONQUERED!

| know a lot of patriots won't like this. Your (our) argument has been that the government has and is operating
outside of the law (United States Constitution). Believe me I don't like sounding like the devil’s advocate, but as
far as international law goes; and the laws that govern War between countries, the king/queen of England rule
this country, first by financial servitude and then by actual Conquest and Military Occupation. The Civil War
was the beginning of the Conquest, as evidenced by the Fourteenth Amendment. This Amendment did several
things, as already mentioned. It created the only citizenship available to the conquered and declared that these
citizens had no standing in any court to challenge the monetary policies of the new government. Why? So the
king would always receive his gain from his Commercial venture. The Amendment also eliminated your use of
natural rights and gave the Conquered civil rights. The Conquered are governed by public policy, instead of
Republic of self-government under God Almighty. Your argument that this can't be, is frivolous and without
merit, the evidence is conclusive.

Nothing has changed since before the Revolutionary War.

All persons, whose activities in King's Commerce are such that they fall under this marine-like
environment, are into an invisible Admiralty Jurisdiction Contract. Admiralty Jurisdiction is the
KING'S COMMERCE of the High Seas, and if the King is a party to the sea-based Commerce (such as by
the King having financed your ship, or the ship is carrying the King's guns), then that Commerce is properly
governed by the special rules applicable to Admiralty Jurisdiction. But as for that slice of Commerce going on
out on the High Seas without the King as a party, that Commerce is called Maritime Jurisdiction, and so
Maritime is the private Commerce that transpires in a marine environment. At least, that distinction between
Admiralty and Maritime is the way things once were, but no more. George Mercier, Invisible Contracts, 1984.

What Lincoln and Jefferson said about the true American danger was very prophetic.
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"All the armies of Europe, Asia and Africa combined could not, by force, take a drink from the Ohio, or make a
track on the Blue Ridge in a trial of a thousand years. At what point then is the approach of danger to be
expected? | answer, if it ever reach, us it must spring up amongst us. It cannot come from abroad. If destruction
be our lot, we ourselves must be its author and finisher. Abraham Lincoln

"Our rulers will become corrupt, our people careless... the time for fixing every essential right on a legal basis is
[now] while our rulers are honest, and ourselves united. From the conclusion of this war we shall be going
downhill. It will not then be necessary to resort every moment to the people for support. They will be forgotten,
therefore, and their rights disregarded. They will forget themselves, but in the sole faculty of making money,
and will never think of uniting to effect a due respect for their rights. The shackles, therefore, which shall not be
knocked off at the conclusion of this war, will remain on us long, will be made heavier and heavier, till our
rights shall revive or expire in a convulsion. Thomas Jefferson

Below are the political platforms of the Democrats and the Republicans, as you can see there is no difference
between the two, plain socialism. They are both leading America to a World government, just as Cornwallis
said, and that government will be the British Empire or promoted by the British.

"We have built foundations for the security of those who are faced with the hazards of unemployment and old
age; for the orphaned, the crippled, and the blind. On the foundation of the Social Security Act we are
determined to erect a structure of economic security for all our people, making sure that this benefit shall keep
step with the ever increasing capacity of America to provide a high standard of living for all its citizens."
DEMOCRATIC PARTY PLATFORM OF 1936, at page 360, infra.

"Real security will be possible only when our productive capacity is sufficient to furnish a decent standard of
living for all American families and to provide a surplus for future needs and contingencies. For the attainment
of that ultimate objective, we look to the energy, self-reliance and character of our people, and to our system of

free enterprise. "Society has an obligation to promote the security of the people, by affording some measure of
protection against involuntary unemployment and dependency in old age. The NEW DEAL policies, while
purporting to provide social security, have, in fact, endangered it. "We propose a system of old age security,
based upon the following principles:

1. We approve a PAY AS YOU GO policy, which requires of each generation the support of the aged and the
determination of what is just and adequate.

2. Every American citizen over 65 should receive a supplemental payment necessary to provide a minimum
income sufficient to protect him or her from want.

3. Each state and territory, upon complying with simple and general minimum standards, should receive from
the Federal Government a graduated contribution in proportion to its own, up to a fixed maximum.

4. To make this program consistent with sound fiscal policy the Federal revenues for this purpose must be
provided from the proceeds of a direct tax widely distributed. All will be benefitted and all should contribute.
"We propose to encourage adoption by the states and territories of honest and practical measures for meeting
the problems of employment insurance.” The unemployment insurance and old age annuity of the present Social
Security Act are unworkable and deny benefits to about two-thirds of our adult population, including
professional men and women and all engaged in agriculture and domestic service, and the self-employed, while
imposing heavy tax burdens upon all."

- REPUBLICAN PARTY PLATFORM OF 1936, at page 366.




Both PLATFORMS appear in NATIONAL PARTY PLATFORMS -- 1840 TO 1972;
Compiled by Ronald Miller [University of Illinois Press, Urbana, Illinois (1973)
CONCLUSION

Jesus gave us the most profound warning and advice of all time, Hosea 4:6 "My people are destroyed by a lack
of knowledge." This being our understanding and spiritual development in His Word. When applied to the
many facets of life, His Word exposes all of life's pit falls. Jesus Christ's Word covers all aspects of life.

The working class during the 1700’s was far more educated than now, but this was still not enough to protect
them from the secret subterfuge practiced by the lawyers and bankers. Only with understanding of Jesus Christ's
Word, can the evil application of man's law be exposed and understood for what it is. This is why Jesus Christ
also warned of the beguilement of the lawyers and the deceit and deception they practice.

Another reason, the working class have been unable to understand their enslavement, is because of the time
spent working for a living. At wages supplied by the upper class, sufficient to live and even prosper, but never
enough to attain upper class status. This is basic class warfare. This system is protected by the upper class
controlling public education, to limit and focus the working class's knowledge, to maintain class separation.

What does this have to do with this paper? Everything! This is the reason our upper class fore fathers submitted
to the king in the Treaty of 1783. After this Treaty and up to the Civil War, the working class was busy making
this the greatest Country in the history of the world. You see they believed they were free; a freeman will work
much harder than a man that is subject or a slave. As a whole, the working class was not paying attention to
what the government was doing, including its Treaties and laws. This allowed time for the banking procedures
and laws to be put in place over time, while the nation slept, so the nation could be conquered during the Civil
War. The only way to regain this county is with the re-education of the working class, so they can make
informed decisions and vote the mis-managers of our government out of office. We could then reverse the post
Civil War socialist laws and the one world government laws, which have been gradually put in place since the
Civil War. Until the defeat of America is recognized, victory will never be attainable. Only through reliance
by faith on Jesus Christ and the teaching of His Kingdom will we realize our freedom. As I said earlier, just as
this Country has been conguered, when Jesus Christ returns he conquers all nations and takes possession of His
Kingdom and rules them with a rod of iron (Rev. 11:15-18). His right of ownership is enforced by THE LAW,
God Almighty.

"...And to preserve their independence, we must not let our rulers load us with perpetual debt. We must make
our election between economy and liberty or profusion and servitude. If we run into such debts as that we must
be taxed in our meat and in our drink, in our necessaries and our comforts, in our labors and our amusements,
for our callings and our creeds, as the people of England are, our people, like them, must come to labor sixteen
hours in the twenty-four, and give the 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, as they now do, on oatmeal and
potatoes; have not time to think, no means of calling the mismanager's to account; but be glad to obtain
subsistence by hiring ourselves to rivet their chains on the necks of our fellow sufferers..."

(Thomas Jefferson) THE MAKING OF AMERICA, p. 395




The New World Order

War and Emergency Powers Acts & Executive Orders

"A majority of the people of the United States have lived all of their lives under emergency rule. For 40 years
[now 66 years], freedoms and governmental procedures guaranteed by the Constitution have, in varying
degrees, been abridged by laws brought into force by states of national emergency. The problem of how a
constitutional democracy reacts to great crises, however, far antedates the Great Depression. As a philosophical
Issue, its origins reach back to the Greek city-states and the Roman Republic. And, in the United States, actions
taken by the Government in times of great crises have - from, at least, the Civil War - in important ways, shaped
the present phenomenon of a permanent state of national emergency."

"Since March 9, 1933, the United States has been in a state of declared national emergency. In fact, there are
now in effect four presidentially proclaimed states of national emergency: In addition to the national emergency
declared by President Roosevelt in 1933, there are also the national emergency proclaimed by President Truman
on December 16, 1950, during the Korean conflict, and the states of national emergency declared by President
Nixon on March 23, 1970, and August 15, 1971.

These proclamations give force to 470 provisions of Federal law [hundreds more since 1973, particularly in
the Clinton administration since Jan 21, 1993]. 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 powers, taken together, confers enough authority to rule the
country without reference to normal Constitutional processes.

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."

When the Southern states walked out of Congress on March 27, 1861, the quorum to conduct business
under the Constitution was lost. The only votes that Congress could lawfully take, under Parliamentary Law,
were those to set the time to reconvene, take a vote to get a quorum, and vote to adjourn and set a date, time,
and place to reconvene at a later time, but instead, Congress abandoned the House and Senate without setting a
date to reconvene. Under the parliamentary law of Congress, when this happened, Congress became sine die
(pronounced see-na dee-a; literally "without day™) and thus when Congress adjourned sine die, it ceased to
exist as a lawful deliberative body, and the only lawful, constitutional power that could declare war was
no longer lawful, or in session.

The Southern states, by virtue of their secession from the Union, also ceased to exist sine die, and some
state legislatures in the Northern bloc also adjourned sine die, and thus, all the states which were parties
to creating the Constitution ceased to exist. President Lincoln executed the first executive order written by
any President on April 15, 1861, Executive Order 1, and the nation has been ruled by the President under
executive order ever since. When Congress eventually did reconvene, it was reconvened under the military
authority of the Commander-in-Chief and not by Rules of Order for Parliamentary bodies or by Constitutional
Law; placing the American people under martial rule ever since that national emergency declared by President
Lincoln. The Constitution for the United States of America temporarily ceased to be the law of the land, and the
President, Congress, and the Courts unlawfully presumed that they were free to remake the nation in their own
image, whereas, lawfully, no constitutional provisions were in place which afforded power to any of the actions
which were taken which presumed to place the nation under the new form of control.

89



http://www.historyplace.com/lincoln/proc-1.htm

President Lincoln knew that he had no authority to issue any executive order, and thus he commissioned
General Orders No. 100 (April 24, 1863) as a special field code to govern his actions under martial law and
which justified the seizure of power, which extended the laws of the District of Columbia, and which fictionally
implemented the provisions of Article I, Section 8, Clauses 17-18 of the Constitution beyond the boundaries of
Washington, D.C. and into the several states. General Orders No. 100, also called the Lieber Instructions and
the Lieber Code, extended The Laws of War and International Law onto American soil, and the United States
government became the presumed conqueror of the people and the land.

Martial rule was kept secret and has never ended, the nation has been ruled under Military Law by the
Commander of Chief of that military; the President, under his assumed executive powers and according to his
executive orders. Constitutional law under the original Constitution is enforced only as a matter of keeping the
public peace under the provisions of General Orders No. 100 under martial rule. Under Martial Law, title is a
mere fiction, since all property belongs to the military except for that property which the Commander-in-Chief
may, in his benevolence, exempt from taxation and seizure and upon which he allows the enemy to reside.

President Lincoln was assassinated before he could complete plans for reestablishing constitutional government
in the Southern States and end the martial rule by executive order, and the 14th Article in Amendment to the
Constitution created a new citizenship status for the new expanded jurisdiction. New laws for the District
of Columbia were established and passed by Congress in 1871, supplanting those established Feb. 27,
1801 and May 3, 1802. The District of Columbia was re-incorporated in 1872, and all states in the Union
were reformed as Franchisees of the Federal Corporation so that a new Union of the United States could be
created. The key to when the states became Federal Franchisees is related to the date when such states enacted
the Field Code in law. The Field Code was a codification of the common law that was adopted first by New
York and then by California in 1872, and shortly afterwards the Lieber Code was used to bring the United
States into the 1874 Brussels Conference and into the Hague Conventions of 1899 and 1907.

In 1917, the Trading with the Enemy Act (Public Law 65-91, 65th Congress, Session I, Chapters 105, 106,
October 6, 1917) was passed and which defined, regulated and punished trading with enemies, who were then
required by that act to be licensed by the government to do business. The National Banking System Act (Public
Law 73-1, 73rd Congress, Session I, Chapter 1, March 9, 1933), Executive Proclamation 2038 (March 6, 1933),
Executive Proclamation 2039 (March 9, 1933), and Executive Orders 6073, 6102, 6111 and 6260 prove that in
1933, the United States Government formed under the executive privilege of the original martial rule went
bankrupt, and a new state of national emergency was declared under which United States citizens were named
as the enemy to the government and the banking system as per the provisions of the Trading with the Enemy
Act. The legal system provided for in the Constitution was formally changed in 1938 through the Supreme
Court decision in the case of Erie Railroad Co. v. Tompkins, 304 US 64, 82 L.Ed. 1188.

On April 25, 1938, the Supreme Court overturned the standing precedents of the prior 150 years concerning
"COMMON LAW?" in the federal government.

THERE IS NO FEDERAL COMMON LAW, AND CONGRESS HAS NO POWER TO DECLARE
SUBSTANTIVE RULES OF COMMON LAW applicable IN A STATE, WHETHER they be LOCAL or
GENERAL in their nature, be they COMMERCIAL LAW or a part of LAW OF TORTS." (See: ERIE
RAILROAD CO. vs. THOMPKINS, 304 U.S. 64, 82 L. Ed. 1188)

The significance is that since the Erie Decision, no cases are allowed to be cited that are prior to 1938. There
can be no mixing of the old law with the new law. The Common Law is the fountain source of Substantive and
Remedial Rights, if not our very Liberties. In 1945 the United States gave up any remaining national
sovereignty when it signed the United Nations Treaty, making all American citizens subject to United
Nations jurisdiction. The "constitution™ of the United Nations may be compared to that of the old Soviet
Union.
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THE EXECUTIVE ORDER:

A Presidential Power not designated by the Constitution

Article 1, Section 1 of the United States Constitution is concise in its language, "All legislative powers herein
granted shall be vested in a Congress of the United States, which shall consist of a Senate and House of
Representatives." When the Constitution was proposed, those opposed to a strong central government, the anti-
Federalists, argued that there was no Bill of Rights to protect the people and that a centralized government
would become too powerful, usurping the rights of the individual States.

At the time of its formation, the Constitution was created in secrecy and in direct contradiction to the mandate
of the Congress, which was to amend the Articles of Confederation that were governing the infant nation since
the end of the American Revolution. Under the Articles of Confederation, the President of the United States
was known as the President of the United States in Congress Assembled. The one-year Presidency was very
limited in its scope, responsibility and authority. The Constitution, in contrast to the Articles of Confederation,
established a strong four-year Presidency, but still only providing extremely limited powers to the office.

The greatest fear the founders of this nation had was the establishment of a strong central government and a
strong political leader at the center of that government. They no longer wanted kings, potentates or czars; they
wanted a loose association of States in which the power emanated from the States and not from the central
government.

John Adams advocated that a good government consists of three balancing powers, the legislative, executive

and the judicial, that would produce an equilibrium of interests and thereby promote the happiness of the whole
community. It was Adams' theory that the only effectual method to secure the rights of the people and promote
their welfare was to create an opposition of interests between the members of two distinct bodies (legislative
and executive) in the exercise of the powers of government, and balanced by those of a third (judicial).

THE BILL OF RIGHTS

On June 8, 1789, James Madison proposed the Bills of Rights to the new Congress. Its eventual creation was
the outcropping of arguments made in the respective State legislatures debating ratification of the new
Constitution. Madison had previously been opposed to the establishment of the Bill of Rights, but the treatises
of Thomas Jefferson convinced him of the necessity of such Constitutional amendments. The concept was
simple, according to Madison, "That all power is originally vested in, and consequently derived from the
people. That government is instituted and ought to be exercised for the benefit of the people; which consists in
the enjoyment of life and liberty and the right of acquiring property, and generally of pursing and obtaining
happiness and safety. That the people have an indubitable, unalienable, and indefeasible right to reform or
change their government whenever it be found adverse or inadequate to the purpose of its institution."

He further advocated, "The civil rights of none shall be abridged on account of religious belief or worship... The
people shall not be deprived or abridged of their right to speak, to write, or to publish their sentiments; and the
freedom of the press, as one of the great bulwarks of liberty, shall be inviolable. The people shall not be
restrained from peaceably assembling and consulting for their common good; nor for applying to the legislature
by petitions or remonstrances for redress of their grievances... The right of the people to keep and bear arms
shall not be infringed.”




The framework of this nation is embodied in the Bill of Rights, unequaled in its time, and surpassed by none to
date. Madison also stated, "The rights of the people to be secured in their persons, their houses, their papers, and
their other property from all unreasonable searches and seizures shall not be violated by warrants issued without
probable cause, supported by oath or affirmation, or not particularly describing the places to be searched, or the
persons or things to be seized." He added, "In all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the right to a
speedy and public trial to be informed of the cause and nature of the accusation, to be confronted with his
accusers and the witnesses against him; to have a compulsory process for obtaining witnesses in his favor; and
to have the assistance of counsel for his defense.”

THE EXECUTIVE ORDER IN TIME OF WAR

Many of the fears of the founding fathers may now be coming to fruition. Today, the executive branch of the
government is immensely powerful, much more powerful than the founding fathers had envisioned or wanted.
Congressional legislative powers have been usurped. There is no greater example of that usurpation than in the
form of the Presidential Executive Order. The process totally by-passes Congressional legislative authority and
places in the hands of the President almost unilateral power. The Executive Order governs everything from the
Flag Code of the United States to the ability to single-handedly declare Martial Law. Presidents have used the
Executive Order in times of emergencies to override the Constitution of the United States and the Congress.

President Andrew Jackson used executive powers to force the law-abiding Cherokee Nation off their ancestral
lands. The Cherokee fought the illegal action in the U.S. Supreme Court and won. But Jackson, using the
power of the Presidency, continued to order the removal of the Cherokee Nation and defied the Court's ruling.
He stated, "Let the Court try to enforce their ruling.” The Cherokee lost their land and commenced a series of
journeys that would be called The Trail of Tears.

President Abraham Lincoln suspended many fundamental rights guaranteed in the Constitution and the Bill of
Rights with Executive Order #1 on April 15, 1861. He closed down newspapers opposed to his war-time
policies and imprisoned what many historians now call political prisoners. He suspended the right of trial and
the right to be confronted by accusers. Lincoln's justification for such drastic actions was said to be the
preservation of the Union above all things. After the war and Lincoln's death, Constitutional law was never
restored.

April 15, 1861

BY THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES
A PROCLAMATION.

Whereas the laws of the United States have been for some time past, and now are opposed, and the execution thereof
obstructed, in the States of South Carolina, Georgia, Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, Louisiana and Texas, by
combinations too powerful to be suppressed by the ordinary course of judicial proceedings, or by the powers vested in
the Marshals by law,

Now therefore, I, Abraham Lincoln, President of the United States, in virtue of the power in me vested by the
Constitution, and the laws, have thought fit to call forth, and hereby do call forth, the militia of the several States of the
Union, to the aggregate number of seventy-five thousand, in order to suppress said combinations, and to cause the laws
to be duly executed. The details, for this object, will be immediately communicated to the State authorities through the
War Department.

I appeal to all loyal citizens to favor. facilitate and aid this effort to maintain the honor, the integrity, and the existence
of our National Union, and the perpetuity of popular government; and to redress wrongs already long enough
endured.




I deem it proper to say that the first service assigned to the forces hereby called forth will probably be to re-possess the
forts, places, and property which have been seized from the Union; and in every event, the utmost care will be observed,
consistently with the objects aforesaid, to avoid any devastation, any destruction of, or interference with, property, or
any disturbance of peaceful citizens in any part of the country.

And I hereby command the persons composing the combinations aforesaid to disperse, and retire peaceably to their
respective abodes within twenty days from this date.

Deeming that the present condition of public affairs presents an extraordinary occasion, I do hereby, in virtue of the
power in me vested by the Constitution, convene both Houses of Congress. Senators and Representatives are therefore
summoned to assemble at their respective chambers, at 12 o'clock, noon, on Thursday, the fourth day of July, next, then
and there to consider and determine, such measures, as, in their wisdom, the public safety, and interest may seem to
demand.

In Witness Whereof I have hereunto set my hand, and caused the Seal of the United States to be affixed.

Done at the city of Washington this fifteenth day of April in the year of our Lord One thousand, Eight hundred and
Sixtyone, and of the Independence the United States the Eightyfifth.

ABRAHAM LINCOLN
By the President:

WILLIAM H. SEWARD, Secretary of State.

In 1917, President Woodrow Wilson could not persuade Congress to arm United States vessels plying hostile
German waters before the United States entered World War One. When Congress balked, Wilson invoked the
policy through a Presidential Executive Order.

President Franklin Delano Roosevelt issued Executive Order No. 9066 in December 1941. His order forced
100,000 Japanese residents in the United States to be rounded up and placed in concentration camps. The
property of the Japanese was confiscated. Both Lincoln's and Roosevelt's actions were taken during wartime,
when the very life of the United States was threatened. Wilson's action was taken on the eve of the United
States entering World War One. Whether history judges these actions as just, proper or legal, the decision must
be left to time. The dire life struggle associated with these actions provided plausible argumentation favoring
their implementation during a time when hysteria ruled an age.

THE NEW DANGERS

A Presidential Executive Order, whether Constitutional or not, becomes law simply by its publication in the
Federal Registry. Congress is by-passed. Here are just a few Executive Orders that would suspend the
Constitution and the Bill of Rights. These Executive Orders have been on record for nearly 30 years and could
be enacted by the stroke of a Presidential pen:

EXECUTIVE ORDER 10990 allows the government to take over all modes of transportation and
control of highways and seaports.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 10995 allows the government to seize and control the communication media.
EXECUTIVE ORDER 10997 allows the government to take over all electrical power, gas, petroleum,
fuels and minerals.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 10998 allows the government to take over all food resources and farms.
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EXECUTIVE ORDER 11000 allows the government to mobilize civilians into work brigades under
government supervision.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11001 allows the government to take over all health, education and welfare
functions.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11002 designates the Postmaster General to operate a national registration of
all persons.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11003 allows the government to take over all airports and aircraft, including
commercial aircraft.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11004 allows the Housing and Finance Authority to relocate communities,
build new housing with public funds, designate areas to be abandoned, and establish new locations for
populations.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11005 allows the government to take over railroads, inland waterways and
public storage facilities.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11051 specifies the responsibility of the Office of Emergency Planning and
gives authorization to put all Executive Orders into effect in times of increased international tensions
and economic or financial crisis.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11310 grants authority to the Department of Justice to enforce the plans set out
in Executive Orders, to institute industrial support, to establish judicial and legislative liaison, to control
all aliens, to operate penal and correctional institutions, and to advise and assist the President.

Without Congressional approval, the President now has the power to transfer whole populations to any part of
the country, the power to suspend the Press and to force a national registration of all persons. The President, in
essence, has dictatorial powers never provided to him under the Constitution. The President has the power to
suspend the Constitution and the Bill of Rights in a real or perceived emergency. Unlike Lincoln and
Roosevelt, these powers are not derived from a wartime need, but from any crisis, domestic or foreign, hostile
or economic. Roosevelt created extraordinary measures during the Great Depression, but any President faced
with a similar, or lesser, economic crisis now has extraordinary powers to assume dictatorial status.

Many of the Executive Orders cited here have been on the books for over a quarter of a century and have not
been applied. Therefore, what makes them more dangerous today than yesteryear? There has been a steady,
consistent series of new Executive Orders, originating from President Richard Nixon and added to by Presidents
Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter and George Bush that provide an ominous Orwellian portrait, the portrait of
George Orwell's 1984.

THE EROSION OF INDIVIDUAL RIGHTS

A series of Executive Orders, internal governmental departmental laws, not passed by Congress, the Anti-Drug
Abuse Act of 1988 and the Violent Crime Control Act of 1991, has whittled down Constitutional law
substantially. These new Executive Orders and Congressional Acts allow for the construction of concentration
camps, suspension of rights and the ability of the President to declare Martial Law in the event of a drug crisis.
Congress will have no power to prevent the Martial Law declaration and can only review the process six months
after Martial Law has been declared. The most critical Executive Order was issued on August 1, 1971. Nixon
signed both a proclamation and Executive Order 11615. Proclamation No. 4074 states, "I hereby declare a
national emergency", thus establishing an economic crisis. That national emergency order has not been
rescinded.

The crisis that changed the direction of governmental thinking was the anti-Vietnam protests. Fear that such
demonstrations might explode into civil unrest, Executive Orders began to be created to allow extreme
measures to be implemented to curtail the demonstrations. The recent Los Angeles riots after the Rodney King
jury verdict only reinforced the government's concern about potential civil unrest and the need to have an
effective mechanism to curtail such demonstrations.
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Here are the later Executive Orders:

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11049 assigns emergency preparedness function to federal departments and
agencies, consolidating 21 operative Executive Orders issued over a fifteen year period.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 11921 allows the Federal Emergency Preparedness Agency to develop plans to
establish control over the mechanisms of production and distribution, of energy sources, wages, salaries,
credit and the flow of money in U.S. financial institution in any undefined national emergency. It also
provides that when a state of emergency is declared by the President, Congress cannot review the action
for six months.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12148 created the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) that is to
interface with the Department of Defense for civil defense planning and funding. An "emergency czar"
was appointed. FEMA has only spent about 6 percent of its budget on national emergencies; the bulk of
their funding has been used for the construction of secret underground facilities to assure continuity of
government in case of a major emergency, foreign or domestic.

EXECUTIVE ORDER 12656 appointed the National Security Council as the principal body that
should consider emergency powers. This allows the government to increase domestic intelligence and
surveillance of U.S. citizens and would restrict the freedom of movement within the United States and
granted the government the right to isolate large groups of civilians. The National Guard could be
federalized to seal all borders and take control of U.S. air space and all ports of entry. Many of the
figures in the Iran-Contra scandal were part of this emergency contingent, including Marine Colonel
Oliver North.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency has broad powers in every aspect of the nation. General Frank
Salzedo, chief of FEMA's Civil Security Division stated in a 1983 conference that he saw FEMA's role as a
"new frontier in the protection of individual and governmental leaders from assassination, and of civil and
military installations from sabotage and/or attack, as well as prevention of dissident groups from gaining access
to U.S. opinion, or a global audience in times of crisis."

The Violent Crime Control Act of 1991 provides additional powers to the President of the United States,
allowing the suspension of the Constitution and Constitutional rights of Americans during a "drug crisis”. It
provides for the construction of detention camps, seizure of property, and military control of populated areas.
This, teamed with the Executive Orders of the President, enables Orwellian prophecies to rest on whoever
occupies the White House. The power provided by these "laws" allows suspension of the Constitution and the
rights guaranteed in the Bill of Rights during any civil disturbances, major demonstrations and strikes and
allows the military to implement government ordered movements of civilian populations at state and regional
levels, the arrest of certain unidentified segments of the population, and the imposition of Martial Law.

