Chapter 10:
The Fundanental Law

The law of presunption is in the class of laws akin to esoteric

technicalities. It is quite possible that we could get along quite well
without it. The fundanental law, on the other hand, is just what it says:
it is alawthat is essential, of central inportance. W could not get along
without it. It determines the essential structure and function of our
soci ety. It serves as an original and generating source. A fundarent al

right, for exanple, is one which is innate to all free people. Wen used as
a noun, the term "fundamental" refers to one of the mnimm constituents,
wi t hout which a system would not be what it is. |In Latin, it is the sine qua
non, without which there is nothing. Wat, then, is the fundamental law in
our country?

The fundanmental law in America is the Constitution for the United
States of Anmerica. Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, contains a
definition of "fundanental |aw' as foll ows:

Fundanental | aw. The law which determnes the constitution of
government in a nation or state, and prescribes and regulates the
manner of its exercise. The organic law of a nation or state; its

constitution.

The Constitution is a contract of del egated powers. These powers flow
downhill, like water down a nountain stream The ultimate source of all
power is the Creator, who endowed His creations with certain unalienable
rights. You and | are His creations, and we receive our power directly from
the Creator; there is nothing standing between us and the Creator.

We the people, in turn, delegate sone of our powers to the States of
t he Uni