When the Constitution of the United States was framed it placed the exclusive legislative authority in the hands
of Congress and with the President. Article I, Section 1 of the United States Constitution is concise in its
language, "All legislative powers herein granted shall be vested in a Congress of the United States, which shall
consist of a Senate and House of Representatives.” That is no longer true. The Bill of Rights protected
Americans against loss of freedoms. That is no longer true. The Constitution provided for a balanced
separation of powers. That is no longer applicable.

Perhaps it can be summed up succinctly in the words of arch-conservative activist Howard J. Ruff. ''Since the
enactment of Executive Order 11490, the only thing standing between us and dictatorship is the good
character of the President, and the lack of a crisis severe enough that the public would stand still for it."

By Harry V. Martin with research assistance from David Caul

Copyright FreeAmerica and Harry V. Martin, 1995




No man is good enough to govern
another man without that other's
consent.

Abraham Lincoln
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The Lieber Code of 1863

CORRESPONDENCE, ORDERS, REPORTS, AND RETURNS OF THE UNION AUTHORITIES
FROM JANUARY 1 TO DECEMBER 31, 1863.--#7
O.R.--SERIES IlI--VOLUME |11 [S# 124]

GENERAL ORDERS No. 100.

WAR DEPT., ADJT. GENERAL'S OFFICE,
Washington, April 24, 1863.

The following "Instructions for the Government of Armies of the United States in the Field,"
prepared by Francis Lieber, LL.D., and revised by a board of officers, of which Maj. Gen. E. A.
Hitchcock is president, having been approved by the President of the United States, he
commands that they be published for the information of all concerned.

By order of the Secretary of War:
E. D. TOWNSEND,
Assistant Adjutant-General.

INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF ARMIES OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE
FIELD.

SECTION l.--Martial law--Military jurisdiction--Military necessity--Retaliation.
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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 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.

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.

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.

4. Martial law is simply military authority exercised in accordance with the laws and usages of war. Military
oppression is not martial law; it is the abuse of the power which that law confers. As martial law is executed by military
force, it is incumbent upon those who administer it to be strictly guided by the principles of justice, honor, and humanity--
virtues adorning a soldier even more than other men, for the very reason that he possesses the power of his arms against
the unarmed.

5. Martial law should be less stringent in places and countries fully occupied and fairly conquered. Much greater
severity may be exercised in places or regions where actual hostilities exist or are expected and must be prepared for. Its
most complete sway is allowed--even in the commander's own country--when face to face with the enemy, because of the

absolute necessities of the case, and of the paramount duty to defend the country against invasion.
To save the country is paramount to all other considerations.

6. All civil and penal law shall continue to take its usual course in the enemy's places and territories under martial
law, unless interrupted or stopped by order of the occupying military power; but all the functions of the hostile
government--legislative, executive, or administrative--whether of a general, provincial, or local character, cease
under martial law, or continue only with the sanction, or, if deemed necessary, the participation of the occupier or
invader.

7. Martial law extends to property, and to persons, whether they are subjects of the enemy or aliens to that
government.

8. Consuls, among American and European nations, are not diplomatic agents. Nevertheless, their offices and
persons will be subjected to martial law in cases of urgent necessity only; their property and business are not exempted.
Any delinquency they commit against the established military rule may be punished as in the case of any other inhabitant,
and such punishment furnishes no reasonable ground for international complaint.

9. The functions of ambassadors, ministers, or other diplomatic agents, accredited by neutral powers to the hostile
government, cease, so far as regards the displaced government; but the conquering or occupying power usually recognizes
them as temporarily accredited to itself.

10. Martial law affects chiefly the police and collection of public revenue and taxes, whether imposed by the
expelled government or by the invader, and refers mainly to the support and efficiency of the Army, its safety, and the
safety of its operations.




11. The law of war does not only disclaim all cruelty and bad faith concerning engagements concluded with the
enemy during the war, but also the breaking of stipulations solemnly contracted by the belligerents in time of peace, and
avowedly intended to remain in force in case of war between the contracting powers.

It disclaims all extortions and other transactions for individual gain; all acts of private revenge, or connivance at such
acts.

Offenses to the contrary shall be severely punished, and especially so if committed by officers.

12. Whenever feasible, martial law is carried out in cases of individual offenders by military courts; but sentences of
death shall be executed only with the approval of the chief executive, provided the urgency of the case does not require a
speedier execution, and then only with the approval of the chief commander.

13. Military jurisdiction is of two kinds: First, that which is conferred and defined by statute; second, that which is
derived from the common law of war. Military offenses under the statute law must be tried in the manner therein directed,;
but military offenses which do not come within the statute must be tried and punished under the common law of war. The
character of the courts which exercise these jurisdictions depends upon the local laws of each particular country.

In the armies of the United States the first is exercised by courts-martial; while cases which do not come within the
Rules and Articles of War, or the jurisdiction conferred by statute on courts-martial, are tried by military commissions.

14. Military necessity, as understood by modern civilized nations, consists in the necessity of those measures which
are indispensable for securing the ends of the war, and which are lawful according to the modern law and usages of war.

15. Military necessity admits of all direct destruction of life or limb of armed enemies, and of other persons whose
destruction is incidentally unavoidable in the armed contests of the war; it allows of the capturing of every armed enemy,
and every enemy of importance to the hostile government, or of peculiar danger to the captor; it allows of all destruction

of property, and obstruction of the ways and channels of traffic, travel, or communication, and of all withholding of
sustenance or means of life from the enemy; of the appropriation of whatever an enemy's country affords necessary for the
subsistence and safety of the Army, and of such deception as does not involve the breaking of good faith either positively
pledged, regarding agreements entered into during the war, or supposed by the modern law of war to exist. Men who take
up arms against one another in public war do not cease on this account to be moral beings, responsible to one another and
to God.

16. Military necessity does not admit of cruelty--that is, the infliction of suffering for the sake of suffering or for
revenge, nor of maiming or wounding except in fight, nor of torture to extort confessions. It does not admit of the use of
poison in any way, nor of the wanton devastation of a district. It admits of deception, but disclaims acts of perfidy; and, in
general, military necessity does not include any act of hostility which makes the return to peace unnecessarily difficult.

17. War is not carried on by arms alone. It is lawful to starve the hostile belligerent, armed or unarmed, so that it
leads to the speedier subjection of the enemy.

18. When a commander of a besieged place expels the non-combatants, in order to lessen the number of those who
consume his stock of provisions, it is lawful, though an extreme measure, to drive them back, so as to hasten on the
surrender.

19. Commanders, whenever admissible, inform the enemy of their intention to bombard a place, so that the non-
combatants, and especially the women and children, may be removed before the bombardment commences. But it is no
infraction of the common law of war to omit thus to inform the enemy. Surprise may be a necessity.




20. Public war is a state of armed hostility between sovereign nations or governments. It is a law and requisite of
civilized existence that men live in political, continuous societies, forming organized units, called states or nations, whose
constituents bear, enjoy, and suffer, advance and retrograde together, in peace and in war.

21. The citizen or native of a hostile country is thus an enemy, as one of the constituents of the hostile state or nation,
and as such is subjected to the hardships of the war.

22. Nevertheless, as civilization has advanced during the last centuries, so has likewise steadily advanced, especially
in war on land, the distinction between the private individual belonging to a hostile country and the hostile country itself,
with its men in arms. The principle has been more and more acknowledged that the unarmed citizen is to be spared in
person, property, and honor as much as the exigencies of war will admit.

23. Private citizens are no longer murdered, enslaved, or carried off to distant parts, and the inoffensive individual is
as little disturbed in his private relations as the commander of the hostile troops can afford to grant in the overruling
demands of a vigorous war.

24. The almost universal rule in remote times was, and continues to be with barbarous armies, that the private
individual of the hostile country is destined to suffer every privation of liberty and protection and every disruption of
family ties. Protection was, and still is with uncivilized people, the exception.

25. In modern regular wars of the Europeans and their descendants in other portions of the globe, protection of the
inoffensive citizen of the hostile country is the rule; privation and disturbance of private relations are the exceptions.

26. Commanding generals may cause the magistrates and civil officers of the hostile country to take the oath of
temporary allegiance or an oath of fidelity to their own victorious government or rulers, and they may expel everyone who
declines to do so. But whether they do so or not, the people and their civil officers owe strict obedience to them as long as
they hold sway over the district or country, at the peril of their lives.

27. The law of war can no more wholly dispense with retaliation than can the law of nations, of which it is a branch.
Yet civilized nations acknowledge retaliation as the sternest feature of war. A reckless enemy often leaves to his opponent
no other means of securing himself against the repetition of barbarous outrage.

28. Retaliation will therefore never be resorted to as a measure of mere revenge, but only as a means of protective
retribution, and moreover cautiously and unavoidably--that is to say, retaliation shall only be resorted to after careful
inquiry into the real occurrence and the character of the misdeeds that may demand retribution.

Unjust or inconsiderate retaliation removes the belligerents farther and farther from the mitigating rules of regular
war, and by rapid steps leads them nearer to the internecine wars of savages.

29. Modern times are distinguished from earlier ages by the existence at one and the same time of many nations and
great governments related to one another in close intercourse.

Peace is their normal condition; war is the exception. The ultimate object of all modern war is a renewed state of
peace.

The more vigorously wars are pursued the better it is for humanity. Sharp wars are brief.

30. Ever since the formation and coexistence of modern nations, and ever since wars have become great national
wars, war has come to be acknowledged not to be its own end, but the means to obtain great ends of state, or to consist in
defense against wrong; and no conventional restriction of the modes adopted to injure the enemy is any longer admitted:;
but the law of war imposes many limitations and restrictions on principles of justice, faith, and honor.

SECTION Il.--Public and private property of the enemy--Protection of persons, and especially of women; of religion, the
arts and sciences--Punishment of crimes against the inhabitants of hostile countries.
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31. A victorious army appropriates all public money, seizes all public movable property until further direction by its
government, and sequesters for its own benefit or of that of its government all the revenues of real property belonging to
the hostile government or nation. The title to such real property remains in abeyance during military occupation, and until
the conquest is made complete.

32. A victorious army, by the martial power inherent in the same, may suspend, change, or abolish, as far as the
martial power extends, the relations which arise from the services due, according to the existing laws of the invaded
country, from one citizen, subject, or native of the same to another.

The commander of the army must leave it to the ultimate treaty of peace to settle the permanency of this change.

33. Itis no longer considered lawful-- on the contrary, it is held to be a serious breach of the law of war--to force the
subjects of the enemy into the service of the victorious government, except the latter should proclaim, after a fair and
complete conquest of the hostile country or district, that it is resolved to keep the country, district, or place permanently as
its own and make it a portion of its own country.

34. As a general rule, the property belonging to churches, to hospitals, or other establishments of an exclusively
charitable character, to establishments of education, or foundations for the promotion of knowledge, whether public
schools, universities, academies of learning or observatories, museums of the fine arts, or of a scientific character-such
property is not to be considered public property in the sense of paragraph 31; but it may be taxed or used when the public
service may require it.

35. Classical works of art, libraries, scientific collections, or precious instruments, such as astronomical telescopes,
as well as hospitals, must be secured against all avoidable injury, even when they are contained in fortified places whilst
besieged or bombarded.

36. If such works of art, libraries, collections, or instruments belonging to a hostile nation or government, can be
removed without injury, the ruler of the conquering state or nation may order them to be seized and removed for the

benefit of the said nation. The ultimate ownership is to be settled by the ensuing treaty of peace.

In no case shall they be sold or given away, if captured by the armies of the United States, nor shall they ever be
privately appropriated, or wantonly destroyed or injured.

37. The United States acknowledge and protect, in hostile countries occupied by them, religion and morality; strictly
private property; the persons of the inhabitants, especially those of women; and the sacredness of domestic relations.
Offenses to the contrary shall be rigorously punished.

This rule does not interfere with the right of the victorious invader to tax the people or their property, to levy forced
loans, to billet soldiers, or to appropriate property, especially houses, lands, boats or ships, and the churches, for
temporary and military uses.

38. Private property, unless forfeited by crimes or by offenses of the owner, can be seized only by way of military
necessity, for the support or other benefit of the Army or of the United States.

If the owner has not fled, the commanding officer will cause receipts to be given, which may serve the spoliated
owner to obtain indemnity.

39. The salaries of civil officers of the hostile government who remain in the invaded territory, and continue the work
of their office, and can continue it according to the circumstances arising out of the war--such as judges, administrative or
political officers, officers of city or communal governments--are paid from the public revenue of the invaded territory
until the military government has reason wholly or partially to discontinue it. Salaries or incomes connected with purely
honorary titles are always stopped.




40. There exists no law or body of authoritative rules of action between hostile armies, except that branch of the law
of nature and nations which is called the law and usages of war on land.

41. All municipal law of the ground on which the armies stand, or of the countries to which they belong, is silent and
of no effect between armies in the field.

42. Slavery, complicating and confounding the ideas of property (that is, of a thing), and of personality (that is, of
humanity), exists according to municipal or local law only. The law of nature and nations has never acknowledged it. The
digest of the Roman law enacts the early dictum of the pagan jurist, that "'so far as the law of nature is concerned, all men
are equal.” Fugitives escaping from a country in which they were slaves, villains, or serfs, into another country, have, for
centuries past, been held free and acknowledged free by judicial decisions of European countries, even though the
municipal law of the country in which the slave had taken refuge acknowledged slavery within its own dominions.

43. Therefore, in a war between the United States and a belligerent which admits of slavery, if a person held in
bondage by that belligerent be captured by or come as a fugitive under the protection of the military forces of the United
States, such person is immediately entitled to the rights and privileges of a freeman. To return such person into slavery
would amount to enslaving a free person, and neither the United States nor any officer under their authority can enslave
any human being. Moreover, a person so made free by the law of war is under the shield of the law of nations, and the
former owner or State can have, by the law of postliminy, no belligerent lien or claim of service.

44. All wanton violence committed against persons in the invaded country, all destruction of property not
commanded by the authorized officer, all robbery, all pillage or sacking, even after taking a place by main force, all rape,
wounding, maiming, or killing of such inhabitants, are prohibited under the penalty of death, or such other severe
punishment as may seem adequate for the gravity of the offense.

A soldier, officer, or private, in the act of committing such violence, and disobeying a superior ordering him to
abstain from it, may be lawfully killed on the spot by such superior.

45. All captures and booty belong, according to the modern law of war, primarily to the government of the captor.
Prize money, whether on sea or land, can now only be claimed under local law.

46. Neither officers nor soldiers are allowed to make use of their position or power in the hostile country for private
gain, not even for commercial transactions otherwise legitimate. Offenses to the contrary committed by commissioned
officers will be punished with cashiering or such other punishment as the nature of the offense may require; if by soldiers,
they shall be punished according to the nature of the offense.

47. Crimes punishable by all penal codes, such as arson, murder, maiming, assaults, highway robbery, theft, burglary,
fraud, forgery, and rape, if committed by an American soldier in a hostile country against its inhabitants, are not only
punishable as at home, but in all cases in which death is not inflicted the severer punishment shall be preferred.

SECTION Il1.--Deserters--Prisoners of war--Hostages--Booty on the battle-field.

48. Deserters from the American Army, having entered the service of the enemy, suffer death if they fall again into
the hands of the United States, whether by capture or being delivered up to the American Army; and if a deserter from the
enemy, having taken service in the Army of the United States, is captured by the enemy, and punished by them with death
or otherwise, it is not a breach against the law and usages of war, requiring redress or retaliation.

49. A prisoner of war is a public enemy armed or attached to the hostile army for active aid, who has fallen into the
hands of the captor, either fighting or wounded, on the field or in the hospital, by individual surrender or by capitulation.

All soldiers, of whatever species of arms; all men who belong to the rising en masse of the hostile country; all those
who are attached to the Army for its efficiency and promote directly the object of the war, except such as are hereinafter
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provided for; all disabled men or officers on the field or elsewhere, if captured; all enemies who have thrown away their
arms and ask for quarter, are prisoners of war, and as such exposed to the inconveniences as well as entitled to the
privileges of a prisoner of war.

50. Moreover, citizens who accompany an army for whatever purpose, such as sutlers, editors, or reporters of
journals, or contractors, if captured, may be made prisoners of war and be detained as such.

The monarch and members of the hostile reigning family, male or female, the chief, and chief officers of the hostile
government, its diplomatic agents, and all persons who are of particular and singular use and benefit to the hostile army or
its government, are, if captured on belligerent ground, and if not provided with a safe-conduct granted by the captor's
government, prisoners of war.

51. If the people of that portion of an invaded country which is not yet occupied by the enemy, or of the whole
country, at the approach of a hostile army, rise, under a duly authorized levy, en masse to resist the invader, they are now
treated as public enemies, and, if captured, are prisoners of war.

52. No belligerent has the right to declare that he will treat every captured man in arms of a levy en masse as a
brigand or bandit.

If, however, the people of a country, or any portion of the same, already occupied by an army, rise against it, they are
violators of the laws of war and are not entitled to their protection.

53. The enemy's chaplains, officers of the medical staff, apothecaries, hospital nurses, and servants, if they fall into
the hands of the American Army, are not prisoners of war, unless the commander has reasons to retain them. In this latter
case, or if, at their own desire, they are allowed to remain with their captured companions, they are treated as prisoners of
war, and may be exchanged if the commander sees fit.

54. A hostage is a person accepted as a pledge for the fulfillment of an agreement concluded between belligerents
during the war, or in consequence of a war. Hostages are rare in the present age.

55. If a hostage is accepted, he is treated like a prisoner of war, according to rank and condition, as circumstances
may admit.

56. A prisoner of war is subject to no punishment for being a public enemy, nor is any revenge wreaked upon him by
the intentional infliction of any suffering, or disgrace, by cruel imprisonment, want of food, by mutilation, death, or any
other barbarity.

57. So soon as a man is armed by a sovereign government and takes the soldier's oath of fidelity he is a belligerent;
his killing, wounding, or other warlike acts are no individual crimes or offenses. No belligerent has a right to declare that
enemies of a certain class, color, or condition, when properly organized as soldiers, will not be treated by him as public
enemies.

58. The law of nations knows of no distinction of color, and if an enemy of the United States should enslave and sell
any captured persons of their Army, it would be a case for the severest retaliation, if not redressed upon complaint.

The United States cannot retaliate by enslavement; therefore death must be the retaliation for this crime against the
law of nations.

59. A prisoner of war remains answerable for his crimes committed against the captor's army or people, committed
before he was captured, and for which he has not been punished by his own authorities.

All prisoners of war are liable to the infliction of retaliatory measures.
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60. It is against the usage of modern war to resolve, in hatred and revenge, to give no quarter. No body of troops has
the right to declare that it will not give, and therefore will not expect, quarter; but a commander is permitted to direct his
troops to give no quarter, in great straits, when his own salvation makes it impossible to cumber himself with prisoners.

61. Troops that give no quarter have no right to kill enemies already disabled on the ground, or prisoners captured by
other troops.

62. All troops of the enemy known or discovered to give no quarter in general, or to any portion of the Army, receive
none.

63. Troops who fight in the uniform of their enemies, without any plain, striking, and uniform mark of distinction of
their own, can expect no quarter.

64. If American troops capture a train containing uniforms of the enemy, and the commander considers it advisable
to distribute them for use among his men, some striking mark or sign must be adopted to distinguish the American soldier
from the enemy.

65. The use of the enemy's national standard, flag, or other emblem of nationality, for the purpose of deceiving the
enemy in battle, is an act of perfidy by which they lose all claim to the protection of the laws of war.

66. Quarter having been given to an enemy by American troops, under a misapprehension of his true character, he
may, nevertheless, be ordered to suffer death if, within three days after the battle, it be discovered that he belongs to a
corps which gives no quarter.

67. The law of nations allows every sovereign government to make war upon another sovereign State, and, therefore,
admits of no rules or laws different from those of regular warfare, regarding the treatment of prisoners of war, although
they may belong to the army of a government which the captor may consider as a wanton and unjust assailant.

68. Modern wars are not internecine wars, in which the killing of the enemy is the object. The destruction of the
enemy in modern war, and, indeed, modern war itself, are means to obtain that object of the belligerent which lies beyond
the war. Unnecessary or revengeful destruction of life is not lawful.

69. Outposts, sentinels, or pickets are not to be fired upon, except to drive them in, or when a positive order, special
or general, has been issued to that effect.

70. The use of poison in any manner, be it to poison wells, or food, or arms, is wholly excluded from modern
warfare. He that uses it puts himself out of the pale of the law and usages of war.

71. Whoever intentionally inflicts additional wounds on an enemy already wholly disabled, or kills such an enemy,
or who orders or encourages soldiers to do so, shall suffer death, if duly convicted, whether he belongs to the Army of the
United States, or is an enemy captured after having committed his misdeed.

72. Money and other valuables on the person of a prisoner, such as watches or jewelry, as well as extra clothing, are
regarded by the American Army as the private property of the prisoner, and the appropriation of such valuables or money
is considered dishonorable, and is prohibited.

Nevertheless, if large sums are found upon the persons of prisoners, or in their possession, they shall be taken from
them, and the surplus, after providing for their own support, appropriated for the use of the Army, under the direction of
the commander, unless otherwise ordered by the Government. Nor can prisoners claim, as private property, large sums
found and captured in their train, although they have been placed in the private luggage of the prisoners.

73. All officers, when captured, must surrender their side-arms to the captor. They may be restored to the prisoner in
marked cases, by the commander, to signalize admiration of his distinguished bravery, or approbation of his humane
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treatment of prisoners before his capture. The captured officer to whom they may be restored cannot wear them during
captivity.

74. A prisoner of war, being a public enemy, is the prisoner of the Government and not of the captor. No ransom can
be paid by a prisoner of war to his individual captor, or to any officer in command. The Government alone releases
captives, according to rules prescribed by itself.

75. Prisoners of war are subject to confinement or imprisonment such as may be deemed necessary on account of
safety, but they are to be subjected to no other intentional suffering or indignity. The confinement and mode of treating a
prisoner may be varied during his captivity according to the demands of safety.

76. Prisoners of war shall be fed upon plain and wholesome food, whenever practicable, and treated with humanity.
They may be required to work for the benefit of the captor's government, according to their rank and condition.

77. A prisoner of war who escapes may be shot, or otherwise killed, in his flight; but neither death nor any other
punishment shall be inflicted upon him simply for his attempt to escape, which the law of war does not consider a crime.
Stricter means of security shall be used after an unsuccessful attempt at escape.

If, however, a conspiracy is discovered, the purpose of which is a united or general escape, the conspirators may be
rigorously punished, even with death; and capital punishment may also be inflicted upon prisoners of war discovered to
have plotted rebellion against the authorities of the captors, whether in union with fellow-prisoners or other persons.

78. If prisoners of war, having given no pledge nor made any promise on their honor, forcibly or otherwise escape,
and are captured again in battle, after having rejoined their own army, they shall not be punished for their escape, but shall
be treated as simple prisoners of war, although they will be subjected to stricter confinement.

79. Every captured wounded enemy shall be medically treated, according to the ability of the medical staff.

80. Honorable men, when captured, will abstain from giving to the enemy information concerning their own army,
and the modern law of war permits no longer the use of any violence against prisoners in order to extort the desired
information, or to punish them for having given false information.

SECTION IV.--Partisans--Armed enemies not belonging to the hostile army--Scouts--Armed prowlers-- War-rebels.

81. Partisans are soldiers armed and wearing the uniform of their army, but belonging to a corps which acts detached
from the main body for the purpose of making inroads into the territory occupied by the enemy. If captured they are
entitled to all the privileges of the prisoner of war.

82. Men, or squads of men, who commit hostilities, whether by fighting, or inroads for destruction or plunder, or by
raids of any kind, without commission, without being part and portion of the organized hostile army, and without sharing
continuously in the war, but who do so with intermitting returns to their homes and avocations, or with the occasional
assumption of the semblance of peaceful pursuits, divesting themselves of the character or appearance of soldiers--such
men, or squads of men, are not public enemies, and therefore, if captured, are not entitled to the privileges of prisoners of
war, but shall be treated summarily as highway robbers or pirates.

83. Scouts or single soldiers, if disguised in the dress of the country, or in the uniform of the army hostile to their
own, employed in obtaining information, if found within or lurking about the lines of the captor, are treated as spies, and
suffer death.

84. Armed prowlers, by whatever names they may be called, or persons of the enemy's territory, who steal within the
lines of the hostile army for the purpose of robbing, killing, or of destroying bridges, roads, or canals, or of robbing or
destroying the mail, or of cutting the telegraph wires, are not entitled to the privileges of the prisoner of war.
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85. War-rebels are persons within an occupied territory who rise in arms against the occupying or conguering army,
or against the authorities established by the same. If captured, they may suffer death, whether they rise singly, in small or
large bands, and whether called upon to do so by their own, but expelled, government or not. They are not prisoners of
war; nor are they if discovered and secured before their conspiracy has matured to an actual rising or to armed violence.

SECTION V.--Safe-conduct--Spies-- War-traitors-- Captured messengers-Abuse of the flag of truce.

86. All intercourse between the territories occupied by belligerent armies, whether by traffic, by letter, by travel, or in
any other way, ceases. This is the general rule, to be observed without special proclamation.

Exceptions to this rule, whether by safe-conduct or permission to trade on a small or large scale, or by exchanging
mails, or by travel from one territory into the other, can take place only according to agreement approved by the
Government or by the highest military authority. Contraventions of this rule are highly punishable.

87. Ambassadors, and all other diplomatic agents of neutral powers accredited to the enemy may receive safe-
conducts through the territories occupied by the belligerents, unless there are military reasons to the contrary, and unless
they may reach the place of their destination conveniently by another route. It implies no international affront if the safe-
conduct is declined. Such passes are usually given by the supreme authority of the state and not by subordinate officers.

88. A spy is a person who secretly, in disguise or under false pretense, seeks information with the intention of
communicating it to the enemy.

The spy is punishable with death by hanging by the neck, whether or not he succeeds in obtaining the information or
in conveying it to the enemy.

89. If a citizen of the United States obtains information in a legitimate manner and betrays it to the enemy, be he a
military or civil officer, or a private citizen, he shall suffer death.

90. A traitor under the law of war, or a war-traitor, is a person in a place or district under martial law who,
unauthorized by the military commander, gives information of any kind to the enemy, or holds intercourse with him.

91. The war-traitor is always severely punished. If his offense consists in betraying to the enemy anything concerning
the condition, safety, operations, or plans of the troops holding or occupying the place or district, his punishment is death.

92. If the citizen or subject of a country or place invaded or conquered gives information to his own government,
from which he is separated by the hostile army, or to the army of his government, he is a war-traitor, and death is the
penalty of his offense.

93. All armies in the field stand in need of guides, and impress them if they cannot obtain them otherwise.
94. No person having been forced by the enemy to serve as guide is punishable for having done so.

95. If a citizen of a hostile and invaded district voluntarily serves as a guide to the enemy, or offers to do so, he is
deemed a war-traitor and shall suffer death.

96. A citizen serving voluntarily as a guide against his own country commits treason, and will be dealt with
according to the law of his country.

97. Guides, when it is clearly proved that they have misled intentionally, may be put to death.

98. All unauthorized or secret communication with the enemy is considered treasonable by the law of war.




Foreign residents in an invaded or occupied territory or foreign visitors in the same can claim no immunity from this
law. They may communicate with foreign parts or with the inhabitants of the hostile country, so far as the military
authority permits, but no further. Instant expulsion from the occupied territory would be the very least punishment for the
infraction of this rule.

99. A messenger carrying written dispatches or verbal messages from one portion of the army or from a besieged
place to another portion of the same army or its government, if armed, and in the uniform of his army, and if captured
while doing so in the territory occupied by the enemy, is treated by the captor as a prisoner of war. If not in uniform nor a
soldier, the circumstances connected with his capture must determine the disposition that shall be made of him.

100. A messenger or agent who attempts to steal through the territory occupied by the enemy to further in any
manner the interests of the enemy, if captured, is not entitled to the privileges of the prisoner of war, and may be dealt
with according to the circumstances of the case.

101. While deception in war is admitted as a just and necessary means of hostility, and is consistent with honorable
warfare, the common law of war allows even capital punishment for clandestine or treacherous attempts to injure an
enemy, because they are so dangerous, and it is so difficult to guard against them.

102. The law of war, like the criminal law regarding other offenses, makes no difference on account of the difference
of sexes, concerning the spy, the war-traitor, or the war-rebel.

103. Spies, war-traitors, and war-rebels are not exchanged according to the common law of war. The exchange of
such persons would require a special cartel, authorized by the Government, or, at a great distance from it, by the chief
commander of the army in the field.

104. A successful spy or war-traitor, safely returned to his own army, and afterward captured as an enemy, is not
subject to punishment for his acts as a spy or war-traitor, but he may be held in closer custody as a person individually
dangerous.

SECTION VI.--Exchange of prisoners--Flags of truce--Flags of protection.

105. Exchanges of prisoners take place--number for number--rank for rank--wounded for wounded--with added
condition for added condition--such, for instance, as not to serve for a certain period.

106. In exchanging prisoners of war, such numbers of persons of inferior rank may be substituted as an equivalent for
one of superior rank as may be agreed upon by cartel, which requires the sanction of the Government, or of the
commander of the army in the field.

107. A prisoner of war is in honor bound truly to state to the captor his rank; and he is not to assume a lower rank
than belongs to him, in order to cause a more advantageous exchange, nor a higher rank, for the purpose of obtaining
better treatment.

Offenses to the contrary have been justly punished by the commanders of released prisoners, and may be good cause
for refusing to release such prisoners.

108. The surplus number of prisoners of war remaining after an exchange has taken place is sometimes released
either for the payment of a stipulated sum of money, or, in urgent cases, of provision, clothing, or other necessaries.

Such arrangement, however, requires the sanction of the highest authority.

109. The exchange of prisoners of war is an act of convenience to both belligerents. If no general cartel has been
concluded, it cannot be demanded by either of them. No belligerent is obliged to exchange prisoners of war.
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A cartel is voidable as soon as either party has violated it.

110. No exchange of prisoners shall be made except after complete capture, and after an accurate account of them,
and a list of the captured officers, has been taken.

111. The bearer of a flag of truce cannot insist upon being admitted. He must always be admitted with great caution.
Unnecessary frequency is carefully to be avoided.

112. If the bearer of a flag of truce offer himself during an engagement, he can be admitted as a very rare exception
only. It is no breach of good faith to retain such flag of truce, if admitted during the engagement. Firing is not required to
cease on the appearance of a flag of truce in battle.

113. If the bearer of a flag of truce, presenting himself during an engagement, is killed or wounded, it furnishes no
ground of complaint whatever.

114. If it be discovered, and fairly proved, that a flag of truce has been abused for surreptitiously obtaining military
knowledge, the bearer of the flag thus abusing his sacred character is deemed a spy.

So sacred is the character of a flag of truce, and so necessary is its sacredness, that while its abuse is an especially
heinous offense, great caution is requisite, on the other hand, in convicting the bearer of a flag of truce as a spy.

115. It is customary to designate by certain flags (usually yellow) the hospitals in places which are shelled, so that
the besieging enemy may avoid firing on them. The same has been done in battles when hospitals are situated within the
field of the engagement.

116. Honorable belligerents often request that the hospitals within the territory of the enemy may be designated, so
that they may be spared.

An honorable belligerent allows himself to be guided by flags or signals of protection as much as the contingencies
and the necessities of the fight will permit.

117. It is justly considered an act of bad faith, of infamy or fiendishness, to deceive the enemy by flags of protection.
Such act of bad faith may be good cause for refusing to respect such flags.

118. The besieging belligerent has sometimes requested the besieged to designate the buildings containing
collections of works of art, scientific museums, astronomical observatories, or precious libraries, so that their destruction
may be avoided as much as possible.

SECTION VII.--The parole.

119. Prisoners of war may be released from captivity by exchange, and, under certain circumstances, also by parole.

120. The term parole designates the pledge of individual good faith and honor to do, or to omit doing, certain acts
after he who gives his parole shall have been dismissed, wholly or partially, from the power of the captor.

121. The pledge of the parole is always an individual, but not a private act.

122. The parole applies chiefly to prisoners of war whom the captor allows to return to their country, or to live in
greater freedom within the captor's country or territory, on conditions stated in the parole.

123. Release of prisoners of war by exchange is the general rule; release by parole is the exception.
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124. Breaking the parole is punished with death when the person breaking the parole is captured again.
Accurate lists, therefore, of the paroled persons must be kept by the belligerents.

125. When paroles are given and received there must be an exchange of two written documents, in which the name
and rank of the paroled individuals are accurately and truthfully stated.

126. Commissioned officers only are allowed to give their parole, and they can give it only with the permission of
their superior, as long as a superior in rank is within reach.

127. No non-commissioned officer or private can give his parole except through an officer. Individual paroles not
given through an officer are not only void, but subject the individuals giving them to the punishment of death as deserters.
The only admissible exception is where individuals, properly separated from their commands, have suffered long
confinement without the possibility of being paroled through an officer.

128. No paroling on the battle-field; no paroling of entire bodies of troops after a battle; and no dismissal of large
numbers of prisoners, with a general declaration that they are paroled, is permitted, or of any value.

129. In capitulations for the surrender of strong places or fortified camps the commanding officer, in cases of urgent
necessity, may agree that the troops under his command shall not fight again during the war unless exchanged.

130. The usual pledge given in the parole is not to serve during the existing war unless exchanged.

This pledge refers only to the active service in the field against the paroling belligerent or his allies actively engaged
in the same war. These cases of breaking the parole are patent acts, and can be visited with the punishment of death; but
the pledge does not refer to internal service, such as recruiting or drilling the recruits, fortifying places not besieged,
guelling civil commotions, fighting against belligerents unconnected with the paroling belligerents, or to civil or
diplomatic service for which the paroled officer may be employed.

131. If the government does not approve of the parole, the paroled officer must return into captivity, and should the
enemy refuse to receive him he is free of his parole.

132. A belligerent government may declare, by a general order, whether it will allow paroling and on what conditions
it will allow it. Such order is communicated to the enemy.

133. No prisoner of war can be forced by the hostile government to parole himself, and no government is obliged to
parole prisoners of war or to parole all captured officers, if it paroles any. As the pledging of the parole is an individual
act, so is paroling, on the other hand, an act of choice on the part of the belligerent.

134. The commander of an occupying army may require of the civil officers of the enemy, and of its citizens, any
pledge he may consider necessary for the safety or security of his army, and upon their failure to give it he may arrest,
confine, or detain them.

SECTION VIII.--Armistice--Capitulation.

135. An armistice is the cessation of active hostilities for a period agreed between belligerents. It must be agreed
upon in writing and duly ratified by the highest authorities of the contending parties.

136. If an armistice be declared without conditions it extends no further than to require a total cessation of hostilities
along the front of both belligerents.

If conditions be agreed upon, they should be clearly expressed, and must be rigidly adhered to by both parties. If
either party violates any express condition, the armistice may be declared null and void by the other.
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137. An armistice may be general, and valid for all points and lines of the belligerents; or special--that is, referring to
certain troops or certain localities only. An armistice may be concluded for a definite time; or for an indefinite time,
during which either belligerent may resume hostilities on giving the notice agreed upon to the other.

138. The motives which induce the one or the other belligerent to conclude an armistice, whether it be expected to be
preliminary to a treaty of peace, or to prepare during the armistice for a more vigorous prosecution of the war, does in no
way affect the character of the armistice itself.

139. An armistice is binding upon the belligerents from the day of the agreed commencement; but the officers of the
armies are responsible from the day only when they receive official information of its existence.

140. Commanding officers have the right to conclude armistices binding on the district over which their command
extends, but such armistice is subject to the ratification of the superior authority, and ceases so soon as it is made known
to the enemy that the armistice is not ratified, even if a certain time for the elapsing between giving notice of cessation and
the resumption of hostilities should have been stipulated for.

141. It is incumbent upon the contracting parties of an armistice to stipulate what intercourse of persons or traffic
between the inhabitants of the territories occupied by the hostile armies shall be allowed, if any.

If nothing is stipulated the intercourse remains suspended, as during actual hostilities.

142. An armistice is not a partial or a temporary peace; it is only the suspension of military operations to the extent
agreed upon by the parties.

143. When an armistice is concluded between a fortified place and the army besieging it, it is agreed by all the
authorities on this subject that the besieger must cease all extension, perfection, or advance of his attacking works as much
so as from attacks by main force.

But as there is a difference of opinion among martial jurists whether the besieged have a right to repair breaches or to
erect new works of defense within the place during an armistice, this point should be determined by express agreement
between the parties.

144. So soon as a capitulation is signed the capitulator has no right to demolish, destroy, or injure the works, arms,
stores, or ammunition in his possession, during the time which elapses between the signing and the execution of the
capitulation, unless otherwise stipulated in the same.

145. When an armistice is clearly broken by one of the parties the other party is released from all obligation to
observe it.

146. Prisoners taken in the act of breaking an armistice must be treated as prisoners of war, the officer alone being
responsible who gives the order for such a violation of an armistice. The highest authority of the belligerent aggrieved
may demand redress for the infraction of an armistice.

147. Belligerents sometimes conclude an armistice while their plenipotentiaries are met to discuss the conditions of a
treaty of peace; but plenipotentiaries may meet without a preliminary armistice; in the latter case the war is carried on
without any abatement.

SECTION IX.--Assassination.

148. The law of war does not allow proclaiming either an individual belonging to the hostile army, or a citizen, or a
subject of the hostile government an outlaw, who may be slain without trial by any captor, any more than the modern law
of peace allows such international outlawry; on the contrary, it abhors such outrage. The sternest retaliation should follow
the murder committed in consequence of such proclamation, made by whatever authority. Civilized nations look with
horror upon offers of rewards for the assassination of enemies as relapses into barbarism.
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SECTION X.--Insurrection-- Civil war--Rebellion.

149. Insurrection is the rising of people in arms against their government, or portion of it, or against one or more of
its laws, or against an officer or officers of the government. It may be confined to mere armed resistance, or it may have
greater ends in view.

150. Civil war is war between two or more portions of a country or state, each contending for the mastery of the
whole, and each claiming to be the legitimate government. The term is also sometimes applied to war of rebellion, when
the rebellious provinces or portions of the state are contiguous to those containing the seat of government.

151. The term rebellion is applied to an insurrection of large extent, and is usually a war between the legitimate
government of a country and portions of provinces of the same who seek to throw off their allegiance to it and set up a
government of their own.

152. When humanity induces the adoption of the rules of regular war toward rebels, whether the adoption is partial or
entire, it does in no way whatever imply a partial or complete acknowledgment of their government, if they have set up
one, or of them, as an independent or sovereign power. Neutrals have no right to make the adoption of the rules of war by
the assailed government toward rebels the ground of their own acknowledgment of the revolted people as an independent
power.

153. Treating captured rebels as prisoners of war, exchanging them, concluding of cartels, capitulations, or other
warlike agreements with them; addressing officers of a rebel army by the rank they may have in the same; accepting flags
of truce; or, on the other hand, proclaiming martial law in their territory, or levying war taxes or forced loans, or doing
any other act sanctioned or demanded by the law and usages of public war between sovereign belligerents, neither proves
nor establishes an acknowledgment of the rebellious people, or of the government which they may have erected, as a
public or sovereign power. Nor does the adoption of the rules of war toward rebels imply an engagement with them
extending beyond the limits of these rules. It is victory in the field that ends the strife and settles the future relations
between the contending parties.

154. Treating in the field the rebellious enemy according to the law and usages of war has never prevented the
legitimate government from trying the leaders of the rebellion or chief rebels for high treason, and from treating them
accordingly, unless they are included in a general amnesty.

155. All enemies in regular war are divided into two general classes--that is to say, into combatants and non-
combatants, or unarmed citizens of the hostile government.

The military commander of the legitimate government, in a war of rebellion, distinguishes between the loyal citizen
in the revolted portion of the country and the disloyal citizen. The disloyal citizens may further be classified into those
citizens known to sympathize with the rebellion without positively aiding it, and those who, without taking up arms, give
positive aid and comfort to the rebellious enemy without being bodily forced thereto.

156. Common justice and plain expediency require that the military commander protect the manifestly loyal citizens
in revolted territories against the hardships of the war as much as the common misfortune of all war admits.

The commander will throw the burden of the war, as much as lies within his power, on the disloyal citizens, of the
revolted portion or province, subjecting them to a stricter police than the non-combatant enemies have to suffer in regular
war; and if he deems it appropriate, or if his government demands of him that every citizen shall, by an oath of allegiance,
or by some other manifest act, declare his fidelity to the legitimate government, he may expel, transfer, imprison, or fine
the revolted citizens who refuse to pledge themselves anew as citizens obedient to the law and loyal to the government.
Whether it is expedient to do so, and whether reliance can be placed upon such oaths, the commander or his government
have the right to decide.

157. Armed or unarmed resistance by citizens of the United States against the lawful movements of their troops is
levying war against the United States, and is therefore treason.
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INTRODUCTORY

The question of treason is distinct from that of slavery; and is the same that it would have been, if free States,
instead of slave States, had seceded.

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

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

No principle, that is possible to be named, can be more self-evidently false than this; or more self-evidently fatal
to all political freedom. Yet it triumphed in the field, and is now assumed to be established. If it really be
established, the number of slaves, instead of having been diminished by the war, has been greatly increased; for
a man, thus subjected to a government that he does not want, is a slave. And there is no difference, in principle -
-- but only in degree --- between political and chattel slavery. The former, no less than the latter, denies a man's
ownership of himself and the products of his labor; and [*iv] asserts that other men may own him, and dispose
of him and his property, for their uses, and at their pleasure.

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

on which the war was carried on by the North, is irrevocably established.

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

[*5]




NO TREASON

No. 1.

Notwithstanding all the proclamations we have made to mankind, within the last ninety years that our government rests on
consent, and that that was the rightful basis on which any government could rest, the late war has practically demonstrated

that our government rests upon force --- as much so as any government that ever existed.

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

become consolidated, it is sufficient for us --- as for all governments --- simply to say: Our power is our right.

In proportion to her wealth and population, the North has probably expended more money and blood to maintain her
power over an unwilling people than any other government ever did. And in her estimation, it is apparently the chief
glory of her success and an adequate compensation for all her own losses and an ample justification for all her devastation
and carnage of the South, that all pretence of any necessity for consent to the perpetuity or power of government, is (as
she thinks) forever expunged from the minds of the people. In short, the North [*6] exults beyond measure in the proof
she has given, that a government professedly resting on consent, will expend more life and treasure in crushing dissent,

than any government openly founded on force has ever done.

And she claims that she has done all this in behalf of liberty! In behalf of free government! In behalf of the principle that

government should rest on consent!

If the successors of Roger Williams, within a hundred years after their State had been founded upon the principle of free
religious toleration, and when the Baptists had become strong on the credit of that principle, had taken to burning heretics
with a fury never seen before among men; and had they finally gloried in having thus suppressed all question of the truth
of the State religion; and had they further claimed to have done all this in behalf of freedom of conscience, the
inconsistency between profession and conduct would scarcely have been greater than that of the North in carrying on such
a war as she has done, to compel men to live under and support a government that they did not want; and in then claiming

that she did it in behalf of the of the principle that government should rest on consent.

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

explanation is the true one. In charity to human nature, it is to be hoped that it is.




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

If it be said that the consent of the strongest party, in a nation, is all that is necessary to justify the establishment of a
government that shall have authority over the weaker party, it [*7] may be answered that the most despotic governments
in the world rest upon that very principle, viz: the consent of the strongest party. These governments are formed simply
by the consent or agreement of the strongest party; that they will act in concert in subjecting the weaker party to their
dominion. And the despotism, and tyranny, and injustice of these governments consist in that very fact. Or at least that is

the first step in their tyranny; a necessary preliminary to all the oppressions that are to follow.

If it be said that the consent of the most numerous party in a nation is sufficient to justify the establishment of their power

over the less numerous party, it may be answered:

First - That two men have no more natural right to exercise any kind of authority over one, than one has to exercise the
same authority over two. A man's natural rights are his own, against the whole world; and any infringement of them is
equally a crime whether committed by one man or by millions; whether committed by one man, calling himself a robber,

(or by any other name indicating his true character,) or by millions, calling themselves a government.

Second - It would be absurd for the most numerous party to talk of establishing a government over the less numerous
party, unless the former were also the strongest, as well as the most numerous; for it is not to be supposed that the
strongest party would ever submit to the rule of the weaker party merely because the latter were the most numerous. And
as a matter of fact, it is perhaps never that governments are established by the most numerous party. They are usually, if
not always, established by the less numerous party; their superior strength consisting of their superior wealth, intelligence,

and ability to act in concert.

Third - Our Constitution does not profess to have been established simply by the majority; but by "the people;" the

minority, as much as the majority. [*8]

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

to rule over them.

Fifth - Majorities, as such, afford no guarantees for justice. They are men of the same nature as minorities. They have the
same passions for fame, power, and money, as minorities; and are liable and likely to be equally --- perhaps more than
equally, because more boldly --- rapacious, tyrannical and unprincipled, if intrusted with power. There is no more reason,
then, why a man should either sustain, or submit to, the rule of the majority, than of a minority. Majorities and minorities
cannot rightfully be taken at all into account in deciding questions of justice. And all talk about them in matters of
government is mere absurdity. Men are dunces for uniting to sustain any government or any laws except those in which

they are all agreed. And nothing but force and fraud compel men to sustain any other. To say that majorities, as such,
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have a right to rule minorities, is equivalent to saying that minorities have, and ought to have, no rights except such as

majorities please to allow them.

Sixth - It is not improbable that many or most of the worst of governments --- although established by force, and by a few,
in the first place --- come, in time, to be supported by a majority. But if they do, this majority is composed, in large part,
of the most ignorant, superstitious, timid, dependent, servile, and corrupt portions of the people; of those who have been
over-awed by the power, intelligence, wealth, and arrogance; of those who have been deceived by the frauds; and of those
who have been corrupted by the inducements, of the few who really constitute the government. Such majorities, very
likely, could be found in half, perhaps nine-tenths, of all the countries on the globe. What do they prove? Nothing but the
tyranny and corruption of the very governments that have reduced so large portions of [*9] the people to their present
ignorance, servility, degradation, and corruption; an ignorance, servility, degradation, and corruption that are best
illustrated in the simple fact that they do sustain governments that have so oppressed, degraded, and corrupted them.

They do nothing towards proving that the governments themselves are legitimate; or that they ought to be sustained, or
even endured, by those who understand their true character. The mere fact, therefore, that a government chances to be
sustained by a majority, of itself proves nothing that is necessary to be proved, in order to know whether such government

should be sustained, or not.

Seventh - The principle that the majority have a right to rule the minority practically resolves all government into a mere
contest between two bodies of men, as to which of them shall be masters, and which of them slaves; a contest, that ---

however bloody --- can, in the nature of things, never be finally closed, so long as man refuses to be a slave.
1.

But to say that the consent of either the strongest party, or the most numerous party, in a nation, is sufficient justification
for the establishment or maintenance of a government that shall control the whole nation, does not obviate the difficulty.
The question still remains, how comes such a thing as "a nation” to exist? How do millions of men, scattered over an
extensive territory --- each gifted by nature with individual freedom; required by the law of nature to call no man, or body
of men, his masters; authorized by that law to seek his own happiness in his own way, to do what he will with himself and
his property, so long as he does not trespass upon the equal liberty of others; authorized also, by that law, to defend his
own rights, and redress his own wrongs; and to go to the assistance and defence of any [*10] of his fellow men who may
be suffering any kind of injustice --- how do millions of such men come to be a nation, in the first place? How is it that
each of them comes to be stripped of his natural, God-given rights, and to be incorporated, compressed, compacted, and
consolidated into a mass with other men, whom he never saw; with whom he has no contract; and towards many of whom

he has no sentiments but fear, hatred, or contempt? How does he become subjected to the control of men like himself,

who, by nature, had no authority over him; but who command him to do this, and forbid him to do that, as if they were his

sovereigns, and he their subject; and as if their wills and their interests were the only standards of his duties and his rights;

and who compel him to submission under peril of confiscation, imprisonment, and death?
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Clearly all this is the work of force, or fraud, or both.

By what right, then, did we become "a nation?" By what right do we continue to be "a nation?" And by what right do
either the strongest, or the most numerous, party, now existing within the territorial limits, called "The United States,"
claim that there really is such "a nation" as the United States? Certainly they are bound to show the rightful existence of
"a nation," before they can claim, on that ground, that they themselves have a right to control it; to seize, for their
purposes, so much of every man's property within it, as they may choose; and, at their discretion, to compel any man to

risk his own life, or take the lives of other men, for the maintenance of their power.

To speak of either their numbers, or their strength, is not to the purpose. The question is by what right does the nation

exist? And by what right are so many atrocities committed by its authority? or for its preservation?
The answer to this question must certainly be, that at least such a nation exists by no right whatever.

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

only by consent. [*11]
(AVA
The question, then, returns, what is implied in a government's resting on consent?

Manifestly this one thing (to say nothing of the others) is necessarily implied in the idea of a government's resting on
consent, viz: the separate, individual consent of every man who is required to contribute, either by taxation or personal
service, to the support of the government. All this, or nothing, is necessarily implied, because one man's consent is just as
necessary as any other man's. If, for example, A claims that his consent is necessary to the establishment or maintenance
of government, he thereby necessarily admits that B's and every other man's are equally necessary; because B's and every
other man's right are just as good as his own. On the other hand, if he denies that B's or any other particular man's consent
is necessary, he thereby necessarily admits that neither his own, nor any other man's is necessary; and that government

need to be founded on consent at all.

There is, therefore, no alternative but to say, either that the separate, individual consent of every man who is required to

aid in any way in supporting the government is necessary, or that the consent of no one is necessary.

Clearly this individual consent is indispensable to the idea of treason; for if a man has never consented or agreed to
support a government, he breaks no faith in refusing to support it. And if he makes war upon it, he does so as an open

enemy, and not as a traitor that is, as a betrayer, or treacherous friend.

All this, or nothing, was necessarily implied in the Declaration made in 1776. If the necessity for consent, then

announced, was a sound principle in favor of three millions of men, it was an equally sound one in favor of three men, or




of one man. If the principle was a sound one in behalf of men living on a separate continent, it was an equally sound one

in behalf of a man living on a separate farm, or in a separate house. [*12]

Moreover, it was only as separate individuals, each acting for himself and not as members of organized governments, that
the three millions declared their consent to be necessary to their support of a government; and, at the same time, declared
their dissent to the support of the British Crown. The governments then existing in the Colonies had no constitutional
power, as governments, to declare the separation between England and America. On the contrary, those governments, as
governments, were organized under charters from, and acknowledged allegiance to, the British Crown. Of course the
British king never made it one of the chartered or constitutional powers of those governments, as governments, to absolve
the people from their allegiance to himself. So far, therefore, as the Colonial Legislatures acted as revolutionists, they
acted only as so many individual revolutionists and not as constitutional legislatures. And their representatives at
Philadelphia who first declared Independence, were, in the eye of the constitutional law of that day, simply a committee of

Revolutionists and in no sense constitutional authorities or the representatives of constitutional authorities.

It was also, in the eye of the law, only as separate individuals, each acting for himself, and exercising simply his natural

rights as an individual, that the people at large assented to, and ratified the Declaration.

It was also only as so many individuals, each acting for himself, and exercising simply his natural rights, that they
revolutionized the constitutional character of their local governments, (so as to exclude the idea of allegiance to Great

Britain); changing their forms only as and when their convenience dictated.

The whole Revolution, therefore, as a Revolution, was declared and accomplished by the people, acting separately as

individuals, and exercising each his natural rights, and not by their governments in the exercise of their constitutional

powers.

It was, therefore, as individuals, and only as individuals, each acting for himself alone, that they declared that their
consent that is, their individual consent for each one could consent only [*13] for himself --- was necessary to the creation

or perpetuity of any government that they could rightfully be called on to support.

In the same way each declared, for himself, that his own will, pleasure, and discretion were the only authorities he

had any occasion to consult in determining whether he would any longer support the government under which he

had always lived. And if this action of each individual were valid and rightful when he had so many other

individuals to keep him company, it would have been, in the view of natural justice and right, equally valid and

rightful if he had taken the same step alone. He had the same natural right to take up arms alone to defend his own

property against a single tax-gatherer that he had to take up arms in company with three millions of others to defend the

property of all against an army of tax-gatherers.

Thus the whole Revolution turned upon, asserted, and, in theory, established the right of each and every man at his

discretion to release himself from the support of the government under which he had lived. And this principle was
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asserted, not as a right peculiar to themselves, or to that time, or as applicable only to the government then existing; but as

a universal right of all men, at all times, and under all circumstances.

George the Third called our ancestors traitors for what they did at that time. But they were not traitors in fact, whatever
he or his laws may have called them. They were not traitors in fact, because they betrayed nobody, and broke faith with
nobody. They were his equals, owing him no allegiance, obedience, nor any other duty, except such as they owed to
mankind at large. Their political relations with him had been purely voluntary. They had never pledged their faith to him
that they would continue these relations any longer than it should please them to do so; and therefore they broke no faith
in parting with him. They simply exercised their natural right of saying to him and to the English people, that they were
under no obligation to continue their political connection with them, and that, for reasons of their own, they chose to
dissolve it. [*14]

What was true of our ancestors, is true of revolutionists in general. The monarchs and governments from whom they
choose to separate attempt to stigmatize them as traitors. But they are not traitors in fact; in-much they betray, and break
faith with, no one. Having pledged no faith, they break none. They are simply men, who, for reasons of their own ---
whether good or bad, wise or unwise, is immaterial --- choose to exercise their natural right of dissolving their connection
with the governments under which they have lived. In doing this, they no more commit the crime of treason --- which
necessarily implies treachery, deceit, breach of faith --- than a man commits treason when he chooses to leave a church, or

any other voluntary association, with which he has been connected.

This principle was a true one in 1776. It is a true one now. It is the only one on which any rightful government can rest.
It is the one on which the Constitution itself professes to rest. If it does not really rest on that basis, it has no right to exist;

and it is the duty of every man to raise his hand against it.

If the men of the Revolution designed to incorporate in the Constitution the absurd ideas of allegiance and treason, which

they had once repudiated, against which they had fought, and by which the world had been enslaved, they thereby

established for themselves an indisputable claim to the disgust and detestation of all mankind.

In subsequent numbers, the author hopes to show that, under the principle of individual consent, the little government that
mankind need, is not only practicable, but natural and easy; and that the Constitution of the United States authorizes no

government, except one depending wholly on voluntary support.
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NO TREASON

NO. Il

The Constitution says:

"We, the people of the United States, in order to form a more perfect union, establish justice, insure domestic
tranquility, provide for the common defense, promote the general welfare, and secure the blessings of liberty to

ourselves and our posterity do ordain and establish this Constitution for the United States of America."

The meaning of this is simply We, the people of the United States, acting freely and voluntarily as individuals, consent

and agree that we will cooperate with each other in sustaining such a government as is provided for in this Constitution.

The necessity for the consent of "the people" is implied in this declaration. The whole authority of the Constitution rests
upon it. If they did not consent, it was of no validity. Of course it had no validity, except as between those who actually
consented. No one's consent could be presumed against him, without his actual consent being given, any more than in the
case of any other contract to pay money, or render service. And to make it binding upon any one, his signature, or other
positive evidence of consent, was as necessary as in the case of any other-contract. If the instrument meant to say that any
of "the people of the United States” would be bound by it, who [*4] did not consent, it was a usurpation and a lie. The
most that can be inferred from the form, "We, the people," is, that the instrument offered membership to all "the people of

the United States;" leaving it for them to accept or refuse it, at their pleasure.

The agreement is a simple one, like any other agreement. It is the same as one that should say: We, the people of the town

of A-----, agree to sustain a church, a school, a hospital, or a theatre, for ourselves and our children.

Such an agreement clearly could have no validity, except as between those who actually consented to it. If a portion only
of "the people of the town of A-----," should assent to this contract, and should then proceed to compel contributions of
money or service from those who had not consented, they would be mere robbers; and would deserve to be treated as

such.

Neither the conduct nor the rights of these signers would be improved at all by their saying to the dissenters: We offer you
equal rights with ourselves, in the benefits of the church, school, hospital, or theatre, which we propose to establish, and
equal voice in the control of it. It would be a sufficient answer for the others to say: We want no share in the benefits, and

no voice in the control of your institution; and will do nothing to support it.

The number who actually consented to the Constitution of the United States, at the first, was very small. Considered as

the act of the whole people, the adoption of the Constitution was the merest farce and imposture, binding upon nobody.




The women, children, and blacks, of course, were not asked to give their consent. In addition to this, there were, in nearly
or quite all the States, property qualifications that excluded probable one half, two thirds, or perhaps even three fourths, of
the white male adults from the right of suffrage. And of those who were allowed that right, we know not how many

exercised it.

Furthermore, those who originally agreed to the Constitution, could thereby bind nobody that should come after them.
They could contract for nobody but themselves. They had no more [*5] natural right or power to make political contracts,

binding upon succeeding generations, than they had to make marriage or business contracts binding upon them.

Still further - Even those who actually voted for the adoption of the Constitution, did not pledge their faith for any specific
time; since no specific time was named in the Constitution, during which the association should continue. It was,
therefore, merely an association during pleasure; even as between the original parties to it. Still less, if possible, has it
been anything more than a merely voluntary association, during pleasure, between the succeeding generations, who have
never gone through, as their fathers did, with so much even as any outward formality of adopting it, or of pledging their
faith to support it. Such portions of them as pleased, and as the States permitted to vote, have only done enough, by
voting and paying taxes, (and unlawfully and tyrannically extorting taxes from others,) to keep the government in
operation for the time being. And this, in the view of the Constitution, they have done voluntarily, and because it was for
their interest, or pleasure, and not because they were under any pledge or obligation to do it. Any one man, or any humber
of men, have had a perfect right, at any time, to refuse his or their further support; and nobody could rightfully object to

his or their withdrawal.

There is no escape from these conclusions, if we say that the adoption of the Constitution was the act of the people, as
individuals, and not of the States, as States. On the other hand, if we say that the adoption was the act of the States, as

States, it necessarily follows that they had the right to secede at pleasure, inasmuch as they engaged for no specific time.

The consent, therefore, that has been given, whether by individuals, or by the States, has been, at most, only a consent for

the time being; not an engagement for the future. In truth, in the case of individuals, their actual voting is not to be taken

as proof of consent, even for the time being. On the contrary, it is to be considered that, without his consent having ever

been asked, a [*6] man finds himself environed by a government that he cannot resist; a government that forces him to
pay money, render service, and forego the exercise of many of his natural rights, under peril of weighty punishments. He
sees, too, that other men practice this tyranny over him by the use of the ballot. He sees further that, if he will but use the
ballot himself, he has some chance of relieving himself from this tyranny of others, by subjecting them to his own. In
short, be finds himself, without his consent, so situated that, if he use the ballot, he may become a master; if he does not
use it, he must become a slave. And he has no other alternative than these two. In self-defense, he attempts the former.
His case is analogous to that of a man who has been forced into battle, where he must either kill others, or be killed
himself. Because, to save his own life in battle, a man attempts to take the lives of his opponents, it is not to be inferred
that the battle is one of his own choosing. Neither in contests with the ballot --- which is a mere substitute for a bullet ---

because, as his only chance of self-preservation, a man uses a ballot, is it to be inferred that the contest is one into which
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he voluntarily entered; that he voluntarily set up all his own natural rights, as a stake against those of others, to be lost or
won by the mere power of numbers. On the contrary, it is to be considered that, in an exigency, into which he had been
forced by others, and in which no other means of self-defense offered, he, as a matter of necessity, used the only one that

was left to him.

Doubtless the most miserable of men, under the most oppressive government in the world, if allowed the ballot, would use
it, if they could see any chance of thereby ameliorating their condition. But it would not therefore be a legitimate

inference that the government itself that crushes them, was one which they had voluntarily set up, or ever consented to.

Therefore a man's voting under the Constitution of the United States, is not to be taken as evidence that he ever freely
assented to the Constitution, even for the time being. Consequently we have no proof that any very large portion, even of
the actual [*7] voters of the United States, ever really and voluntarily consented to the Constitution, even for the time
being. Nor can we ever have such proof, until every man is left perfectly free to consent, or not, without thereby

subjecting himself or his property to injury or trespass from others.
1.
The Constitution says:

"Treason against the United States shall consist only in levying war against them, or in adhering to their enemies,

giving them aid and comfort.""

This is the only definition of treason given by the Constitution, and it is to be interpreted, like all other criminal laws, in
the sense most favorable to liberty and justice. Consequently the treason here spoken of, must be held to be treason in

fact, and not merely something that may have been falsely called by that name.

To determine, then, what is treason in fact, we are not to look to the codes of Kings, and Czars, and Kaisers, who maintain
their power by force and fraud; who contemptuously call mankind their "subjects;" who claim to have a special license
from heaven to rule on earth; who teach that it is a religious duty of mankind to obey them; who bribe a servile and
corrupt priest-hood to impress these ideas upon the ignorant and superstitious; who spurn the idea that their authority is
derived from, or dependent at all upon, the consent of their people; and who attempt to defame, by the false epithet of

traitors, all who assert their own rights, and the rights of their fellow men, against such usurpations.

Instead of regarding this false and calumnious meaning of the word treason, we are to look at its true and legitimate
meaning in our mother tongue; at its use in common life; and at what would necessarily be its true meaning in any other

contracts, or articles [*8] of association, which men might voluntarily enter into with each other.

The true and legitimate meaning of the word treason, then, necessarily implies treachery, deceit, breach of faith. Without

these, there can be no treason. A traitor is a betrayer --- one who practices injury, while professing friendship. Benedict

Arnold was a traitor, solely because, while professing friendship for the American cause, he attempted to injure it. An

open enemy, however criminal in other respects, is no traitor.
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Neither does a man, who has once been my friend, become a traitor by becoming an enemy, if before doing me an injury,
he gives me fair warning that he has become an enemy; and if he makes no unfair use of any advantage which my

confidence, in the time of our friendship, had placed in his power.

For example, our founding fathers --- even if we were to admit them to have been wrong in other respects --- certainly
were not traitors in fact, after the fourth of July, 1776; since on that day they gave notice to the King of Great Britain that
they repudiated his authority, and should wage war against him. And they made no unfair use of any advantages which

his confidence had previously placed in their power.

It cannot be denied that, in the late war, the Southern people proved themselves to be open and avowed enemies, and not
treacherous friends. It cannot be denied that they gave us fair warning that they would no longer be our political
associates, but would, if need were, fight for a separation. It cannot be alleged that they made any unfair use of
advantages which our confidence, in the time of our friendship, had placed in their power. Therefore they were not

traitors in fact: and consequently not traitors within the meaning of the Constitution.

Furthermore, men are not traitors in fact, who take up arms against the government, without having disavowed allegiance
to it, provided they do it, either to resist the usurpations of the government, or to resist what they sincerely believe to be

such usurpations. [*9]

It is a maxim of law that there can be no crime without a criminal intent. And this maxim is as applicable to treason as to

any other crime. For example, our fathers were not traitors in fact, for resisting the British Crown, before the fourth of

July, 1776 --- that is, before they had thrown off allegiance to him --- provided they honestly believed that they were

simply defending their rights against his usurpations. Even if they were mistaken in their law, that mistake, if an innocent

one, could not make them traitors in fact.

For the same reason, the Southern people, if they sincerely believed --- as it has been extensively, if not generally,
conceded, at the North, that they did --- in the so-called constitutional theory of "State Rights," did not become traitors in

fact, by acting upon it; and consequently not traitors within the meaning of the Constitution.
1.

The Constitution does not say who will become traitors, by "levying war against the United States, or adhering to their

enemies, giving them aid and comfort."
It is, therefore, only by inference, or reasoning, that we can know who will become traitors by these acts.

Certainly if Englishmen, Frenchmen, Austrians, or Italians, making no professions of support or friendship to the United
States, levy war against them, or adhere to their enemies, giving them aid and comfort, they do not thereby make

themselves traitors, within the meaning of the Constitution; and why? Solely because they would not be traitors in fact.
Making no professions of support or friendship, they would practice no treachery, deceit, or breach of faith. But if they

should voluntarily enter either the civil or military service of the United States, and pledge fidelity to them, (without being
124




naturalized,) and should then betray the trusts reposed in them, either by turning their guns against the United States, or by
giving aid [*10] and comfort to their enemies, they would be traitors in fact; and therefore traitors within the meaning of

the Constitution; and could be lawfully punished as such.

There is not, in the Constitution, a syllable that implies that persons, born within the territorial limits of the United States,
have allegiance imposed upon them on account of their birth in the country, or that they will be judged by any different
rule, on the subject of treason, than persons of foreign birth. And there is no power, in Congress, to add to, or alter, the
language of the Constitution, on this point, so as to make it more comprehensive than it now is. Therefore treason in fact -
-- that is, actual treachery, deceit, or breach of faith --- must be shown in the case of a native of the United States, equally

as in the case of a foreigner, before he can be said to be a traitor.

Congress have seen that the language of the Constitution was insufficient, of itself to make a man a traitor --- on the
ground of birth in this country --- who levies war against the United States, but practices no treachery, deceit, or breach of
faith. They have, therefore --- although they had no constitutional power to do so --- apparently attempted to enlarge the

language of the Constitution on this point. And they have enacted:

"That if any person or persons, owing allegiance to the United States of America, shall levy war against them, or shall
adhere to their enemies, giving them aid and comfort, * * * such person or persons shall be adjudged guilty of treason

against the United States, and shall suffer death." --- Statute, April 30, 1790, Section 1.

It would be a sufficient answer to this enactment to say that it is utterly unconstitutional, if its effect would be to make any

man a traitor, who would not have been one under the language of the Constitution alone.

The whole pith of the act lies in the words, "persons owing allegiance to the United States.”" But this language really
leaves the question where it was before, for it does not attempt to [*11] show or declare who does "owe allegiance to the
United States;" although those who passed the act, no doubt thought, or wished others to think, that allegiance was to be

presumed (as is done under other governments) against all born in this country, (unless possibly slaves).

The Constitution itself, uses no such word as "allegiance," "sovereignty,"” "loyalty," "subject,” or any other term, such as is
used by other governments, to signify the services, fidelity, obedience, or other duty, which the people are assumed to
owe to their government, regardless of their own will in the matter. As the Constitution professes to rest wholly on
consent, no one can owe allegiance, service, obedience, or any other duty to it, or to the government created by it, except

with his own consent.

The word allegiance comes from the Latin words ad and ligo, signifying to bind to. Thus a man under allegiance to a

government is a man bound to it; or bound to yield it support and fidelity. And governments, founded otherwise than on

consent, hold that all persons born under them, are under allegiance to them; that is, are bound to render them support,

fidelity, and obedience; and are traitors if they resist them.




But it is obvious that, in truth and in fact, no one but himself can bind any one to support any government. And our
Constitution admits this fact when it concedes that it derives its authority wholly from the consent of the people. And the

word treason is to be understood in accordance with that idea.

It is conceded that a person of foreign birth comes under allegiance to our government only by special voluntary

contract. If a native has allegiance imposed upon him, against his will, he is in a worse condition than the foreigner; for
the latter can do as he pleases about assuming that obligation. The accepted interpretation of the Constitution, therefore,

makes the foreigner a free person, on this point, while it makes the native a slave.

The only difference --- if there be any --- between natives and foreigners, in respect of allegiance, is, that a native has a
right --- offered to him by the Constitution --- to come under allegiance to [*12] the government, if be so please; and thus
entitle himself to membership in the body politic. His allegiance cannot be refused. Whereas a foreigner's allegiance can

be refused, if the government so please.
(\VA

The Constitution certainly supposes that the crime of treason can be committed only by man, as an individual. It would be
very curious to see a man indicted, convicted, or hanged, otherwise than as an individual; or accused of having committed
his treason otherwise than as an individual. And yet it is clearly impossible that anyone can be personally guilty of
treason, can be a traitor in fact, unless he, as an individual, has in some way voluntarily pledged his faith and fidelity to
the government. Certainly no man, or body of men, could pledge it for him, without his consent; and no man, or body of

men, have any right to presume it against him, when he has not pledged it, himself.
V.

It is plain, therefore, that if, when the Constitution says treason, it means treason --- treason in fact, and nothing else ---

there is no ground at all for pretending that the Southern people have committed that crime. But if, on the other hand,

when the Constitution says treason, it means what the Czar and the Kaiser mean by treason, then our government is, in

principle, no better than theirs; and has no claim whatever to be considered a free government.
VI.

One essential of a free government is that it rest wholly on voluntary support. And one certain proof that a government is
not free, is that it coerces more or less persons to support it, against their will. All governments, the worst on earth, and
the [*13] most tyrannical on earth, are free governments to that portion of the people who voluntarily support them. And
all governments though the best on earth in other respects --- are nevertheless tyrannies to that portion of the people ---
whether few or many --- who are compelled to support them against their will. A government is like a church, or any
other institution, in these respects. There is no other criterion whatever, by which to determine whether a government is a

free one, or not, than the single one of its depending, or not depending, solely on voluntary support.

VII.




No middle ground is possible on this subject. Either "taxation without consent is robbery," or it is not. If it is not, then
any number of men, who choose, may at any time associate; call themselves a government; assume absolute authority
over all weaker than themselves; plunder them at will; and kill them if they resist. If, on the other hand, taxation without
consent is robbery, it necessarily follows that every man who has not consented to be taxed, has the same natural right to

defend his property against a tax gatherer than he has to defend it against a highwayman.
VIII.

It is perhaps unnecessary to say that the principles of this argument are as applicable to the State governments, as to the

national one.

The opinions of the South, on the subjects of allegiance and treason, have been equally erroneous with those of the North.
The only difference between them, has been, that the South has had that a man was (primarily) under involuntary
allegiance to the State government; while the North held that he was (primarily) under a similar allegiance to the United

States government; whereas, in truth, he was under no involuntary allegiance to either. [*14]
IX.

Obviously there can be no law of treason more stringent than has now been stated, consistently with political liberty. In
the very nature of things there can never be any liberty for the weaker party, on any other principle; and political liberty
always means liberty for the weaker party. It is only the weaker party that is ever oppressed. The strong are always free
by virtue of their superior strength. So long as government is a mere contest as to which of two parties shall rule the
other, the weaker must always succumb. And whether the contest is carried on with ballots or bullets, the principle is the
same; for under the theory of government now prevailing, the ballot either signifies a bullet, or it signifies nothing. And
no one can consistently use a ballot, unless he intends to use a bullet, if the latter should be needed to insure submission to

the former.
X.

The practical difficulty with our government has been, that most of those who have administered it, have taken it for

granted that the Constitution, as it is written, was a thing of no importance; that it neither said what it meant, nor meant

what it said; that it was gotten up by swindlers, (as many of its authors doubtless were,) who said a great many good

things, which they did not mean, and meant a great many bad things, which they dared not say; that these men, under the
false pretence of a government resting on the consent of the whole people, designed to entrap them into a government of a
part; who should be powerful and fraudulent enough to cheat the weaker portion out of all the good things that were said,
but not meant, and subject them to all the bad things that were meant, but not said. And most of those who have
administered the government, have assumed that all these swindling intentions were to be carried into effect, in the place
of the written Constitution. Of all these swindles, the [*15] treason swindle is the most flagitious. It is the most

flagitious, because it is equally flagitious, in principle, with any; and it includes all the others. It is the instrumentality by
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which all the others are mode effective. A government that can at pleasure accuse, shoot, and hang men, as traitors, for
the one general offence of refusing to surrender themselves and their property unreservedly to its arbitrary will, can

practice any and all special and particular oppressions it pleases.

The result --- and a natural one --- has been that we have had governments, State and national, devoted to nearly every
grade and species of crime that governments have ever practiced upon their victims; and these crimes have culminated in
a war that has cost a million of lives; a war carried on, upon one side, for chattel slavery, and on the other for political
slavery; upon neither for liberty, justice, or truth. And these crimes have been committed, and this war waged, by men,

and the descendants of men, who, less than a hundred years ago, said that all men were equal, and could owe neither

service to individuals, nor allegiance to governments, except with their own consent.

XI.

No attempt or pretence, that was ever carried into practical operation amongst civilized men --- unless possibly the
pretence of a "Divine Right," on the part of some, to govern and enslave others embodied so much of shameless absurdity,
falsehood, impudence, robbery, usurpation, tyranny, and villainy of every kind, as the attempt or pretence of establishing a
government by consent, and getting the actual consent of only so many as may be necessary to keep the rest in subjection
by force. Such a government is a mere conspiracy of the strong against the weak. It no more rests on consent than does

the worst government on earth.

What substitute for their consent is offered to the weaker party, whose rights are thus annihilated, struck out of

existence, [*16] by the stronger? Only this: Their consent is presumed! That is, these usurpers condescendingly

and graciously presume that those whom they enslave, consent to surrender their all of life, liberty, and property

into the hands of those who thus usurp dominion over them! And it is pretended that this presumption of their

consent --- when no actual consent has been given --- is sufficient to save the rights of the victims, and to justify the

usurpers! As well might the highwayman pretend to justify himself by presuming that the traveler consents to

part with his money. As well might the assassin justify himself by simply presuming that his victim consents to

part with his life. As well the holder of chattel slaves to himself, by presuming that they consent to his authority,

and to the whips and the robbery which he practices upon them. The presumption is simply a presumption 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 its unwilling

subjects. And it was to establish that presumption as the inexorable and perpetual law of this country, that so

much money and blood have been expended.




The Ten Causes of the War Between
The States

By James W. King and LtCol Thomas M. Nelson

Historians have long debated the causes of the war | ]
and the Southern perspective differs greatly from (6( ;y(,:;,{ﬂwfg Q};ﬂ;ﬁ; ,3/1 %;;w,fm
the Northern perspective. Based upon the study of - -
original documents of the War Between The States
(Civil War) era and facts and information
published by Confederate Veterans, Confederate
Chaplains, Southern writers and Southern
Historians before, during, and after the war, |
present the facts, opinions, and conclusions stated
in the following article.

il
Technically the 10 causes listed are reasons for
Southern secession. The only cause of the war was
that the South was invaded and responded to
Northern aggression.
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I respectfully disagree with those who claim that the War Between the States was fought over slavery or that the
abolition of slavery in the Revolutionary Era or early Federal period would have prevented war. It is my opinion
that war was inevitable between the North and South due to complex political and cultural differences. The
famous Englishman Winston Churchill stated that the war between the North and South was one of the most
unpreventable wars in history. The Cause that the Confederate States of America fought for (1861-1865) was
Southern Independence from the United States of America. Many parallels exist between the War for American
Independence (1775-1783) and the War for Southern Independence.

There were 10 political causes of the war (causes of Southern Secession) ---one of which was slavery--- which
was a scapegoat for all the differences that existed between the North and South. The Northern industrialists had
wanted a war since about 1830 to get the South's resources (land-cotton-coal-timber-minerals) for pennies on
the dollar. All wars are economic and are always between centralists and decentralists. The North would have
found an excuse to invade the South even if slavery had never existed.

A war almost occurred during 1828-1832 over the tariff when South Carolina passed nullification laws. The
U.S. congress had increased the tariff rate on imported products to 40% (known as the tariff of abominations in
Southern States). This crisis had nothing to do with slavery. If slavery had never existed --period--or had been
eliminated at the time the Declaration of Independence was written in 1776 or any time prior to 1860 it is my
opinion that there would still have been a war sooner or later.

On a human level there were 5 causes of the war--New England Greed-New England Radicals--New England
Fanatics--New England Zealots--and New England Hypocrites. During "So Called Reconstruction™ (1865-1877)
the New England Industrialists got what they had really wanted for 40 years--THE SOUTH'S RESOURCES
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FOR PENNIES ON THE DOLLAR. It was a political coalition between the New England economic interests
and the New England fanatics and zealots that caused Southern secession to be necessary for economic survival
and safety of the population.

1. TARIFFE

Prior to the war about 75% of the money to operate the Federal Government was derived from the Southern
States via an unfair sectional tariff on imported goods and 50% of the total 75% was from just 4 Southern
states--Virginia-North Carolina--South Carolina and Georgia. Only 10%--20% of this tax money was being
returned to the South. The Southern states were being treated as an agricultural colony of the North and bled
dry. John Randolph of Virginia's remarks in opposition to the tariff of 1820 demonstrates that fact. The North
claimed that they fought the war to preserve the Union but the New England Industrialists who were in control
of the North were actually supporting preservation of the Union to maintain and increase revenue from the
tariff. The industrialists wanted the South to pay for the industrialization of America at no expense to them.
Revenue bills introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives prior to the War Between the States were biased,
unfair and inflammatory to the South. Abraham Lincoln had promised the Northern industrialists that he would
increase the tariff rate if he was elected president of the United States. Lincoln increased the rate to a level that
exceeded even the "Tariff of Abominations™ 40% rate that had so infuriated the South during the 1828-1832
eras (between 50 and 51% on iron goods). The election of a president that was Anti-Southern on all issues and
politically associated with the New England industrialists, fanatics, and zealots brought about the Southern
secession movement.

2. CENTRALIZATION VERSUS STATES RIGHTS

The United States of America was founded as a Constitutional Federal Republic in 1789 composed of a Limited
Federal Government and Sovereign States. The North wanted to and did alter the form of Government this
nation was founded upon. The Confederate States of America fought to preserve Constitutional Limited Federal
Government as established by America's founding fathers who were primarily Southern Gentlemen from
Virginia. Thus Confederate soldiers were fighting for rights that had been paid for in blood by their forefathers
upon the battlefields of the American Revolution. Abraham Lincoln had a blatant disregard for The Constitution
of the United States of America. His War of aggression Against the South changed America from a
Constitutional Federal Republic to a Democracy (with Socialist leanings) and broke the original Constitution.
The infamous Socialist Karl Marx sent Lincoln a letter of congratulations after his reelection in 1864. A
considerable number of European Socialists came to America and fought for the Union (North).

3. CHRISTIANITY VERSUS SECULAR HUMANISM

The South believed in basic Christianity as presented in the Holy Bible. The North had many Secular Humanists
(atheists, transcendentalists and non-Christians). Southerners were afraid of what kind of country America
might become if the North had its way. Secular Humanism is the belief that there is no God and that man,
science and government can solve all problems. This philosophy advocates human rather than religious values.
Reference: Frank Conner's book "The South under Siege 1830-2000."

4. CULTURAL DIFFERENCES

Southerners and Northerners were of different Genetic Lineage's. Southerners were primarily of Western
English (original Britons), Scottish, and Irish lineage (Celtic) whereas Northerners tended to be of Anglo-Saxon
and Danish (Viking) extraction. The two cultures had been at war and at odds for over 1000 years before they
arrived in America. Our ancient ancestors in Western England under King Arthur humbled the Saxon princes at




the battle of Baden Hill (circa 497 AD --516 AD). The cultural differences that contributed to the War Between
the States (1861-1865) had existed for 1500 years or more.

5. CONTROL OF WESTERN TERRITORIES

The North wanted to control Western States and Territories such as Kansas and Nebraska. New England formed
Immigrant Aid Societies and sent settlers to these areas that were politically attached to the North. They passed
laws against slavery that Southerners considered punitive. These political actions told Southerners they were not
welcome in the new states and territories. It was all about control--slavery was a scapegoat.

6. NORTHERN INDUSTRIALISTS WANTED THE SOUTH'S RESOURCES

The Northern Industrialists wanted a war to use as an excuse to get the South's resources for pennies on the
dollar. They began a campaign about 1830 that would influence the common people of the North and create
enmity that would allow them to go to war against the South. These Northern Industrialists brought up a
morality claim against the South alleging the evils of slavery. The Northern Hypocrites conveniently neglected
to publicize the fact that 5 New England States (Massachusetts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, Rhode Island,
and New York) were primarily responsible for the importation of most of the slaves from Africa to America.
These states had both private and state owned fleets of ships.

7. SLANDER OF THE SOUTH BY NORTHERN NEWSPAPERS

This political cause ties in to the above listed efforts by New England Industrialists. Beginning about 1830 the
Northern Newspapers began to slander the South. The Industrialists used this tool to indoctrinate the common
people of the North. They used slavery as a scapegoat and brought the morality claim up to a feverish pitch.
Southerners became tired of reading in the Northern Newspapers about what bad and evil people they were just

because their neighbor down the road had a few slaves. This propaganda campaign created hostility between the
ordinary citizens of the two regions and created the animosity necessary for war. The Northern Industrialists
worked poor whites in the factories of the North under terrible conditions for 18 hours a day (including
children). When the workers became old and infirm they were fired. It is a historical fact that during this era
there were thousands of old people living homeless on the streets in the cities of the North. In the South a slave
was cared for from birth to death. Also the diet and living conditions of Southern slaves was superior to that of
most white Northern factory workers. Southerners deeply resented this New England hypocrisy and slander.

8. NEW ENGLANDERS ATTEMPTED TO INSTIGATE MASSIVE SLAVE REBELLIONS IN THE
SOUTH

Abolitionists were a small but vocal and militant group in New England who demanded instant abolition of
slavery in the South. These fanatics and zealots were calling for massive slave uprisings that would result in the
murder of Southern men, women and children. Southerners were aware that such an uprising had occurred in
Santa Domingo in the 1790 era and that the French (white) population had been massacred. The abolitionists
published a terrorist manifesto and tried to smuggle 100,000 copies into the South showing slaves how to
murder their masters at night. Then when John Brown raided Harpers Ferry, Virginia in 1859 the political
situation became inflammatory. Prior to this event there had been more abolition societies in the South than in
the North. Lincoln and most of the Republican Party (64 members of congress) had adopted a political platform
in support of terrorist acts against the South. Some (allegedly including Lincoln) had contributed monetarily as
supporters of John Brown's terrorist activities. Again slavery was used as a scapegoat for all differences that
existed between the North and South.

9. SLAVERY
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Indirectly slavery was a cause of the war. Most Southerners did not own slaves and would not have fought for
the protection of slavery. However they believed that the North had no Constitutional right to free slaves held
by citizens of Sovereign Southern States. Prior to the war there were five times as many abolition societies in
the South as in the North. Virtually all educated Southerners were in favor of gradual emancipation of slaves.
Gradual emancipation would have allowed the economy and labor system of the South to gradually adjust to a
free paid labor system without economic collapse. Furthermore, since the New England States were responsible
for the development of slavery in America, Southerners saw the morality claims by the North as blatant
hypocrisy. The first state to legalize slavery had been Massachusetts in 1641 and this law was directed primarily
at Indians. In colonial times the economic infrastructure of the port cities of the North was dependent upon the
slave trade. The first slave ship in America, "THE DESIRE", was fitted out in Marblehead, Massachusetts.
Further proof that Southerners were not fighting to preserve slavery is found in the diary of an officer in the
Confederate Army of Northern Virginia. He stated that "he had never met a man in the Army of Northern
Virginia that claimed he was fighting to preserve slavery". If the war had been over slavery, the composition of
the politicians, officers, enlisted men, and even African Americans would have been different. Confederate
General Robert E. Lee had freed his slaves (Custis Washington estate) prior to 1863 whereas Union General
Grant's wife Julia did not free her slaves until after the war when forced to do so by the 13th amendment to the
constitution. Grant even stated that if the abolitionists claimed he was fighting to free slaves that he would offer
his services to the South. Mildred Lewis Rutherford (1852-1928) was for many years the historian for the
United Daughters Of The Confederacy (UDC). In her book Truths Of History she stated that there were more
slaveholders in the Union Army (315,000) than the Confederate Army (200,000). Statistics and estimates also
show that about 300,000 blacks supported the Confederacy versus about 200,000 for the Union. Clearly the war
would have been fought along different lines if it had been fought over slavery. The famous English author
Charles Dickens stated "the Northern onslaught upon Southern slavery is a specious piece of humbug designed
to mask their desire for the economic control of the Southern states."

10. NORTHERN AGGRESSION AGAINST SOUTHERN STATES

Proof that Abraham Lincoln wanted war may be found in the manner he handled the Fort Sumter incident.
Original correspondence between Lincoln and Naval Captain G.V.Fox shows proof that Lincoln acted with
deceit and willfully provoked South Carolina into firing on the fort (A TARIFF COLLECTION FACILITY). It
was politically important that the South be provoked into firing the first shot so that Lincoln could claim the
Confederacy started the war. Additional proof that Lincoln wanted war is the fact that Lincoln refused to meet
with a Confederate peace delegation. They remained in Washington for 30 days and returned to Richmond only
after it became apparent that Lincoln wanted war and refused to meet and discuss a peace agreement. After
setting up the Fort Sumter incident for the purpose of starting a war, Lincoln called for 75,000 troops to put
down what he called a rebellion. He intended to march Union troops across Virginia and North Carolina to
attack South Carolina. Virginia and North Carolina were not going to allow such an unconstitutional and
criminal act of aggression against a sovereign sister Southern State. Lincoln's act of aggression caused the
secession of the upper Southern States.

On April 17th 1861, Governor Letcher of Virginia sent this message to Washington DC: "I have only to say that
the militia of Virginia will not be furnished to the powers of Washington for any such use or purpose as they
have in view. Your object is to subjugate the Southern states and the requisition made upon me for such an
object in my judgement not within the purview of the constitution or the act of 1795, will not be complied with.
You have chosen to inaugurate civil war; having done so we will meet you in a spirit as determined as the
administration has exhibited toward the South."”

The WAR BETWEEN THE STATES 1861-1865 occurred due to many complex causes and factors as
enumerated above. Those who make claims that “the war was over slavery" or that if slavery had been abolished
in 1776 when the Declaration of Independence was signed or in 1789 when The Constitution of the United

132




States of America was signed, that war would not have occurred between North and South are being very
simplistic in their views and opinions.

The following conversation between English ship Captain Hillyar and Capt. Raphael Semmes-Confederate Ship
CSS Sumter (and after 1862 CSS Alabama) occurred during the war on August 5th, 1861. It is a summary from
a well-educated Southerner who is stating his reasons for fighting. Captain Hillyar expressed surprised at
Captain Semme's contention that the people of the South were "defending ourselves against robbers with knives
at our throats", and asked for further clarification as to how this was so, the exchange below occurred. |
especially was impressed with Semmes' assessment of Yankee motives - the creation of "Empire"!

Semmes: "Simply that the machinery of the Federal Government, under which we have lived, and which was
designed for the common benefit, has been made the means of despoiling the South, to enrich the North", and |
explained to him the workings of the iniquitous tariffs, under the operation of which the South had, in effect,
been reduced to a dependent colonial condition, almost as abject as that of the Roman provinces, under their
proconsuls; the only difference being, that smooth-faced hypocrisy had been added to robbery, inasmuch as we
had been plundered under the forms of law"

Captain Hillyar: "All this is new to me", replied the captain. "I thought that your war had arisen out of the
slavery question™.

Semmes: "That is the common mistake of foreigners. The enemy has taken pains to impress foreign nations
with this false view of the case. With the exception of a few honest zealots, the canting hypocritical Yankee
cares as little for our slaves as he does for our draught animals. The war which he has been making upon slavery
for the last 40 years is only an interlude, or by-play, to help on the main action of the drama, which is Empire;
and it is a curious coincidence that it was commenced about the time the North began to rob the South by means
of its tariffs. When a burglar designs to enter a dwelling for the purpose of robbery, he provides himself with the

necessary implements. The slavery question was one of the implements employed to help on the robbery of the
South. It strengthened the Northern party, and enabled them to get their tariffs through Congress; and when at
length, the South, driven to the wall, turned, as even the crushed worm will turn, it was cunningly perceived by
the Northern men that 'No slavery' would be a popular war-cry, and hence, they used it.

It is true that we are defending our slave property, but we are defending it no more than any other species of our
property - it is all endangered, under a general system of robbery. We are in fact, fighting for independence. The
Union victory in 1865 destroyed the right of secession in America, which had been so cherished by America's
founding fathers as the principle of their revolution. British historian and political philosopher Lord Acton, one
of the most intellectual figures in Victorian England, understood the deeper meaning of Southern defeat. In a
letter to former Confederate General Robert E. Lee dated November 4, 1866, Lord Acton wrote "I saw in States
Rights the only available check upon the absolutism of the sovereign will, and secession filled me with hope,
not as the destruction but as the redemption of Democracy. | deemed you were fighting the battles of our
liberty, our progress, and our civilization and | mourn for that which was lost at Richmond more deeply than |
rejoice over that which was saved at Waterloo (defeat of Napoleon). As Illinois Governor Richard Yates stated
in a message to his state assembly on January 2, 1865, the war had "tended, more than any other event in the
history of the country, to militate against the Jeffersonian Ideal (Thomas Jefferson) that the best government is
that which governs least.

Years after the war former Confederate president Jefferson Davis stated "I Am saddened to Hear Southerners
Apologize For Fighting To Preserve Our Inheritance”. Some years later former U.S. president Theodore
Roosevelt stated "Those Who Will Not Fight For The Graves Of Their Ancestors Are Beyond Redemption™.




History of the Office of the Illinois
Attorney General

By: Shawn W. Denney, Former Senior Counsel to the Attorney General

As the chief legal officer of the State, the Attorney General has the constitutional duty of acting as legal adviser
to and legal representative of State agencies. He or she has the prerogative of conducting legal affairs for the
State. The effect of this grant of power to the Attorney General is that Illinois is served by a centralized legal
advisory system. EPA v. PCB (1977), 69 Ill. 2d 394.

The Office of Attorney General first came into existence at the admission of the State of Illinois to the Union on
December 3, 1818. Adapted constitutionally and legislatively over the years to meet the needs of a growing
State, the office has increased in size and importance and its powers have been greatly expanded since the early
days of Illinois State government. This history traces the constitutional and statutory development of the Office
of Attorney General from an office filled at the option of and by the General Assembly to an independent office,
responsible to the electorate, with broad powers not subject to diminishment or transfer.

The Constitution of 1818, adopted on August 26, 1818, by a Constitutional Convention held in Kaskaskia,
authorized the General Assembly to appoint an Attorney General and to regulate his duties by law. (Ill. Const.
1818, Schedule, 310.) Hlinois' first Attorney General was Daniel Pope Cook, who served for 11 days beginning
on March 5, 1819. Attorney General Cook went on to represent Illinois in the U.S. Congress; and Cook County,
created in 1831, was named in his honor. Though none served such a short term, most other holders of the
office during its first three decades served for relatively short periods of time, generally one to two years. No
fixed term was provided for the office until a two-year term was established by law in 1831. (Laws 1831, pp.
17-18.)

The General Assembly defined the Attorney General's duties as well as provided for the appointment of circuit
attorneys in "An Act for the appointment of Circuit Attorneys, and defining their duties, and the duties of the
Attorney General,” approved March 23, 1819. (Laws 1819, p. 204.) Section 8 of the Act established powers
specific to the Attorney General, including the duty to "prosecute on behalf of the state, all suits which may be
commenced by and on behalf of the said state, and all matters relating to the revenue thereof, and all
impeachments * * *." In addition, section 8 required the Attorney General to give his opinion in writing on all
questions of law "relating to the public concerns of this state” to the Governor, the Auditor of Public Accounts
and the State Treasurer.

The Attorney General also functioned as a circuit attorney in the circuit that he was to designate under section 7
of the 1819 Act. [In the event of a vacancy, a successor Attorney General was to reside and prosecute in the
circuit of his predecessor to avoid interference with existing circuit attorney appointments.] Circuit attorneys in
the remaining three circuits of the state were appointed by the Governor with the advice and consent of the
Senate. Unlike the Office of Attorney General, the office of circuit attorney was not specifically provided for in
the 1818 Constitution, but was created in the 1819 Act. Circuit attorneys were charged in section 3 of the Act
with prosecuting "all matters and things, pleas, actions, and suits, wherein the state is a party.” Under section 3
of the Act, the circuit attorneys and the Attorney General were to be commissioned by the Governor "to
continue in office during good behavior."




In the provisions of "An Act supplemental to an Act entitled 'An Act for the appointment of Circuit Attorneys
and defining their Duties, and the Duties of the Attorney General," approved March 23, 1819," approved
January 18, 1825 (Laws 1825, p. 178), the Attorney General was assigned the duties of a circuit attorney in the
first judicial circuit, which included the counties of Peoria, Fulton, Schuyler, Adams, Pike, Calhoun, Greene,
Morgan, and Sangamon. (Laws 1824, p. 119.) The remaining circuits, now numbering four, were to continue to
be served by circuit attorneys appointed by the Governor with the advice and consent of the Senate.

The provisions of the 1819 and 1825 Acts were repealed by "An Act relating to the Attorney General and State's
Attorneys," approved February 17, 1827, and effective February 19, 1827. (Revised Code 1827, p. 79.) In
addition to continuing the responsibilities of the Attorney General as set forth in the 1819 and 1825 Acts,
including the responsibility to function as circuit attorney for the first circuit, the 1827 Act, in section 2,
specifically directed the Attorney General to "attend each of the terms of the supreme court, and there
commence, prosecute or defend every case that the people of this state, the auditor of public accounts, the state
bank or any county of this state shall in any wise be a party to, or interested in the result.” The Attorney
General's duty to give opinions was expanded to encompass, in addition to the Governor, the Auditor of Public
Accounts, and the State Treasurer, the county commissioners' courts and justices of the peace within his circuit,
the Secretary of State, and the General Assembly, or either branch thereof. In section 6, the Attorney General
was given the right to call upon the State's Attorneys to assist in "the prosecution, or in the defence of any suit
in the supreme court, or the trial of any impeachment which it shall be the duty of the Attorney General to
attend to." [Note: The terms "State's Attorney," "circuit attorney," and "prosecuting attorney" were used
interchangeably in statutes enacted prior to the adoption of the 1870 Constitution to refer to attorneys appointed
or elected on the circuit level to exercise prescribed representational responsibilities. Likewise, this history, in
using any of these terms, refers to the same office.]

In 1831, in section 5 of "An Act to provide for the election of auditor of public accounts, and further defining
his duties," approved and effective February 14, 1831 (Laws 1831, pp. 17-18), the General Assembly spoke for

the first time concerning the manner of election and term of office of the Attorney General. [This provision was
reenacted in "An Act to consolidate the acts relative to the Auditor and Treasurer and election of the Attorney
General," approved March 2, 1833, and effective July 3, 1833 (Revised Laws 1833, p. 103).] In that section, it
was provided that the General Assembly, by joint vote of both branches, was to elect the Attorney General
"whose duties shall be such as are or may be defined by law." Such election was to be made during the session
of the General Assembly "commencing on the first Monday in December, 1834, and every two years
thereafter.”

Under the provisions of "An Act to amend an Act relative to the duties of the office of Attorney General of this
state,” approved and effective February 5, 1833 (Revised Laws 1833, p. 99), the Attorney General was required
to "reside at the seat of government,” and to "prosecute in the circuit in which the seat of government may be
situate.” The seat of government at the time was VVandalia, located in Fayette County, which was in the second
circuit. In addition to Fayette, the second circuit included the counties of Madison, St. Clair, Monroe, Randolph,
Washington, Clinton, Bond, Montgomery, and Shelby. (Revised Statutes 1829, p. 48.)

"An Act to amend an act, entitled 'An Act relating to the Attorney General and State's Attorneys'," effective
February 7, 1835 (Laws 1835, p. 44), provided for the appointment of the State's Attorneys by the General
Assembly rather than by the Governor. The manner of selection chosen paralleled that used for appointing the
Attorney General. This Act was passed over the objections of the Council of Revision, consisting of the
Governor and the judges of the supreme court, which had power under article 11, section 19 of the 1818
Constitution to return a bill with objections to its house of origin for reconsideration.

In "An Act further defining the duties of the Attorney General, and for other purposes,” approved and effective
February 26, 1841 (Laws 1841, p. 35), the Attorney General was given the duty to "enforce the penalties of the
criminal code against all persons who have or may embezzle the public money, or who may be liable for
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prosecution for any delinquency or default pertaining to the public revenue in his district.” Further, the Attorney
General was given the duty "to give information, and directions, and instructions to the prosecuting attorneys of
the State, of any such offenses * * * in other parts of this State out of his district, so that prosecutions may be
instituted against such offenders.” This statute is as close as the Attorney General has ever come to having
supervisory responsibility over State's Attorneys.

The provisions of the prior laws were codified in chapter 12 of the Revised Statutes of 1845, approved on
March 3, 1845 (Revised Statutes 1845, p. 75). The General Assembly continued to appoint the Attorney
General and the circuit attorneys for two year terms. The Attorney General, who was required to reside at the
seat of government, continued to function ex officio as the circuit attorney for the circuit including the seat of
government within its territory. The circuit attorneys appointed pursuant to this Act generally continued to be
known as State's Attorneys, as they had previously been titled. (See, Revised Code 1827, p. 79; Laws 1835, p.
44.) Under the 1845 statute, the Attorney General retained the duties set forth in the 1827 statute.

The 1848 Constitution, effective April 1, 1848, made no provision for the selection of an Attorney General.
During the Constitutional Convention, which met in Springfield from June 7 until August 31, 1847, language
which would have created an elected constitutional office of Attorney General had been suggested by the select
committee on the Judiciary for inclusion in the Judicial Article. That language provided as follows:

LLEE S S

Sec. 20. There shall be elected, by the qualified electors of this state, one attorney general, who shall hold his
office for the term of four years, and until his successor shall be commissioned and qualified. He shall perform
such duties and receive such compensation as may be prescribed by law.

* X %"

(Cole, Arthur Charles, ed., The Constitutional Debates of 1847 (lllinois State Historical Library, Springfield
(1919)), p. 793.)

Charles H. Constable, an influential Whig leader, State senator and lawyer, moved to strike the section on the
following grounds.

LLEE S S

* ** The office, said he, under the judicial system adopted by the Convention, was unnecessary. Under that
system the circuit attorney for the state in that district where the seat of government may be, can be appointed
the constitutional adviser of the Governor, and the state's prosecuting attorneys in the several circuits might be
required, by the Legislature, to follow their cases up to the supreme court in their districts.

E S L

(Cole, Arthur Charles, ed., The Constitutional Debates of 1847 (Illinois State Historical Library, Springfield
(1919)), p. 793.)

The motion prevailed and the proposed section was stricken. The office was mentioned only in section 29 of
article I11, which continued a prohibition contained in article 111, section 25 of the 1818 Constitution against the
"attorney general™ or an "attorney for the state,” inter alia, holding a seat in the General Assembly.




Section 28 of article V of the 1848 Constitution provided for the election, "by the qualified electors thereof," of
one State's Attorney [the prosecuting attorney alluded to by Mr. Constable] in each of the [initially nine]
judicial circuits of this State, such State's Attorney to serve a four-year term and to perform such duties "as may
be prescribed by law." Section 28 also authorized the establishment of a system of county attorneys to function
in lieu of the State's Attorneys provided for in the section, but no legislation establishing such a system was ever
enacted by the General Assembly.

Under the 1845 statute, which incorporated prior laws, the circuit attorneys, of whom the Attorney General was
one, ex officio, had exercised powers similar to those of the Attorney General, including the authority to
"commence and prosecute [in the Circuit Courts] actions, suits, process, indictments and prosecutions, civil and
criminal, in which the people of this State * * * may be concerned.” (Revised Statutes 1845, p. 76 (Section 4).)
Appearance before the supreme court was the prerogative of the Attorney General, who, as was previously
noted, could call upon any of the circuit attorneys for assistance "in the prosecution, or in the defence of any
suit in the Supreme Court.” (Revised Statutes 1845, p. 77 (Section 7).)

When the Office of Attorney General ceased to exist, his representational duties, as anticipated by Delegate
Constable, were assumed by the State's Attorneys, and those duties continued to be exercised by them until the
recreation of the Office of Attorney General by statute in 1867. Under the provisions of an "Act to enable the
auditor of public accounts to prosecute claims in favor of the state,” effective January 5, 1850 (Laws 1849 (2nd
Sess.), p.6), authority to conduct the State's business in the supreme court was given to the prosecuting attorney
for each circuit in which a supreme court grand division was held. [Article V, section 3 of the 1848 Constitution
provided for the division of the State into three “grand divisions," with supreme court terms for the first being
held at Mount Vernon, the second being held at Springfield, and the third being held at Ottawa. (lll. Const.
1848, art. V, sec. 31.) Section 6 of the same article (Ill. Const. 1848, art. V, sec. 6) provided that the supreme
court "shall hold one term annually in each of the aforesaid grand divisions."] In section 4 of the
aforementioned Act, the appropriate "prosecuting attorney" was directed to "attend in that supreme court to all
business therein in which the state * * * may be interested.” For these services, he was paid an additional $100
per annum out of the State treasury. There was, however, no statutory enactment assigning the Attorney
General's advisory functions to another officer.

In 1867, the General Assembly recreated the Office of Attorney General by statute. Under the provisions of "An
Act to create the office of the attorney general, and prescribing his duties,” effective February 27, 1867 (Laws
1867, p. 46), the General Assembly provided for an interim appointment of the Attorney General by the
Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate, until the following election for Governor, at which time
the Attorney General was to be elected by the qualified electors of the State to a four year term. (See, section 2
of the 1867 Act and Ill. Const. 1848, art. 1V, sec. 2.) Robert G. Ingersoll, of Peoria, was appointed Attorney
General by Governor Richard J. Oglesby on February 38, 1867. The first popularly elected Attorney General,
Washington Bushnell, of LaSalle County, took office on January 11, 1869. Among the duties given to the
Attorney General in the 1867 Act were the giving of opinions to the Governor, executive officers, State's
Attorneys, the houses and committees of the General Assembly, the institution and prosecution of all actions,
suits and complaints in favor of or for the use of the State, and representation before the supreme court in all
cases of appeal.

The 1870 Constitution, effective August 8, 1870, reestablished the Office of Attorney General as a
constitutional office. Article V, section 1 of that Constitution provided as follows:

"The executive department shall consist of a Governor, Lieutenant Governor, Secretary of State, Auditor of
Public Accounts, Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction and Attorney General, who shall each hold
office for a term of four years from the second Monday of January next after his election and until his successor
is elected and qualified.




(Emphasis added.)

Along with the other executive officers, the Attorney General was directed in section 1 to "perform such duties
as may be prescribed by law." (Emphasis added.) The first Attorney General under the 1870 Constitution, James
K. Edsall, of Lee County, was elected in November 1872, and took office on January 13, 1873.

The statutory powers of the Attorney General were restated in "An Act in regard to Attorneys General and
State's Attorneys," approved March 22, 1872, and effective July 1, 1872 (Laws 1871-2, p. 169). Section 2 of
this Act expanded on the five paragraphs contained in the 1867 Act, setting forth 12 paragraphs defining the
Attorney General's duties. Section 4 of the current Attorney General Act (15 ILCS 205/4) is, in substance,
largely based upon this enactment. The duties set forth in the 1872 Act included:

LU S

First - - To appear for and represent the people of the state before the supreme court, in each of the grand
divisions, in all cases in which the state or the people of the state are interested.

Second - - To institute and prosecute all actions and proceedings in favor of or for the use of the state, which
may be necessary in the execution of the duties of any state officer.

Third - - To defend all actions and proceedings against any state officer, in his official capacity, in any of the
courts of this state or the United States.

Fourth - - To consult with and advise the several state's attorneys in matters relating to the duties of their office;
and when, in his judgment, the interest of the people of the state requires it, he shall attend the trial of any party
accused of crime, and assist in the prosecution.

Fifth - - To consult with and advise the governor and other state officers, and give, when requested, written
opinions upon all legal or constitutional questions relating to the duties of such officers, respectively.

Sixth - - To prepare, when necessary, proper drafts for contracts and other writings, relating to subjects in which
the state is interested.

Seventh - - To give written opinions, when requested by either branch of the general assembly, or any
committee thereof, upon constitutional or legal questions.

Eighth - - To enforce the proper application of funds appropriated to the public institutions of the state,
prosecute breaches of trust in the administration of such funds, and, when necessary, prosecute corporations for
failure or refusal to make the reports required by law.

Ninth - - To keep, in proper books, a register of all cases prosecuted or defended by him, in behalf of the state or
its officers, and of all proceedings had in relation thereto, and to deliver the same to his successor in office.

Tenth - - To keep in his office a book, in which he shall record all the official opinions given by him during his
term of office, which book shall be by him delivered to his successor in office.

Eleventh - - To pay into the state treasury all moneys received by him for the use of the state.




Twelfth - - To attend to and perform any other duty which may, from time to time, be required of him by law. "
(Laws 1871-2, p. 170.)

This Act was reenacted verbatim, effective July 1, 1874, as part of the comprehensive revision of Illinois
statutory law that resulted in the Illinois Revised Statutes. (See, Ill. Rev. Stat. 1874, ch. 14, par. 4.)

The effect of the establishment of the Office of Attorney General under the 1870 Constitution, not fully
recognized for several decades, was the creation of an office with broad powers to represent and safeguard the
interests of the People of this State. The Attorney General has been determined, in decisions of the supreme
court, to have not just those duties and powers that might be specifically prescribed in statutory enactments, but
to have all those duties that appertain to the Office of Attorney General as it was known at common law. The
phrase "prescribed by law" was rejected as a limitation on the Attorney General's powers to those specified by
statute. The supreme court stated in Fergus v. Russel (1915), 270 Ill. 304, discussed below, that "[tlhe common
law is as much a part of the law of this State as the statutes and is included in the meaning of this phrase."” (See,
5I1LCS 50/1.)

In considering the powers of the Attorney General, the supreme court, in Fergus v. Russel, noted:

"Xk % %

*** Under our form of government all of the prerogatives which pertain to the crown in England under the
common law are here vested in the people, and if the Attorney General is vested by the constitution with all the
common law powers of that officer and it devolves upon him to perform all the common law duties which were
imposed upon that officer, then he becomes the law officer of the people, as represented in the State
government, and its only legal representative in the courts, unless by the constitution itself or by some
constitutional statute he has been divested of some of these powers and duties.

* X %"

(Fergus, at 337.)

The court went on to state:

LLEE S

** * By our Constitution we created this office by the common law designation of Attorney General and thus
impressed it with all its common law powers and duties. As the Office of the Attorney General is the only office
at common law [exercising legal functions] which is thus created by our Constitution, the Attorney General is
the chief law officer of the State, and the only officer empowered to represent the people in any suit or
proceeding in which the State is the real party in interest * * *,

* X %"

(Fergus, at 342.)

The court noted that it is the Attorney General's duty "to conduct the law business of the State, both in and out
of the courts." Fergus, at 342.

With these pronouncements, the court in Fergus clearly established the Office of Attorney General as one with
expansive powers which the General Assembly lacked the power to diminish. While it has frequently been
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argued that much of the language in Fergus broadly describing the Attorney General's role is obiter dicta, it is
clear that Fergus stands for "the principle that the Attorney General is the sole officer who may conduct
litigation in which the People of the State are the real party in interest.” People ex rel. Scott v. Briceland
(1976), 65 IlI. 2d 485, 495. Under Fergus and its progeny, any attempt to authorize any other officer to conduct
litigation in which the State is the real party in interest would be an impermissible interference with the
Attorney General's constitutional powers and an appropriation to another agency to be used directly for such
purposes would be unconstitutional and void.

The powers generally understood to belong to the Attorney General at common law have been summarized as
follows:

LLEE S

* ** 1st. To prosecute all actions, necessary for the protection and defense of the property and revenues of the
crown. 2d. By information, to bring certain classes of persons accused of crimes and misdemeanors to trial.
[3rd.] By scire facias, to revoke and annul grants made by the crown improperly, or when forfeited by the
grantee thereof. 4th. By information, to recover money or other chattels, or damages for wrongs committed on
the land, or other possessions of the crown. 5th. By writ of quo warranto, to determine the right of him who
claims or usurps any office, franchise or liberty, and to vacate the charter, or annul the existence of a
corporation, for violations of its charter, or for omitting to exercise its corporate powers. 6th. By writ of
mandamus, to compel the admission of an officer duly chosen to his office, and to compel his restoration when
illegally ousted. 7th. By information in chancery, to enforce trusts, and to prevent public nuisances, and the
abuse of trust powers. 8th. By proceedings in rem, to recover property to which the crown may be entitled, by
forfeiture for treason, and property, for which there is no other legal owner, such as wrecks, treasure trove, &c.
(3 Black. Com., 256-7, 260 to 266; id., 427 and 428; 4 id., 308, 312.) 9th. And in certain cases, by information
in chancery, for the protection of the rights of lunatics, and others, who are under the protection of the crown.
(Mitford's PI., 24-30, Adams' Equity, 301-2.)

* kX x"

1919-20 Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. 618, 629-30, quoting from People v. Miner, 3 Lansing (NY) 396 (1868).

While many of these powers now have a statutory basis, the significance of the common law powers still must
be understood from the perspective of the interests represented. Representation of the Crown is translated in our
system to representation of the People thus, serving the public interest is established as the paramount
obligation of the Attorney General. Further, these powers fix the core of the powers to be exercised by the
Attorney General. While they may be expanded upon, nothing in this basic core can be transferred or exercised
by any other officer.

At the same time that the Constitution created the Office of Attorney General in what has remained its form to
this day, it changed the Office of State's Attorney from the form in which it had been previously known to its
present form. The Constitution provided that at the 1872 election there would "be elected a state's attorney in
and for each county in lieu of the [circuit] state's attorneys now provided by law." (lll. Const. 1870, art. VI, sec.
22.) The incorporation of prior statutory language in legislation pertaining to the new offices as known under
the 1870 Constitution left the responsibilities somewhat blurred, or at least closely interrelated. One can find to
this day provisions for the commencement of actions in which the people of the State may be concerned (55
ILCS 5/9005(a)(1)) and for representation of State officers by State's Attorneys within their counties. (55 ILCS
5/3-9005(a)(4).) As in the 1827 and 1845 Acts, the current law allows the Attorney General to call on State's
Attorneys for assistance in matters before the supreme court. (55 ILCS 5/3-9005(a)(8).) There is also a sharing
of responsibilities in the area of criminal prosecution. (See, 15 ILCS 205/4.)
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The Illinois Constitution of 1970, generally effective on July 1, 1971, continued the Office of Attorney General
as it had been established under the 1870 Constitution. The Office of Attorney General is created in article V,
section 1, and is described specifically in section 15 of article V, which provides as follows: "The Attorney
General shall be the legal officer of the State and shall have the duties and powers that may be prescribed by
law." While there was some discussion in the course of the Constitutional Convention concerning a possible
limitation on the powers of the Attorney General, given the clear understanding from Fergus v. Russel that the
prescription of powers by law was inclusive of the broad powers enjoyed by the Attorney General under the
common law, the Convention included language that did not differ in import or effect from that in the 1870
Constitution. [Note: In their book The Illinois Constitution: An Annotated and Comparative Analysis (Institute
of Government and Public Affairs, University of Illinois, Urbana (1969)), prepared for the Illinois Constitution
Study Commission, George D. Braden and Rubin G. Cohn suggested, at p. 360, that reversion to the language
of the 1818 Constitution ["regulated” versus "prescribed™ by law] would "introduce adequate flexibility in
allocating legal work within the Executive Department.” The Convention did not opt for this suggested
alteration.]

In People ex rel. Scott v. Briceland (1976), 65 Ill. 2d 485, it was the view of the Illinois Supreme Court that
Fergus had been "incorporated into article V, section 15, of the present Constitution.” The court went on to
reaffirm that ""'the Attorney General is the sole officer authorized to represent the people of this State in
any litigation in which the People of this State are the real party in interest * * *." In a subsequent case,
EPA v. PCB (1977), 69 Ill. 2d 394, the court reaffirmed the Attorney General's "prerogative of conducting legal
affairs for the State” and noted that the "Attorney General's responsibility is not limited to serving or
representing the particular interests of State agencies, including opposing State agencies, but embraces serving
or representing the broader interests of the State."

Because of the peculiar role carved out for the Attorney General, he or she stands, as a lawyer, in a position
different from most other lawyers. His or her client is ultimately the People, and while he or she may represent
officers and agencies that are parties to litigation within his purview, his or her relationship to those “clients"
differs from a customary attorney/client relationship. (See EPA v. PCB, at 401-2.) When the Attorney General
undertakes representation in his or her constitutional role, it is the Attorney General and not the officer or
agency who controls the course of the representation. (See Newberg, Inc. v. The Illinois State Toll Highway
Authority (1983), 98 Ill. 2d 58.) The Attorney General is fully empowered to control the State's litigation in the
public interest. Under the applicable case law, one must come to the conclusion that the Attorney General has
the power to make all decisions on the State's behalf in litigation he is handling, including those on strategy, the
course of the litigation, and to make determinations on settlement and appeal.

Serving and representing the broader interests of the State takes the Attorney General into a wide range of areas,
some of which were unknown at the time the common law powers were developed but which nevertheless can
be addressed through the use of those powers. The State's day to day legal business has been joined by functions
relating to the protection of the environment (developing from the common law power to prevent public
nuisance), the combating of consumer fraud, the protection of the citizens' interests in public utility rate and
service matters, and, most recently, in the obtainment of health care.

While the Attorney General has prosecutorial powers under the common law, he generally lacks the power to
take exclusive charge of the prosecution of cases over which a State's Attorney shares authority, unless
exclusive or independent authority is given by statute. (See, People v. Massarella (1978), 73 Ill. 2d 531, and
People v. Buffalo Confectionery Co. (1980), 78 Ill. 2d 447.) The powers of the Attorney General provide that
he is to assist State's Attorneys in prosecutions "when, in his judgment, the interest of the people of the State
requires it." (15 ILCS 205/ 4.) Prosecution assistance has been a major function, particularly necessary when
serious cases have arisen in smaller counties with limited resources. Criminal activity on a multicounty basis
has led to statutory power to convene a statewide grand jury with powers crossing jurisdictional lines for
investigation of specified drug and streetgang related offenses. (725 ILCS 215/1 et seq.) In specialized areas,
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and particularly in areas pertaining to environmental protection, the General Assembly has given the Attorney
General independent power to prosecute. As was provided in the office’s earliest days, the Attorney General
retains the prerogative to "appear for and represent the people of the state before the supreme court in all cases
[civil or criminal] in which the state or the people of the state are interested.” (15 ILCS 205/4.) Thus, most
serious criminal matters, and particularly capital cases, eventually fall within the Attorney General's purview.

In the 180 year history of this State, the Office of the Attorney General has developed and has become an
indispensable participant in this State's governance. The fact that the common law places the Attorney General
in a position of being an advocate for the broader interests of the State, as attorney for the People as a whole,
postures him or her to look beyond what can sometimes be the parochial interests of State agencies and
governmental units to what is the greater good and the more significant interest.

Attorneys General of Illinois

Daniel Pope Cook 1819

William Mears 1819-1821

Samuel D. Lockwood 1821-1823

James Turney 1823-1829

George Forquer 1829-1832

James Semple 1833-1834

Ninian W. Edwards 1834-1835

Jesse B. Thomas, Jr. 1835-1836

Walter B. Scates 1836-1837

Usher F. Linder 1837-1838

George W. Olney 1838-1839

Wickliffe Kitchell 1839-1840

Josiah Lamborn 1840-1843

James A. McDougall 1843-1846

David B. Campbell 1846-1848

Robert G. Ingersoll 1867-1869

Washington Bushnell 1869-1873

James K. Edsall 1873-1881

James McCartney 1881-1885

George Hunt 1885-1893




Maurice T. Moloney 1893-1897
Edward C. Akin 1897-1901
Howland J. Hamlin 1901-1905

William H. Stead 1905-1913

Patrick J. Lucey 1912-1917

Edward J. Brundage 1917-1925

Oscar E. Carlstrom 1925-1933

Otto Kerner 1933-1938

John Edward A. Cassidy 1938-1941

George F. Barrett 1941-1949

lvan A. Elliott 1949-1953

Latham Castle 1953-1959

Grenville Beardsley 1959-1960

William L. Guild 1960-1961

William G. Clark 1961-1969

William J. Scott 1969-1980

Tyrone C. Fahner 1980-1983

Neil F. Hartigan 1983-1991

Roland W. Burris 1991-1995

Jim Ryan 1995-2003

Lisa Madigan 2003-Present




The Crown Temple

By Michael Edward of the Ecclesiastic Commonwealth Community (ECC)

The Templars of the Crown

The governmental and judicial systems within the United States of America, at both federal and local state
levels, is owned by the Crown, which is a private foreign power. Before jumping to conclusions about the
Queen of England or the Royal Families of Britain owning the U.S.A., this is a different Crown and is fully
exposed and explained below. We are specifically referencing the established Templar Church, known for
centuries by the world as the Crown. From this point on, we will also refer to the Crown as the Crown Temple
or Crown Templar, all three being synonymous.

First, a little historical background. The Temple Church was built by the Knights Templar in two parts: the
Round and the Chancel. The Round Church was consecrated in 1185 and modeled after the circular Church of
the Holy Sepulchre in Jerusalem. The Chancel was built in 1240. The Temple Church serves both the Inner
and Middle Temples (see below) and is located between Fleet Street and Victoria Embankment at the Thames
River. Its grounds also house the Crown Offices at Crown Office Row. This Temple Church is outside any
Canonical jurisdiction. The Master of the Temple is appointed and takes his place by sealed (non-public)
patent, without induction or institution.

All licensed Bar Attorneys - Attorners (see definitions below) in the U.S. owe their allegiance and give their
solemn oath in pledge to the Crown Temple, realizing this or not. This is simply due to the fact that all Bar
Associations throughout the world are signatories and franchises to the International Bar Association located at
the Inns of Court at Crown Temple, which are physically located at Chancery Lane behind Fleet Street in
London. Although they vehemently deny it, all Bar Associations in the U.S., such as the American Bar
Association, the Florida Bar, or California Bar Association, are franchises to the Crown.

The Inns of Court (see below, The Four Inns of Court) to the Crown Temple use the Banking and Judicial
system of the City of London - a sovereign and independent territory which is not a part of Great Britain (just as
Washington City, as DC was called in the 1800’s, is not a part of the north American states, nor is it a state) to
defraud, coerce, and manipulate the American people. These Fleet Street bankers and lawyers are committing
crimes in America under the guise and color of law (see definitions for legal and lawful below). They are
known collectively as the Crown. Their lawyers are actually Templar Bar Attornies, not lawyers.

The present Queen of England is not the Crown, as we have all been led to believe. Rather, it is the Bankers
and Attornies (Attorneys) who are the actual Crown or Crown Temple. The Monarch aristocrats of England
have not been ruling sovereigns since the reign of King John, circa 1215. All royal sovereignty of the old
British Crown since that time has passed to the Crown Temple in Chancery.
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The U.S.A. is not the free and sovereign nation that our federal government tells us it is. If this were true, we
would not be dictated to by the Crown Temple through its bankers and attornies. The U.S.A. is controlled and
manipulated by this private foreign power and our unlawful Federal U.S. Government is their pawn broker. The
bankers and Bar Attorneys in the U.S.A. are a franchise in oath and allegiance to the Crown at Chancery - the
Crown Temple Church and its Chancel located at Chancery Lane — a manipulative body of elite bankers and
attorners from the independent City of London who violate the law in America by imposing fraudulent legal -
but totally unlawful - contracts on the American people. The banks Rule the Temple Church and the Attorners
carry out their Orders by controlling their victim’s judiciary.

Since the first Chancel of the Temple Church was built by the Knights Templar, this is not a new ruling system
by any means. The Chancel, or Chancery, of the Crown Inner Temple Court was where King John was, in
January 1215, when the English barons demanded that he confirm the rights enshrined in the Magna Carta.
This City of London Temple was the headquarters of the Templar Knights in Great Britain where Order and
Rule were first made, which became known as Code. Remember all these terms, such as Crown, Temple,
Templar, Knight, Chancel, Chancery, Court, Code, Order and Rule as we tie together their origins with the
present American Temple Bar system of thievery by equity (chancery) contracts.

Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For ye are like unto whited sepulchres, which indeed appear
beautiful outward, but are within full of dead men's bones, and of all uncleanness. -Matthew 23:27

By what authority has the Crown usurped the natural sovereignty of the American people? Is it acceptable that
the U.S. Supreme Court decides constitutional issues in the U.S.A? How can it be considered in any manner as
being constitutional when this same Supreme Court is appointed by (not elected) and paid by the Federal U.S.
Government? As you will soon see, the land called North America belongs to the Crown Temple.

The legal system (judiciary) of the U.S.A. is controlled by the Crown Temple from the independent and
sovereign City of London. The private Federal Reserve System, which issues fiat U.S. Federal Reserve Notes,
is financially owned and controlled by the Crown from Switzerland, the home and legal origin for the charters
of the United Nations, the International Monetary Fund, the World Trade Organization, and most importantly,
the Bank of International Settlements. Even Hitler respected his Crown bankers by not bombing Switzerland.
The Bank of International Settlements in Basel, Switzerland controls all the central banks of the G7 nations. He
who controls the gold rules the world.

Definitions you never knew:

ATTORN [e-'tern] Anglo-French aturner to transfer (allegiance of a tenant to another lord), from Old French
atorner to turn (to), arrange, from a- to + torner to turn: to agree to be the tenant of a new landlord or owner of
the same property. Merriam-Webster's Dictionary of Law 1996.

ATTORN, v.i. [L. ad and torno.] In the feudal law, to turn, or transfer homage and service from one lord to
another. This is the act of feudatories, vassels or tenants, upon the alienation of the estate. Websters - 1828
Dictionary.




ESQUIRE, n [L. scutum, a shield; Gr. a hide, of which shields were anciently made.], a shield-bearer or armor-
bearer, scutifer; an attendant on a knight. Hence in modern times, a title of dignity next in degree below a
knight. In England, this title is given to the younger sons of noblemen, to officers of the king's courts and of the
household, to counselors at law, justices of the peace, while in commission, sheriffs, and other gentlemen. In
the United States, the title is given to public officers of all degrees, from governors down to justices and
attorneys. Websters - 1828 Dictionary.

RULE, n. [L. regula, from rego, to govern, that is, to stretch, strain or make straight.] 1. Government; sway;
empire; control; supreme command or authority. 6. In monasteries, corporations or societies, a law or regulation
to be observed by the society and its particular members. Websters - 1828 Dictionary

RULE n. 1 [C] a statement about what must or should be done, (syn.) a regulation.

REGULATION n. 1 [C] a rule, statement about what can be done and what cannot. 2 [U] the general condition
of controlling any part of human life. -Newbury House Dictionary - 1999.

CODE n. 1 [C; U] a way of hiding the true meaning of communications from all except those people who have
the keys to understand it. 2 [C] a written set of rules of behavior. 3 [C] a formal group of principles or laws. -v.
coded, coding, codes to put into code, (syn.) to encode. ENCODE v. 1 to change written material into secret
symbols. - Newbury House Dictionary - 1999.

CURTAIN n. [OE. cortin, curtin, fr. OF. cortine, curtine, F. courtine, LL. cortina, also, small court, small
inclosure surrounded by walls, from cortis court. See Court.] 4 A flag; an ensign; -- in contempt. [Obs.] Shak.
Behind the curtain, in concealment; in secret. -1913 Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary.

COURT, n. 3. A palace; the place of residence of a king or sovereign prince. 5. Persons who compose the
retinue or council of a king or emperor. 9. The tabernacle had one court; the temple, three. Webster’s 1828
Dictionary.

COURT n. 2 the place where a king or queen lives or meets others. -The Newbury House Dictionary - 1999.

TEMPLAR, n. [from the Temple, a house near the Thames, which originally belonged to the knights Templars.
The latter took their denomination from an apartment of the palace of Baldwin Il in Jerusalem, near the temple.]
1. A student of the law. —Webster’s 1828 Dictionary.

TEMPLE, n. [L. templum.] 1. A public edifice erected in honor of some deity. Among pagans, a building
erected to some pretended deity, and in which the people assembled to worship. Originally, temples were open
places, as the Stonehenge in England. 4. In England, the Temples are two inns of court, thus called because
anciently the dwellings of the knights Templars. They are called the Inner and the Middle Temple. —~Webster’s
1828 Dictionary.

CAPITOL, n. 1. The temple of Jupiter in Rome, and a fort or castle, on the Mons Capitolinus. In this, the
Senate of Rome anciently assembled; and on the same place, is still the city hall or town-house, where the
conservators of the Romans hold their meetings. The same name was given to the principal temples of the
Romans in their colonies.

INN, n. [Hebrew, To dwell or to pitch a tent.] 2. In England, a college of municipal or common law professors
and students; formerly, the town-house of a nobleman, bishop or other distinguished personage, in which he
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resided when he attended the court. Inns of court, colleges in which students of law reside and are instructed.
The principal are the Inner Temple, the Middle Temple, Lincoln's Inn, and Gray's Inn. Inns of chancery,
colleges in which young students formerly began their law studies. These are now occupied chiefly by
attorneys, solicitors, etc.

INNER, a. [from in.] Interior; farther inward than something else, as an inner chamber; the inner court of a
temple or palace. ~-Webster’s 1828 Dictionary.

CROWN, n. 4. Imperial or regal power or dominion; sovereignty. There is a power behind the crown greater
than the crown itself. Junius. 19. A coin stamped with the image of a crown; hence, a denomination of money;
as, the English crown. -- Crown land, land belonging to the crown, that is, to the sovereign. -- Crown law, the
law which governs criminal prosecutions. — Crown lawyer, one employed by the crown, as in criminal cases.
v.t. 1. To cover, decorate, or invest with a crown; hence, to invest with royal dignity and power. -1913
Webster's Revised Unabridged Dictionary.

COLONY, n. 1. A company [i.e. legal corporation] or body of people transplanted from their mother country to
a remote province or country to cultivate and inhabit it, and remaining subject to the jurisdiction of the parent
state; as the British colonies in America or the Indies; the Spanish colonies in South America. ~-Webster’s 1828
Dictionary.

STATE, n. [L., to stand, to be fixed.] 1. Condition; the circumstances of a being or thing at any given time.
These circumstances may be internal, constitutional or peculiar to the being, or they may have relation to other
beings. 4. Estate; possession. [See Estate.] —-Webster’s 1828 Dictionary.

ESTATE, n. [L. status, from sto, to stand. The roots stb, std and stg, have nearly the same signification, to set,
to fix. It is probable that the L. sto is contracted from stad, as it forms steti.] 1. In a general sense, fixedness; a
fixed condition; 5. Fortune; possessions; property in general. 6. The general business or interest of government;
hence, a political body; a commonwealth; a republic. But in this sense, we now use State. ESTATE, v.t. To
settle as a fortune. 1. To establish. ~-Webster’s 1828 Dictionary.

PATENT, a. [L. patens, from pateo, to open.] 3. Appropriated by letters patent. 4. Apparent; conspicuous.
PATENT, n. A writing given by the proper authority and duly authenticated, granting a privilege to some
person or persons. By patent, or letters patent, that is, open letters, the king of Great Britain grants lands,
honors and franchises.

PATENT, v.t. To grant by patent. 1. To secure the exclusive right of a thing to a person.

LAWFUL. In accordance with the law of the land; according to the law; permitted, sanctioned, or justified by
law. "Lawful" properly implies a thing conformable to or enjoined by law; "Legal", a thing in the form or after
the manner of law or binding by law. A writ or warrant issuing from any court, under color of law, is a "legal”
process however defective. A Dictionary of Law 1893.

LEGAL. Latin legalis. Pertaining to the understanding, the exposition, the administration, the science and the
practice of law: as, the legal profession, legal advice; legal blanks, newspaper. Implied or imputed in law.
Opposed to actual. "Legal” looks more to the letter, and "Lawful” to the spirit, of the law. "Legal" is more
appropriate for conformity to positive rules of law; "Lawful” for accord with ethical principle. "Legal” imports




rather that the forms of law are observed, that the proceeding is correct in method, that rules prescribed have
been obeyed;

"Lawful” that the right is actful in substance, that moral quality is secured. "Legal™ is the antithesis of
"equitable”, and the equivalent of "constructive". — 2 Abbott's Law Dict. 24; A Dictionary of Law (1893).

STATUS IN QUO, STATUS QUO. [L., state in which.] The state in which anything is already. The phrase is
also used retrospectively, as when, on a treaty of place, matters return to the status quo ante bellum, or are left
in statu quo ante bellum, i.e., the state (or, in the state) before the war. -1913 Webster's Revised Unabridged
Dictionary

The Four Inns of Court to the unholy Temple

Globally, all the legalistic scams promoted by the exclusive monopoly of the Temple Bar and their Bar
Association franchises come from four Inns or Temples of Court: the Inner Temple, the Middle Temple,
Lincoln's Inn, and Gray's Inn. These Inns/Temples are exclusive and private country clubs; secret societies of
world power in commerce. They are well established, some having been founded in the early 1200’s. The
Queen and Queen Mother of England are current members of both the Inner Temple and Middle Temple.
Gray’s Inn specializes in Taxation legalities by Rule and Code for the Crown. Lincoln’s Inn received its name
from the Third Earl of Lincoln (circa 1300).

Just like all U.S. based franchise Bar Associations, none of the Four Inns of the Temple are incorporated - for a
definite and purposeful reason: You can’t make claim against a non-entity and a non-being. They are private
societies without charters or statutes, and their so-called constitutions are based solely on custom and self-
regulation. In other words, they exist as secret societies without a public front door unless you’re a private
member called to their Bar.

While the Inner Temple holds the legal system franchise by license to steal from Canada and Great Britain, it is
the Middle Temple that has legal license to steal from America. This comes about directly via their Bar
Association franchises to the Honourable Society of the Middle Temple through the Crown Temple.

From THE HISTORY OF THE INN, Later Centuries, [p.6], written by the Honourable Society of the Middle
Temple, we can see a direct tie to the Bar Association franchises and its Crown signatories in America:

Call to the Bar or keeping terms in one of the four Inns a pre-requisite to Call at King's Inns until late in the
19th century. In the 17th and 18th centuries, students came from the American colonies and from many of the
West Indian islands. The Inn's records would lead one to suppose that for a time there was hardly a young
gentleman in Charleston who had not studied here. Five of the signatories to the Declaration of Independence
were Middle Templars, and notwithstanding it and its consequences, Americans continued to come here until
the War of 1812.

All Bar Association licensed Attorneys must keep the terms of their oath to the Crown Temple in order to be
accepted or called to Bar at any of the King’s Inns. Their oath, pledge, and terms of allegiance are made to the
Crown Temple.
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It’s a real eye opener to know that the Middle Inn of the Crown Temple has publicly acknowledged there were
at least five Templar Bar Attornies, under solemn oath only to the Crown, who signed what was alleged to be an
American Declaration of Independence. This simply means that both parties to the Declaration agreement were
of the same origin, the Crown Temple. In case you don’t understand the importance of this, there is no
international agreement or treaty that will ever be honored, or will ever have lawful effect, when the same party
signs as both the first and second parties. It’s merely a worthless piece of paper with no lawful authority when
both sides to any agreement are actually the same. In reality, the American Declaration of Independence was
nothing more than an internal memo of the Crown Temple made among its private members.

By example, Alexander Hamilton was one of those numerous Crown Templars who was called to their Bar. In
1774, he entered King's College in New York City, which was funded by members of the London King’s Inns,
now named Columbia University. In 1777, he became a personal aide and private secretary to George
Washington during the American Revolution.

In May of 1782, Hamilton began studying law in Albany, New York, and within six months had completed a
three year course of studies, passed his examinations, and was admitted to the New York Bar. Of course, the
New York Bar Association was/is a franchise of the Crown Temple through the Middle Inn. After a year's
service in Congress during the 1782-1783 session, he settled down to legal practice in New York City as
Alexander Hamilton, Esqgr. In February of 1784, he wrote the charter for, and became a founding member of,
the Bank of New York, the State's first bank.

He secured a place on the New York delegation to the Federal Convention of 1787 at Philadelphia. In a five
hour speech on June 18th, he stated an Executive for life will be an elective Monarch. When all his anti-
Federalist New York colleagues withdrew from the Convention in protest, he alone signed the Constitution for
the United States of America representing New York State, one of the legal Crown States (Colonies).

One should particularly notice that a lawful state is made up of the people, but a State is a legal entity of the
Crown - a Crown Colony. This is an example of the deceptive ways the Crown Temple — Middle Templars -
have taken control of America since the beginning of our settlements.

Later, as President Washington’s U.S. Treasury Secretary, Hamilton alone laid the foundation of the first
Federal U.S. Central Bank, secured credit loans through Crown banks in France and the Netherlands, and
increased the power of the Federal Government over the hoodwinked nation-states of the Union. Hamilton had
never made a secret of the fact that he admired the government and fiscal policies of Great Britain.

Americans were fooled into believing that the legal Crown Colonies comprising New England were
independent nation states, but they never were nor are today. They were and still are Colonies of the Crown
Temple, through letters patent and charters, who have no legal authority to be independent from the Rule and
Order of the Crown Temple. A legal State is a Crown Temple Colony.

Neither the American people nor the Queen of Britain own America. The Crown Temple owns America
through the deception of those who have sworn their allegiance by oath to the Middle Templar Bar. The Crown
Bankers and their Middle Templar Attornies Rule America through unlawful contracts, unlawful taxes, and
contract documents of false equity through debt deceit, all strictly enforced by their completely unlawful, but
legal, Orders, Rules and Codes of the Crown Temple Courts, our so-called judiciary in America. This is
because the Crown Temple holds the land titles and estate deeds to all of North America.
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The biggest lie is what the Crown and its agents refer to as the rule of law. In reality, it is not about law at all,
but solely about the Crown Rule of all nations. For example, just read what President Bush stated on November
13, 2001, regarding the rule of law:

Our countries are embarked on a new relationship for the 21st century, founded on a commitment to the values
of democracy, the free market, and the rule of law. - Joint Statement by President George W. Bush and
President VVladimir V. Putin on 11/13/01, spoken from the White House, Washington D.C.

What happened in 1776?

"Whoever owns the soil, owns all the way to the heavens and to the depths of the earth.” - Old Latin maxim and
Roman expression.

1776 is the year that will truly live in infamy for all Americans. It is the year that the Crown Colonies became
legal Crown States. The Declaration of Independence was a legal, not lawful, document. It was signed on both
sides by representatives of the Crown Temple. Legally, it announced the status quo of the Crown Colonies to
that of the new legal name called States as direct possessive estates of the Crown (see the definitions above to
understand the legal trickery that was done).

The American people were hoodwinked into thinking they were declaring lawful independence from the
Crown. Proof that the Colonies are still in Crown possession is the use of the word State to signify a legal
estate of possession. Had this been a document of and by the people, both the Declaration of Independence and
the U.S. Constitution would have been written using the word states. By the use of State, the significance of a
government of estate possession was legally established. All of the North American States are Crown Templar
possessions through their legal document, signed by their representation of both parties to the contract, known
as the Constitution of the United States of America.

All Constitutional Rights in America are simply those dictated by the Crown Temple and enforced by the
Middle Inn Templars (Bar Attorners) through their franchise and corporate government entity, the federal
United States Government. When a State Citizen attempts to invoke his constitutional, natural, or common law
rights in Chancery (equity courts), he is told they don’t apply. Why? Simply because a State citizen has no
rights outside of the Rule and Codes of Crown law. Only a state citizen has natural and common law rights by
the paramount authority of God’s Law.

The people who comprise the citizenry of a state are recognized only within natural and common law as is
already established by God’s Law. Only a State Citizen can be a party to an action within a State Court. A
common state citizen cannot be recognized in that court because he doesn’t legally exist in Crown Chancery
Courts. In order to be recognized in their State Courts, the common man must be converted to that of a
corporate or legal entity (a legal fiction).

Now you know why they create such an entity using all capital letters within Birth Certificates issued by the
State. They convert the common lawful man of God into a fictional legal entity subject to Administration by
State Rules, Orders and Codes (there is no law within any Rule or Code). Of course, Rules, Codes, etc. do not
apply to the lawful common man of the Lord of lords, so the man with inherent Godly law and rights must be
converted into a legal Person of fictional status (another legal term) in order for their legal - but completely
unlawful State Judiciary (Chancery Courts) to have authority over him.
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Chancery Courts are tribunal courts where the decisions of justice are decided by 3 judges. This is a direct
result of the Crown Temple having invoked their Rule and Code over all judicial courts. It is held to be a
settled Rule, that our courts cannot take notice of any title to land not derived from the State or Colonial
government, and duly verified by patent. -4 Johns. Rep. 163. Jackson v. Waters, 12 Johns. Rep. 365. S.P.

The Crown Temple was granted Letters Patent (see definition above) and Charters (definition below) for all the
land (Colonies) of New England by the King of England, a sworn member of the Middle Temple (as the Queen
is now). Since the people were giving the patent/charter corporations and Colonial Governours such a hard
time, especially concerning Crown taxation, a scheme was devised to allow the Americans to believe they were
being granted independence. Remember, the Crown Templars represented both parties to the 1776 Declaration
of Independence; and, as we are about to see, the latter 1787 U.S. Constitution.

To have this Declaration recognized by international treaty law, and in order to establish the new legal Crown
entity of the incorporated United States, Middle Templar King George 111 agreed to the Treaty of Paris on
September 3, 1783, between the Crown of Great Britain and the said United States. The Crown of Great Britain
legally was, then and now, the Crown Temple. This formally gave international recognition to the corporate
United States, the new Crown Temple States (Colonies). Most important is to know who the actual signatories
to the Treaty of Paris were. Take particular note to the abbreviation Esqr. Following their names (see above
definition for ESQUIRE) as this legally signifies Officers of the King’s Courts, which we now know were
Templar Courts or Crown Courts. This is the same Crown Templar Title given to Alexander Hamilton (see
above).

The Crown was represented in signature by David Hartley, Esqr., a Middle Templar of the King’s Court.
Representing the United States (a Crown franchise) by signature was John Adams, Esqr, Benjamin Franklin,
Esqr. and John Jay, Esqr. The signatories for the United States were also Middle Templars of the King’s Court
through Bar Association membership. What is plainly written in history proves, once again, that the Crown
Temple was representing both parties to the agreement. What a perfect and elaborate scam the people of North
America had pulled on them!

It becomes even more obvious when you read Article 5, which states in part, to provide for the Restitution of all
Estates, Rights, and Properties which have been confiscated, belonging to real British Subjects.

The Crown Colonies were granted to persons and corporations of the Crown Temple through Letters Patent and
Charters, and the North American Colonial land was owned by the Crown.

Now, here’s a real catch-all in Article 4:

It is agreed that creditors on either side shall meet with no lawful impediment to the recovery of the full value in
sterling money of all bona fide debts heretofore contracted. Since the Crown and its Templars represented both

the United States, as the debtors, and the Crown, as the creditors, then they became the creditor of the American
people by owning all debts of the former Colonies, now called the legal Crown States. This sounds too good to

be true, but these are the facts. The words SCAM and HOODWINKED can’t begin to describe what had taken

place.

So then, what debts were owed to the Crown Temple and their banks as of 1883? In the Contract Between the
King and the Thirteen United States of North America, signed at Versailles July 16, 1782, Article | states, It is
agreed and certified that the sums advanced by His Majesty to the Congress of the United States under the title
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of a loan, in the years 1778, 1779, 1780, 1781, and the present 1782, amount to the sum of eighteen million of
livres, money of France, according to the following twenty-one receipts of the above-mentioned underwritten
Minister of Congress, given in virtue of his full powers, to wit:

That amount equals about $18 million dollars, plus interest, that Hamilton’s U.S. Central Bank owed the Crown
through Crown Bank loans in France. This was signed, on behalf of the United States, by an already familiar
Middle Templar, Benjamin Franklin, Esquire.

An additional $6 million dollars (six million livres) was loaned to the United States at 5% interest by the same
parties in a similar Contract signed on February 25, 1783. The Crown Bankers in the Netherlands and France
were calling in their debts for payment by future generations of Americans.

The Fiscal Agents of Mystery Babylon

Since its beginnings, the Temple Church at the City of London has been a Knight Templar secret society. It
was built and established by the same Temple Knights who were given their Rule and Order by the Roman
Pope. It’s very important to know how the British Royal Crown was placed into the hands of the Knights
Templars, and how the Crown Templars became the fiscal and military agents for the Pope of the Roman
Church.

This all becomes very clear through the Concession Of England To The Pope on May 15, 1213. The charter
was sworn in fealty by England’s King John to Pope Innocent and the Roman Church. It was witnessed before
the Crown Templars, as King John stated upon sealing the same, | myself bearing witness in the house of the
Knights Templars.

Pay particular attention to the words being used that we have defined below, especially charter, fealty, demur,
and concession:

We wish it to be known to all of you, through this our charter, furnished with our seal not induced by force or
compelled by fear, but of our own good and spontaneous will and by the common counsel of our barons, do
offer and freely concede to God and His holy apostles Peter and Paul and to our mother the holy Roman church,
and to our lord pope Innocent and to his Catholic successors, the whole kingdom of England and the whole
kingdom Ireland, with all their rights and appurtenances we perform and swear fealty for them to him our
aforesaid lord pope Innocent, and his catholic successors and the Roman church binding our successors and our
heirs by our wife forever, in similar manner to perform fealty and show homage to him who shall be chief
pontiff at that time, and to the Roman church without demur. As a sign we will and establish perpetual
obligation and concession from the proper and especial revenues of our aforesaid kingdoms the Roman church
shall receive yearly a thousand marks sterling saving to us and to our heirs our rights, liberties and regalia; all of
which things, as they have been described above, we wish to have perpetually valid and firm; and we bind
ourselves and our successors not to act counter to them. And if we or any one of our successors shall presume
to attempt this, whoever he be, unless being duly warned he come to his kingdom, and this senses, be shall lose
his right to the kingdom, and this charter of our obligation and concession shall always remain firm.
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Most who have commented on this charter only emphasize the payments due the Pope and the Roman Church.
What should be emphasized is the fact that King John broke the terms of this charter by signing the Magna
Carta on June 15, 1215. Remember; the penalty for breaking the 1213 agreement was the loss of the Crown
(right to the kingdom) to the Pope and his Roman Church. It says so quite plainly. To formally and lawfully
take the Crown from the royal monarchs of England by an act of declaration, on August 24, 1215, Pope
Innocent I11 annulled the Magna Carta; later in the year, he placed an Interdict (prohibition) on the entire British
Empire. From that time until today, the English monarchy and the entire British Crown belonged to the Pope.

The following definitions are all taken from Webster’s 1828 Dictionary since the meanings have not been
perverted for nearly 200 years:

FEALTY, n. [L. fidelis.] Fidelity to a lord; faithful adherence of a tenant or vassal to the superior of whom he
holds his lands; loyalty. Under the feudal system of tenures, every vassal or tenant was bound to be true and
faithful to his lord, and to defend him against all his enemies. This obligation was called his fidelity or fealty,
and an oath of fealty was required to be taken by all tenants to their landlords. The tenant was called a liege
man; the land, a liege fee; and the superior, liege lord.

FEE, n. [In English, is loan. This word, fee, inland, or an estate in trust, originated among the descendants of
the northern conquerors of Italy, but it originated in the south of Europe. See Feud.] Primarily, a loan of land,
an estate in trust, granted by a prince or lord, to be held by the grantee on condition of personal service, or other
condition; and if the grantee or tenant failed to perform the conditions, the land reverted to the lord or donor,
called the landlord, or lend-lord, the lord of the loan. A fee then is any land or tenement held of a superior on
certain conditions. It is synonymous with fief and feud. In the United States, an estate in fee or fee simple is
what is called in English law an allodial estate, an estate held by a person in his own right and descendible to
the heirs in general.

FEUD, n. [L. fides; Eng. loan.] A fief; a fee; a right to lands or hereditaments held in trust, or on the terms of
performing certain conditions; the right which a vassal or tenant has to the lands or other immovable thing of
his lord, to use the same and take the profits thereof hereditarily, rendering to his superior such duties and
services as belong to military tenure, &c., the property of the soil always remaining in the lord or superior.

By swearing to the 1213 Charter in fealty, King John declared that the British-English Crown and its
possessions at that time, including all future possessions, estates, trusts, charters, letters patent, and land, were
forever bound to the Pope and the Roman Church, the landlord. Some five hundred years later, the New
England Colonies in America became a part of the Crown as a possession and trust named the United States.

ATTORNING, ppr. Acknowledging a new lord, or transferring homage and fealty to the purchaser of an estate.
Bar Attorneys have been attorning ever since they were founded at the Temple Church, by acknowledging that
the Crown and he who holds the Crown is the new lord of the land.

CHARTER, n. 1. A written instrument, executed with usual forms, given as evidence of a grant, contract, or
whatever is done between man and man. In its more usual sense, it is the instrument of a grant conferring
powers, rights and privileges, either from a king or other sovereign power, or from a private person, as a charter
of exemption, that no person shall be empanelled on a jury, a charter of pardon, &c. The charters under which
most of the colonies in America were settled, were given by the king of England, and incorporated certain
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persons, with powers to hold the lands granted, to establish a government, and make laws for their own
regulation. These were called charter-governments.

By agreeing to the Magna Carta, King John had broken the agreement terms of his fealty with Rome and the
Pope. The Pope and his Roman Church control the Crown Temple because his Knights established it under his
Orders. He who controls the gold controls the world.

The Crown Temple Today

The workings of the Crown Temple in this day and age is more so obvious, yet somewhat hidden. The Crown
Templars have many names and many symbols to signify their private and unholy Temple. Take a close look at
the (alleged) one dollar $1 private Federal Reserve System (a Crown banking franchise) Debt Note.

Notice in the base of the pyramid the Roman date MDCCLXXVI which is written in Roman numerals for the
year 1776. The words ANNUIT COEPTIS NOVUS ORDO SECLORUM are Roman Latin for
ANNOUNCING THE BIRTH OF THE NEW ORDER OF THE WORLD. Go back to the definitions above
and pay particular attention to the words CAPITOL, CROWN and TEMPLE. 1776 signifies the birth of the
New World Order under the Crown Temple. That’s when their American Crown Colonies became the
chartered government called the United States, thanks to the Declaration of Independence. Since that date, the
United Nations (another legal Crown Temple by charter) rose up and refers to every nation as a State member.

The Wizard of Oz = the Crown Temple

This is not a mere child’s story written by L. Frank Baum. What symbol does Oz stand for? Ounces? Gold?
What is the yellow brick road? Bricks or ingot bars of gold?

The character known as the Straw Man represents that fictitious ALL CAPS legal fiction - a PERSON - the
Federal U.S. Government created with the same spelling as your Christian birth name. Remember what the
StrawMan wanted from the Wizard of Oz? A brain! No legal fiction has a brain because they have no breath of
life! What did he get in place of a brain? A Certificate. A Birth Certificate for a new legal creation. He was
proud of his new legal status, plus all the other legalisms he was granted. Now he becomes the true epitome of
the brainless sack of straw who was given a Certificate in place of a brain of common sense.

What about the Tin Man? Does Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN) mean anything to you? The poor TIN
Man just stood there mindlessly doing his work until his body literally froze up and stopped functioning. He
worked himself to death because he had no heart or soul. He’s the heartless and emotionless creature
robotically carrying out his daily task as if he was already dead. He’s the ox pulling the plow and the mule
toiling under the yoke. His masters keep him cold on the outside and heartless on the inside in order to control
any emotions or heart he may get a hold of.




The pitiful Cowardly Lion was always too frightened to stand up for himself. Of course, he was a bully and a
big mouth when it came to picking on those smaller than he was. They act as if they have great courage, but
they really have none at all. All roar with no teeth of authority to back them up. When push came to shove, the
Cowardly Lion always buckled under and whimpered when anyone of any size or stature challenged him. He
wanted courage from the Grand Wizard, so he was awarded a medal of official recognition. Now, regardless of
how much of a coward he still was, his official status made him a bully with officially recognized authority.
He’s just like the Attorneys who hide behind the Middle Courts of theTemple Bar.

What about the trip through the field of poppies? They weren’t real people, so drugs had no effect on them.
The Wizard of Oz was written at the turn of the century, so how could the author have known America was
going to be drugged? The Crown has been playing the drug cartel game for centuries. Just look up the history
of Hong Kong and the Opium Wars. The Crown already had valuable experience conquering all of China with
drugs, so why not the rest of the world?

Who finally exposed the Wizard for what he really was? Toto, the ugly (or cute, depending on your
perspective) and somewhat annoying little dog. Toto means in total, all together; Latin in toto. Notice how
Toto was not scared of the Great Wizard’s theatrics, yet he was so small in size compared to the Wizard, no-one
seemed to notice him. The smoke, flames and hologram images were designed to frighten people into doing as
the Great Wizard of Oz commanded. Toto simply went over, looked behind the curtain - the court - (see the
definition for curtain above), saw it was a scam, and started barking until others paid attention to him and came
to see what all the barking was about. Just an ordinary person controlling the levers that created the illusions of
the Great Wizard’s power and authority. The veil hiding the corporate legal fiction and its false courts was
removed. The Wizard’s game was up. It’s too bad that people don’t realize how loud a bark from a little dog
is.

How about your bark? Do you just remain silent and wait to be given whatever food and recognition, if any,
your legal master gives you?

Let’s not forget those pesky flying monkeys. What a perfect mythical creature to symbolize the Bar
Association Attorners who attack and control all the little people for the Great Crown Wizard, the powerful and
grand Bankers of Oz - Gold.

What is it going to take to expose the Wizard and tear down the court veil for what they really are? Each of us
needs only a brain, a heart and soul, and courage. Then, and most importantly, we all need to learn how to work
together. Only in toto, working together as one Body of the King of Kings, can we ever be free or have the
freedom given under God’s Law.

Mystery Babylon Revealed

There is no mystery behind the current abomination of Babylon for those who discern His Truth:

And upon her forehead was a name written, MYSTERY, BABYLON THE GREAT, THE MOTHER OF
HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH. -Revelation 17:5
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God has reserved His judgment for the great idolatress, Rome, the chief seat of all idolatry, that rules over many
nations with whom the kings have committed to the worship of her idols (see Revelation 17:1-4). The Pope and
His purported Church; sitting on the Temple throne at the Vatican; ruling the nations of the earth through the
Crown Temple of ungodly deities are the Rule and Order of Babylon; the Crown of godlessness and the Code of
commerce.

One may call the Rule of the world today by many names: The New World Order (a Bush family favorite), the
Third Way (spoken by Tony Blair and Bill Clinton), the Illuminati, Triad, Triangle, Trinity, Masonry, the
United Nations, the EU, the US, or many dozens of other names. However, they all point to one origin and one
beginning. We have traced this in history to the Crown Temple, the Temple Church circa 1200. Because the
Pope created the Order of the Temple Knights (the Grand Wizards of deception) and established their mighty
Temple Church in the sovereign City of London, it is the Pope and his Roman Capitols who control the world.

And the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet color, and decked with gold and precious stones and pearls,
having a golden cup in her hand full of abominations and filthiness of her fornication? -Revelation 17:4

This verse appears to be an accurate description of the Pope and His Bishops for the past 1,700 years. He
idolatries of commerce in the world: all the gold and silver; the iron and soft metals; the money and coins and
riches of the world: All of these are under the control of the Crown Temple; the Roman King and his false
Church; the throne of Babylon; attended to by his Templar Knights, the Wizards of abomination and idolatry.

The seven heads are seven mountains, on which the woman [mother of harlots] sitteth - Revelation 17:9

The only mention of seven mountains within our present-day Bible is at Revelation 17:9, so it’s no wonder this
has been a mystery to the current Body of Christ. The 1611 King James (who was a Crown Templar) Bible is
not the entire canon of the early church (church in Latin ecclesia; in Greek ekklesia). This in itself is no
mystery as history records the existence and destruction of these early church writings; just as history has now
proven their genuine authenticity with the appearance of the Dead Sea Scrolls and the coptic library at Nag
Hagmadi in Egypt, among many other recent Greek language discoveries within the past 100 years.

The current Holy Bible quotes the Book of Enoch numerous times:

By faith Enoch was taken away so that he did not see death, "and was not found, because God had taken him";
for before he was taken he had this testimony, that he pleased God. - Hebrews 11:5

Now Enoch, the seventh from Adam, prophesied about these men also, saying, "Behold, the Lord comes with
ten thousands of His saints, to execute judgment on all, to convict all who are ungodly among them of all their
ungodly deeds which they have committed in an ungodly way, and of all the harsh things which ungodly sinners
have spoken against Him." - Jude 1:14-15

The Book of Enoch was considered scripture by most early Christians. The earliest literature of the so-called
"Church Fathers" is filled with references to this mysterious book. The second century Epistle of Barnabus
makes much use of the Book of Enoch. Second and Third Century "Church Fathers,"” such as Justin Martyr,
Irenaeus, Origin and Clement of Alexandria, all make use of the Book of Enoch "Holy Scripture".

The Ethiopic Church included the Book of Enoch to its official canon. It was widely known and read the first
three centuries after Christ. However, this and many other books became discredited after the Roman Council
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of Laodicea. Being under ban of the Roman Papal authorities, afterwards they gradually passed out of
circulation.

At about the time of the Protestant Reformation, there was a renewed interest in the Book of Enoch, which had
long since been lost to the modern world. By the late 1400's, rumors began to spread that a copy of the long lost
Book of Enoch might still exist. During this time, many books arose claiming to be the lost book but were later
found to be forgeries.

The return of the Book of Enoch to the modern western world is credited to the famous explorer James Bruce,
who in 1773 returned from six years in Abyssinia with three Ethiopic copies of the lost book. In 1821, Richard
Laurence published the first English translation. The now famous R.H. Charles edition was first published by
Oxford Press in 1912. In the following years, several portions of the Greek text also surfaced. Then, with the
discovery of cave number four of the Dead Sea Scrolls, seven fragmentary copies of the Aramaic text were
discovered.

Within the Book of Enoch is revealed one of the mysteries of Babylon concerning the seven mountains she sits
upon (underlining has been added):

[CHAPTER 52] 2 There mine eyes saw all the secret things of heaven that shall be; a mountain of iron, a
mountain of copper, a mountain of silver, a mountain of gold, a mountain of soft metal, and a mountain of lead.

6) These [6] mountains which thine eyes have seen: The mountain of iron, the mountain of copper, the
mountain of silver, the mountain of gold, the mountain of soft metal, and the mountain of lead. All these shall
be in the presence of the Elect One as wax: Before the fire, like the water which streams down from above upon
those mountains, and they shall become powerless before his feet. 7) It shall come to pass in those days that
none shall be saved, either by gold or by silver, and none be able to escape. 8) There shall be no iron for war,
nor shall one clothe oneself with a breastplate. Bronze shall be of no service, tin shall be of no service and shall
not be esteemed, and lead shall not be desired. 9) All these things shall be denied and destroyed from the
surface of the earth when the Elect One shall appear before the face of the Lord of Spirits.

[CHAPTER 24] 3 The seventh mountain was in the midst of these, and it excelled them in height, resembling
the seat of a throne; and fragrant trees encircled the throne.

[CHAPTER 25] 3) And he answered saying: This high mountain which thou hast seen, whose summit is like
the throne of God, is His throne, where the Holy Great One, the Lord of Glory, the Eternal King, will sit, when
He shall come down to visit the earth with goodness. 4) As for this fragrant tree, no mortal is permitted to touch
it until the great judgement when He shall take vengeance on all and bring (everything) to its consummation
fore ver. 5) It shall then be given to the righteous and Holy. Its fruit shall be for food to the elect: It shall be
transplanted to the Holy place, to the temple of the Lord, the Eternal King. 6) Then shall they rejoice with joy
and be glad, and into the Holy place shall they enter; its fragrance shall be in their bones and they shall live a
long life on earth, such as thy fathers lived: In their days shall no sorrow, or plague, or torment, or calamity
touch them.

The present wealth and power of all the worlds gold, silver, tin, bronze, pearls, diamonds, gemstones, iron, and
copper belonging the Babylon whore, and held in the treasuries of her Crown Templar banks and deep stony
vaults, will not be able to save them at the time of the Lord’s judgment.
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But woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye shut up the kingdom of heaven against men: for ye
neither go in [yourselves], neither suffer ye them that are entering to go in. Matthew 23:13

Where do we go from here?

Now that their false Temple has been exposed, how does this apply to the Kingdom of Heaven? To reach the
end, you must know the beginning. For everything ordained of God, there is an imitation ordained of evil that
looks like the genuine thing. There is the knowledge of good and the knowledge of evil. The problem is, most
believe they have the knowledge of God when what they really have is knowledge of world deceptions
operating as gods. The only way to discern and begin to understand the Kingdom of Heaven is to seek the
Knowledge that comes only from God, not the knowledge of men who take their legal claim as earthly rulers
and gods.

The false Crown Temple and its Grand Wizard Knights have led the world to believe that they are of the Lord
God and hold the knowledge and keys to His Kingdom. What they hold within their Temples are the opposite.
They claim to be the Holy Church, but which holy church? The real one or the false one? Are the Pope and his
Roman Church the Temple of God, or is this the unholy Temple of Babylon sitting upon the seven mountains?

They use the same words, but alter them to show the true meaning they have applied: The State is not a state; a
Certificate is not a certification. The Roman Church is not the church (ekklesia). There is the Crown of the
Lord; and a Crown of that which is not of the Lord. All imitations appear to be the genuine article, but they are
fakes. Those who are truly seeking the genuine Kingdom of God must allow the Lord to show them the
discernment between the genuine and the imitation. Without this discernment by the Holy Spirit, all will
remain fooled by the illusions of false deity emanating from the unholy spirits of the Wizards.

Neither shall they say, Lo here! Or, lo there! For behold, the kingdom of God is within you. - Luke 17:21

Jesus said, "If your leaders say to you, 'Look, the (Father's) kingdom is in the sky,' then the birds of the sky will
precede you. If they say to you, 'It is in the sea," then the fish will precede you. Rather, the FATHER'S
kingdom is within you and it is outside you." - Gospel of Thomas 3

Don’t you know that you are the temple of God, and that the Spirit of God lives in you? 1 Corinthians 3:16

Jesus said, "Know what is in front of your face, and what is hidden from you will be disclosed to you. For there
is nothing hidden that will not be revealed. [And there is nothing buried that will not be raised."] - - Gospel of
Thomas 5
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1.

July 1, 1862 - “An Act to provide Internal Revenue to support the
Government and to pay Interest on the Public Debt.”

“And be it further enacted, that on and after the first day of August, eighteen hundred and sixty-two, every individual,
partnership, firm, association, or corporation, (and any word or words in this act indicating or referring to person or
persons shall be taken to mean and include partnerships, firms, associations, or corporations, when not otherwise
designated or manifestly incompatible with the intent thereof,).” Thirty-Seventh Congress. Sess. Il. Chap. CXIX. Page
432. Sec. 68. (p. 459

2.
June 30, 1864 - “An Act to provide Internal Revenue to support
the Government, to pay Interest on the Public Debt, and for other
Purposes.”

Sec. 182. And be it further enacted, that wherever the word state [jurisdiction] is used in this act, it shall be construed
to include the [jurisdictions of the] territories and the District of Columbia, where such construction is necessary to
carry out the provisions of this act.” Public Acts of the Thirty- Eighth Congress of the United States. Sess.1. Ch. 173, 174.
1864. (13 Stat. 223).

3.

July 28, 1868 - Article XIV - Fourteenth Amendment to the United
States Constitution

Section 1. All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of

the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge

the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or

property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.

4.

February 21, 1871 — The Organic Act of 1871 - CHAP. LXII. — An
Act to provide a Government for the District of Columbia

_Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, That
all that part of the territory of the United States included within the limits of the District of Columbia be, and the same is
hereby, created into a government by the name of District of Columbia, by which name it is hereby constituted a body
corporate for municipal purposes, and may contract and be contracted with, sue and be sued, plead and be impleaded,

have a seal, and exercise all other powers of a municipal corporation not inconsistent with the Constitution and laws of

the United States and the provisions of this act.




An Act of Congress to Re-Define
“Person” in America*

On July 1, 1862, when 11 southern states were not represented in Congress due to its Civil War, the remaining
members of Congress passed “An Act to provide Internal Revenue to support the Government and to pay
Interest on the Public Debt.” Therein Congress assigned an artificial meaning to the word “person” as follows.

“And be it further enacted, that on and after the first day of August, eighteen hundred
and sixty-two, every individual, partnership, firm, association, or corporation, (and any
word or words in this act indicating or referring to person or persons shall be taken to
mean and include partnerships, firms, associations, or corporations, when not otherwise
designated or manifestly incompatible with the intent thereof,).” Thirty-Seventh Congress.
Sess. Il. Chap. CXIX. Page 432. Sec. 68. (p. 459.)

Four years later the 1868 fourteenth amendment was allegedly ratified. The Supreme Court’s anti-
constitutional interpretation of the “person” therein will be forthcoming. And a mere five years later Congress
once again assigned an artificial meaning to “person” in, once again, an Internal Revenue act, the relevant
portion quoted below.

“And where not otherwise distinctly expressed or manifestly incompatible with the intent
thereof, the word, “person,” as used in this title, shall be construed to mean and include a
partnership, association, company, or corporation, as well as a natural person.” Forty-
Third Congress (1873), Session I, Volume 18, Part 1 - Title XXXV. Internal Revenue. Chapter
One. Page 601, Section 3140.

The above-cited 1862 and 1873 Internal Revenue acts effectively demonstrate the intent of Congress to assign
an artificial meaning to “person” just before and after the fourteenth amendment, an important fact when
considering the possible grounds for the Supreme Court’s corresponding interpretation of the “person” of that
amendment.

Furthermore, by not specifically identifying corporations and the like as “artificial persons” as they have been
historically known, Congress opened the door for future laws to be written without clarity of meaning or
application —“person” meaning a human being or “artificial person” meaning a legal entity.

Consequently, such laws necessarily would be vague, and therefore a violation of due process as explained by
the Supreme Court in Connally v. General Construction Co., 269 U.S. 385 (1926) previously cited. This open
door also allowed for the courts to expand the meaning for “person” far beyond its normal and ordinary
meaning.

*Excerpt from “Sins of the State” by Richard Mark Voudren




An Act of Congress to Re-Define
“State” in America*

Prior to the fourteenth amendment the Government of the United States existed as a limited Representative government created
by the several states united, possessing only those enumerated powers granted to it by the states. All other powers not expressly
delegated to the United States by the Constitution were reserved to the States, or to the People respectively pursuant to
Amendments IX and X.

However, beginning with the second unofficial re-construction act revealed herein, whereby Congress re-constructed the meaning
for “state”, coupled with the 1867 Reconstruction Acts, designed “to change the entire structure and character of the State
governments . . . by force” according to President Johnson, and culminating in the fourteenth amendment, that republican form of
government/16 was destroyed.

As a consequence, the several states united were reduced in status to mere territorial districts called “states”, and made
completely subject to Congress...

In 1864, when the so-called Civil War was near its end, Congress passed “An Act to provide Internal Revenue
to support the Government and to pay Interest on the Public Debt, and for other Purposes.” Therein Congress
re-constructed the word “state” as follows, with words in brackets having been added for the purpose of
clarifying how this anti-constitutional legislation should be properly read and interpreted —in a jurisdictional
sense.

Chap. CLXXIIl. =“An Act to provide Internal Revenue to support the Government, to pay Interest on the Public
Debt, and for other Purposes. Sec. 182. And be it further enacted, that wherever the word state [jurisdiction] is
used in this act, it shall be construed to include the [jurisdictions of the] territories and the District of
Columbia, where such construction is necessary to carry out the provisions of this act.” Public Acts of the
Thirty- Eighth Congress of the United States. Sess.1. Ch. 173, 174. 1864. (13 Stat. 223).

Four years later the fourteenth amendment was allegedly ratified. In 1873, merely five years after the
ostensible ratification of that amendment, Congress once again re-constructed the word “state” in Title 35
Internal Revenue, the relevant portion quoted below. Once again, words in brackets have been added for the
purpose of clarifying how this second duplicitous legislation should be properly read and interpreted —in a
jurisdictional sense.

“The word ‘State,’ [jurisdiction] when used in this Title, shall be construed to include the [jurisdictions of the]
Territories and the District of Columbia, where such construction is necessary to carry out its provisions. Forty-
Third Congress - Statutes at Large (1873), Sess. I. Vol. 18, Part 1 - Title XXXV. Internal Revenue. Chapter One.
Sec. 3140. Page 601.

Therefore, it is plainly apparent that Congress expressed its legislative intent when it seditiously re-
constructed the word “state” just before and after the fourteenth amendment in the same way that it did the
word “person”, making special note that the re-construction of both words is found in the same 1873 Title
XXXV Internal Revenue Code.

*Excerpt from “Sins of the State” by Richard Mark Voudren




The 14t Amendment — July 28, 1868

Section 1.

All persons born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of
the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any law which shall
abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor shall any State deprive any person
of life, liberty, or property, without due process of law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal
protection of the laws.

Section 2.

Representatives shall be apportioned among the several States according to their respective numbers,
counting the whole number of persons in each State, excluding Indians not taxed. But when the right to vote
at any election for the choice of electors for President and Vice President of the United States,
Representatives in Congress, the Executive and Judicial officers of a State, or the members of the Legislature
thereof, is denied to any of the male inhabitants of such State, being twenty-one years of age, and citizens of
the United States, or in any way abridged, except for participation in rebellion, or other crime, the basis of
representation therein shall be reduced in the proportion which the number of such male citizens shall bear to
the whole number of male citizens twenty-one years of age in such State.

Section 3.

No person shall be a Senator or Representative in Congress, or elector of President and Vice President, or hold
any office, civil or military, under the United States, or under any State, who, having previously taken an oath,
as a member of Congress, or as an officer of the United States, or as a member of any State legislature, or as
an executive or judicial officer of any State, to support the Constitution of the United States, shall have
engaged in insurrection or rebellion against the same, or given aid or comfort to the enemies thereof. But
Congress may, by a vote of two-thirds of each House, remove such disability.

Section 4.

The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by law, including debts incurred for payment
of pensions and bounties for services in suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be questioned. But
neither the United States nor any State shall assume or pay any debt or obligation incurred in aid of
insurrection or rebellion against the United States, or any claim for the loss or emancipation of any slave; but
all such debts, obligations and claims shall be held illegal and void.

Section 5.

The Congress shall have power to enforce, by appropriate legislation, the provisions of this article.




Organic Act of 1871

An Act to provide a Government for the District of Columbia

In 1871, three years after the illegal ratification of the 14™ Amendment, the government defaulted on its war debts,
forcing America into bankruptcy.[12] What resulted is considered the death blow to the united States for America.[13]
On February 21%, England claimed what was theirs, according to international law, and incorporated the ten mile square
that is Washington D.C.[14] England also incorporated the American Constitution and names for its new corporation,
such as THE UNITED STATES, THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, U.S., and USA, as well as other titles, as declared in the
District of Columbia Organic Act of 1871.[15] A point of interest in these copyrighted names is the implementation of
the article “THE.” Before this time, America was a union of “united States,” not a union of “the united States.” The
article “the” doesn’t exist when referring to other countries, i.e. Canada and Britain aren’t referred to as “the Canada” or
“the Britain.” The British-controlled Corporation, THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, exclusively uses the article “the” in
its name, which is distinct from the “united States” or the “United States.” One other immense change to America
simultaneously occurred: being a bankrupt nation, the united States retained only the power to settle civil disputes, not
criminal matters, allowing room for the illusion that only Britain’s private, ever-changing laws appertain to America’s
criminal disputes. British law literally attempted to fill the gap created by the bankruptcy without anyone knowing,
making it appear that everything was going just as usual. Since this point in history, THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
has been governed entirely by foreign, private, corporate law and Washington, D.C. has been under British control.

The UNITED STATES OF AMERICA is a corporation, whose jurisdiction is applicable only in the ten-mile-square parcel
of land known as the District of Columbia and to whatever properties are legally titled to the UNITED STATES, by its
registration in the corporate County, State, and Federal governments that are under military power of the UNITED
STATES and its creditors.[16]

Being incorporated, people need permission to use Britain’s imposed laws. These people, who use this British
legal system for and usually against the American people, are referred to as attorneys, as opposed to lawyers. Yes,
there’s a difference. The word “attorney” comes from “attorn,” which means to turn over to another; transfer.[17] In
old England, the title of attorney meant one who attorned (“attourned” is the old English), which meant to transfer
money, goods, etc. to another.[18] Attorneys served the king or queen in handling disputes regarding money/goods
with their peasants. In modern times, attorneys transfer things of monetary value through court procedures to both
other forms of money/goods and to new owners, being either persons or the government.[19] Attorneys have limited
legal power because they are sworn to uphold the British, copyrighted law. A lawyer isn’t limited like this. Many believe
that one needs to get licensed in order to practice law — this is an utter fiction. One needs to become licensed if one
wishes to become an attorney in order to avoid a copyright violation[20], and the way to do this is to pass the BAR exam
and register with the American BAR Association. The American BAR Association is an appendage of the BAR Council,
which is the BAR association of England. The term BAR is an acronym for British Accreditation Register [21]: the registry
for those who have been accredited to use America’s British copyrighted law.

Beyond this point in America’s legal history, any laws that came about were private laws of Britain. Any
sovereign Citizen is exempt from these private laws. Anyone who doesn’t dispute being a 14™ Amendment “citizen” is
subject to these private laws. The 13" Amendment eliminated involuntary servitude, but it said nothing about voluntary
servitude. The 14" Amendment was a gateway for voluntary servitude to take place. At this time, simply claiming to be
a sovereign Citizen and not a 14™ Amendment “citizen” was, legally speaking, enough to avoid being subject to Britain’s
private laws. How could the Brits get people to agree to be these citizens? The answers they found were implemented
into a plan that materialized into the New Deal.
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So now let us recap exactly what happened to OUR unalienable
Rights during this “Season of Treason”

On February 21, 1871 - under the guise of creating the seat of OUR government with
“The Organic Act of 1871,” the Legislative branch - through Article I, Section 8, clause 17
creates a fully private and for-profit corporation that THEY control - and name it —
believe it or not - THE UNITED STATES.

Just prior to creating that private for-profit corporation, THEY, the Legislative branch,
put in place through military threat, the totally unlawful and never ratified 14™
Amendment of July 28", 1868, that just happens to place every U.S. citizen squarely
within the jurisdiction of THEIR new company.

A few years earlier, June 30™ 1864, this same unlawful Congress re-defined the word
“state” through an Internal Revenue Act to mean the very same geographic area over
which THEY had complete control AND Constitutional authority — The District of
Columbia.

And finally, to make sure “the people” were thoroughly confused, THEY, the very same
unlawful and un- Constitutional Legislature through an earlier Internal Revenue Act,
redefine the word “person” to mean a non-living “fictional” entity thus creating an
artificial “person” under THEIR control.

In less than a decade, with the Civil War being nothing more
than a smoke screen, our Freedom and Liberty was replaced
with “civil rights” by OUR “presumed” CONSENT to a
misleading U.S. citizenship.




ARTICLE IV
STATE CITIZENS

-
e SE

\M l. [,/:’ -T.-l'.::-b'J;:;
NER

e
e
p W .

T

Gl
R P Sy
)

No Representation :
o Subject To:

“UNITED STATES™ IRS

Mg;ﬂg;h S *. PRIVATE CORPORATION! HOMELAND SECURITY
OF THE " “:.'gr o AR, FEDERAL RESERVE
CON: % = WELFARE
R LA, \ PATRIOT ACT
> HEALTHCARE
EPA
OSHA
IDOT
USDOT
Admiralty FDA
Commercial Courts DEA

= USDA
Public Policy Statutes” o

“Civil Rights”
Privileges
L4850 Anerinent “Fersan’

SUBSIDIARY CORPORATIONS




United States vs.
UNITED STATES vs.
united States of America

Few Americans realize that there are three definitions for the "United States." Most have been misled to believe
that the term "United States" has a single meaning and is a generic term referring to the country as a whole.
This is not always so. The legal standing of each individual American, to any one of the three, varies depending
on his status or lack of status in law. If you are a citizen of the District of Columbia (the Democracy) you have
privileges granted by Congress. If you are a Citizen of the Union (the Republic) you are endowed with the
unalienable Rights mentioned in the Declaration of Independence. All licenses are privileges; whereas “Rights”
are gifts from God.

Black's Law Dictionary, 4th Edition. "UNITED STATES". This term has several meanings. (1) It may
merely be the name of a sovereign occupying the position analogous to that of other sovereigns in the family
of nations. (2) It may designate territory over which sovereignty of the United States extends; or, (3) it may be
the collective name of the states which are united by and under the Constitution.” Hooven & Allison Co. vs.
Evatt, 65 S.Ct. 870, 880, 324 U.S. 652, 89 L. Ed. 1252.""

The first (1) "United States" is as a sovereign among the nations of the World under International Law (a nation
amongst nations). It consists of (1) the Union States and (2) the federal zone (District of Columbia, U.S.
territories and possessions, forts, magazines, arsenals, dockyards, and other needful buildings), and is
represented collectively in the international arena by the U.S. Consuls abroad as one and the same entity. The
flag that properly represents it in the world arena is "Old Glory".

The second (2) ""United States in Hooven, supra, was created by the Constitution in Art. I, Section 8,
Clauses 17 & 18. This second “United States' received further authority when under Art. IV, Section 3,
Clause 1 & 2, ""to dispose of and make all needful Rules and Regulations respecting the territory or other
Property belonging to this United States' but it gave no authority to Congress to extend its municipal
authority into the Union States. The latter gave Congress power to extend its jurisdiction (law making
powers) beyond the limits of the District of Columbia over which Congress was to exercise "‘exclusive
Legislation'" to include the former territories such as the Northwest territory, Alaska, Hawaii, and the
Philippine Islands, and currently, American Samoa, Guam, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, the Northern
Mariana Islands, and other territories, possessions, areas and enclaves. Its flag is the Stars and Stripes
with the vellow fringe representing a plenary Martial Law jurisdiction. The geographical area known as
the ""United States' (DC) has its own citizens (United States vs. Cruikshank, 92 U.S. 588) who are
generally referred to as United States citizens. The yellow-fringed flag signifying this jurisdiction is not
for decorative purposes. It signifies the jurisdiction of the District, also known as the Corporate U.S.
Federal that has been extended into the Union states by the 14th Amendment. This is the flag of the
Democracy. It should be obvious to everyone who observes the flag next to his Senator or Representative
from Washington D.C. that he represents the Districts interest in the area of his constituency and not the
other way around. When the function of the Circuit Courts of the United States of America was changed
to appellate status by another layer of courts, these courts were labeled United States District Courts--
the courts of the District. Where are the courts of the United States America sitting today? They do not
exist.




The third (3rd) "United States" (of America) described in Hooven, supra, are the 50 Union states united by and
under the Constitution. This "3rd united States™ (of America) is known as the Republic. Its flag is "Old Glory."
In the Constitutional Courts, the civil authority of the Constitution is signified by the Stars and Stripes hung
vertically behind the bench, just as it hangs behind the Speaker's Chair in the House of Representatives. Why,
one might logically ask, is such a flag not found in our courtrooms today? Because they are not Constitutional.

The Republic has Citizens of its own called American Nationals. Those are the Sovereign Citizens who qualify
as such by being Members of the Posterity referred to in the Preamble and can only be the Natural Born or
Naturalized White Inhabitants of each state whose forefathers delegated by solemn agreement certain powers to
the Congress of the "United States™" (D.C.), which powers are limited to those delegated in Art. I, Section 8,
Clauses 1-16 and Art. 1V, Section 3, Clause. 2, though today unlawfully expanded far beyond Constitutional
limits by (1)usurpation, and (2) deception of benefits (by contract) which American Nationals unwittingly and
unknowingly enter on the other hand.

When legislating for the third "(3rd) united States™ (of America) all powers not enumerated in Art. 1, Section 8,
Clauses 1-16, are reserved for those sovereign States, and the Citizens of those Republics, by the 9th and 10th
Amendments to the Constitution of these united States of America (In Union). The Founding Citizens of the
Republic gave very limited powers to the Congress of the United States to legislate for the geographical area
known above as the "3 Union States", described in the Hooven case, supra. These legislative powers are limited
to being exclusive within the area of its jurisdiction as is that power possessed by any one of the legislatures of
the 50 states of the Union when legislating for its responsive geographical area. However, when legislating for
the 50 Union states collectively as a nation, Congress is bound by the chains of the Constitution and must
remain inside the jurisdictional boundaries of Art. 1, Clause 8, Cls. 1-16, "and out of the jurisdiction of any
particular State” [18 U.S.C. Clause 7 (1), (5), & (7), see particularly Clause 7 (3)].

Constitutional Law.

Territories, power of the United States over, as plenary[ full, entire, complete, absolute ] In exercising its
constitutional power to make all needful regulations respecting the territory belonging to the (2nd) United
States, Congress is not subject to the same Constitutional limitations as when it is legislating for the 3rd states
of the Union.

Hooven & Allison Co. vs Evatt, supra; Downes vs. Bidwell 182 U.S. 244

Constitutional Guaranties as extended to territories.

"In general the guarantees of the Constitution, save as they are limitations upon the exercise of excessive
legislative power, when exerted for or over the insular possessions of the United States, extend to them only as
Congress, in the exercise of its legislative power over territories belonging to the United States, has made those
guarantees applicable.” Hooven & Allison Co. vs. Evatt, supra. i.e., The Court states that the rights of those
within Congress's sphere at exclusive jurisdiction are mere "privileges" extended them at the whim of Congress.
Those who live in the District of Columbia, its enclaves, territories, or possessions, and those who live in the
ceded areas of the several states (called "federal areas or enclaves™) are known as #2 United States citizens.
They are true federal citizens. From the standpoint of Constitutional law Congress has 100% control over the
lives of All #2 United States citizens whenever they reside in the several states, or elsewhere, and their rights
are subject to Congress's exclusive legislative authority. Such rights are called “civil rights". This type of
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government is a "Legislative Democracy", the object of which, since passage of the 14th Amendment, has been
to rob Natural Born Citizens of their birthright and bring all Americans into the Democracy under the legislative
authority of Congress as a single group under authoritarian rule --contrary to the intent of the Organic
Constitution. In contrast, white people living in the Union States (the Republic) are not under the Congress's
legislative authority and are known as American Nationals. They are citizens of the (3rd) united States of
America. The reason that the federal government prefers that everyone submit to its authority "voluntary” under
the 14th Amendment through participation in Social Security is that the IRS can lawfully tax only federal #2
United States citizens, its employees and those others who willingly contract with it and not #3 American
Nationals who chose not to. Its authority does not lawfully extend to the latter unless they "voluntarily" place
themselves under the "private commercial law™ of CORPORATE U.S. FEDERAL by contracting with it by
such a simple and subtle means as merely using Federal Reserve Notes and associated commercial paper
instruments. Included in this latter group are those Whites who elected to be 14th Amendment citizens by
"voluntarily" entering into unilateral contracts with the federal government by contracting for Social Security
Old Age Insurance, obtaining licenses, privileges, etc, and by "voluntarily” making W-4 and 1040 contracts
annually. This is what is meant by their claim that the federal income tax is "voluntary". In this way, those who
"volunteer" themselves into federal contracts place themselves under the authority of Congress's powers to
regulate commerce under Art. 1, Clause 8, CI.3, subjecting themselves to the federal income tax. Thus the
federal government ultimately obtains legal title to all of our property and total control over our lives leaving us
with only the equitable interest so long as we perform the terms of our contracts. A serious breach of the
contract means the loss of our equity; i.e., the government will take our property. The 1st clause of the 14th
Amendment created a subject matter enclave jurisdiction to “artificially" create citizens not circumscribed by
the Organic Law (Negroes, corporations, licensees, etc.) and placed them directly under municipal authority of
Congress so that wherever they might "reside™ in any one of the several states, territories, or possessions, they
are within the scope of Congress's legislative authority as their existence is a federal state created privilege.

Since the nations bankruptcy in 1933-- and the subsequent overthrow of the Constitution in 1933--though our
government will not "openly and officially" admit it-- its position is that all Natural Born Citizens are also
"subjects" with jurisdiction acquired by our "voluntary" contractual participation in Worldwide Social
Insurance. Accordingly, all races are considered joined together as 14th Amendment (D.C.) citizens, "subjects”
since being "enrolled" into Commerce by their "birth certificate”, and by subsequently confirming their consent,
when "applying for" such Unilateral Contracts as the Drivers and Marriage Licenses, Social Security
Application, Selective Service and Voters' Registration, Bank Accounts, Credit Applications, W-4, and 1040
Income Tax Contracts, etc. for those who would chose to follow Satan, God provided flaws in the Constitution -
- Art. 1 Clause 8, Cls 3, 17, & 18, and Art. 1, Clause 10, CI. 1- - for the International Bankers to discover , to
humble Christian Americans who would turn their backs on their God to worship the strange gods of greed,
power, prestige, sex, the sports world, etc.- - their idols of materialism - - all violations of the First
Commandment. When a Natural Born Citizen with a SS# refuses to sign a 1040 contract the federal courts will
rule that he has " a know legal duty" which compels him to contract with government without ever requiring the
government to produce the laws that make him liable for the tax and require the affirmative act of filing. Such
quasi- coerced and compelled "commercial agreements"- - though entered out of fear - - need only be entered
voluntarily and intentionally to have validity. The fact that he did not enter the agreement knowingly is
immaterial. Ignorance of the law is no excuse.

It has taken concerned American Nationals 62 years to figure out why our Constitutional protections have been
legislated away since 1913 by a Congress initially ordained with no such powers. Under the Common Law,
violations require an injured party (a Corpus Delicti), and contracts must be entered Knowingly, Willingly, and
with full knowledge of informed consent (intentionally). Having done so unknowingly or unwillingly could not
have resulted in any forfeiture of unalienable Rights that would bring about a loss of property (labor) or liberty
(held in captivity) as has been the case resulting from alleged Internal Revenue Code violations by American
Nationals. Such an insidious plot perpetrated against American Nationals could only have been conceived and
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hatched in the mind of Satan. How did this system of Commercial Law develop? It developed as a result of the
use of the introduction and use of Federal Reserve Notes (Commercial Paper). In pursuance of our use of this
"Commercial Paper" the courts in our country are proceeding under the old Negotiable Instruments Low which
has been codified into the Uniform Commercial Code and subsequently adopted by all the states. A Federal
Reserve Note dollar is a fictional instrument a "colorable™ dollar, and not the lawful dollar described in Clause 9
of the Coinage Act of 1792, (371-1/4 grains of .999 silver.) Common Law and Equity use gold and silver;
Admiralty use gold only. All systems of law described in the Constitution are based on substance. No system of
law that uses paper can be genuine - - -therefore it is a "colorable™ system of law. So the Banksters and the Bar
Association invented this new "colorable™ jurisdiction to support this colorable law called "statutory law" which
operates not according to "Public Law" but according to "Public Policy". For many years Patriots thought that
because this statutory jurisdiction followed Admiralty rules it was an Admiralty jurisdiction. Not so! The only
reason the Banksters did not enforce the Bankruptcy of 1933 by 1938 and foreclose on this and other bankrupt
nations is that they did not have control of the guns. So you see why it is today that gun control is our
government’s paramount objective through deception of anti-terrorism legislation?

Our servants of the Public Trust have long ignored the meaning of the 9th and 10th Amendments and the
Concept of "unalienable Rights" so eruditely stated by Jefferson in the Declaration of Independence for the
benefit of the People of this nation and their Posterity. Our Natural and Unalienable Rights run much deeper
than those so called "civil rights" regulated by Congress through the 14th Amendment, [Proof of this among
others is the duplicate due process clause provided therein for its citizen "subjects”] If we expect to claim our
Rights it is our individual responsibility to see that the Bill of Rights is enforced and that those violating our
Rights are tried for Treason. ] Truly, we are engaged in a spiritual battle. The situation that presently exists in
the 50 Union States is the very reason the 2nd Amendment was written - - so that the contract called the
Constitution could be enforced by the People (i.e. the state 3 Citizens).

Why all the confusion over the simple term "United States”?

Obviously, to extend the taxing powers beyond their constitutionally authorized limits. Everybody knows that:"
The District of Columbia is not a state within meaning of the Constitution™ [U.S. vs. Virginia (1805)] like the
50 states of the Union, and yet it is referred to in all the (2) United States Codes as a "State", meaning the
corporate and statutory venue of the Union. The District of Columbia is a corporation which is also known as
the "1 & 2 United States."” It must have its own definition for “state” since it 1 & 2 and the territorial States were
not formed as Union States (3) by and under the Constitution. It is the primary entity owning Guam, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, American Samoa, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands, etc., which
are federal States. Nevertheless, the federal courts are unconstitutionally enforcing the jurisdiction of
CORPORATE U.S. FEDERAL (2) entity upon the entire geographical area of the Union states (3) as if they
were under Congress' exclusive legislative authority (see 18 U.S.C. Clause 3231, with its Cross References
referring the reader to 18 U.S.C. Clause 7, @ (3). The law is clear on this point, but the courts won't enforce it.
Here are the facts concerning the term "United States™ when used in the federal tax code (Title 26) which has its
own peculiar definitions (called terms of art) written by the craftiest of legal minds, and paid by our tax dollars
to defraud us, the American People, of our labor property.

1."United States"” does not mean the fifty states of the Union except in
two extremely limited areas which deal with excise taxes on articles and goods.

2. "United States™ means "federal areas" within the fifty states of the Union which are ceded to the "United
States” and under the municipal authority of the Congress seated in Washington, D.C., but it does not include
the entire geographical areas of the several states of the Union.
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3. "United States" means the possessions of the District of Columbia which are its States - - -Guam, Puerto
Rico, American Samoa, and the Virgin Islands. It does not mean the 50 Union States.

4. The numbers 2 and 3 above are called "States" but are not to be confused with the states of the Union, such as
Ohio, Indiana, and Kentucky. The "Internal Revenue Code™ is purposely written to mislead and is purposefully
misconstrued by the courts in the interest of promoting "Public Policy".

5. "United States" are: Congress assembled at home (the seat of government), the District of Columbia and its
territories (termed States in the IRS Code) and its possessions (ceded areas, military posts, navy yards, etc.)
called federal enclaves.

6. "United States Citizen" does not mean a Natural Born Citizen who is an American National. State Inhabitants
who live in the Common Law venue and jurisdiction of one of the 50 Union States are not "subject to" the
income tax laws unless they either work for the federal government [see 26 U.S.C. Clause 6331(?)] and thus are
compelled to pay a Kickback for the contractual privilege received. Or they are those who produce alcohol, or
tobacco under Title 27, the Stamp Tax Act. The District of Columbia is referred to as a ""State™ in the Income
tax laws and Social Security laws, as well as in all other codes of the "United States™ to purposely leave the law
open to interpretation so the courts can "mold™ it in the interest of "Public Policy" under the Colorable Law of
the Uniform Commercial Code. Federal Law Distinguishes How our government complies with the law while
promulgating the fraud...

Do they know the difference? You bet they do! And the following law proves it. From the Code of Civil
Procedure.28 United States Code: Section 1746 Unsworn declarations under penalty of perjury. "Wherever,
under law of the United States, or any rule, regulation, order, or requirement made pursuant to law, any matter
is required or permitted to be supported by him, as true under penalty of perjury, and dated in substantially the
following form.

(1) If executed without the United States: "I declare (or certify, verify, or state) under penalty of perjury under
the laws of the United States of America that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on (date).
(Signature)"

(2) If executed within the United States, its territories, possessions, or commonwealths: "I declare (or certify,
verily, or state) under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct. Executed on (date) (Signature)
[emphasis mine] The writers of the Code of Civil Procedure in (1) above are referring to the Common Law
venue and jurisdiction (that of the Republic), and in (2) above, the statutory venue and jurisdiction of the
District Of Columbia (that of the Democracy) -- not just whether one is inside or outside of the country -- but
whether one is legally situated inside or outside the Republic, through your ignorance in this instance will never
be challenged. Please also note that when government employees and agents sign documents they are only
required to swear that the information is true, correct and NOT "Complete™ as is required of those United States
citizens/"subjects™ who submit 1040 contracts because of their so-called "voluntary" relationships with the
District. That should incline one to inquire just who considers whom the master and whom the servant in this
relationship. A word to the wise....

Copyrighted at Common Law (rev. February 27, 1998)
Bob Jungles
Reprinted with permission.




Are YOU a Union state Citizen or
Federal U.S. “citizen”?

ARTICLE #2 - Fourteenth Amendment Citizenship

If you look through the copy of the United States constitution found in the 1990 edition of Black's Law
Dictionary, you'll notice something very interesting. The word "Citizen" is always capitalized until you get to
the fourteenth amendment, which was adopted in 1868. After that, it's no longer capitalized. This isn't an
isolated occurrence either. In the definition of "Dred Scott Case,” a supreme court case decided before the
fourteenth amendment, they capitalize "Citizen," but everywhere else in the dictionary, where it refers to the
laws of today, the word isn't capitalized. As you shall see, this is just one small indicator of many that the
fourteenth amendment created a new class of citizen.

This is certainly no secret to the legal community. In fa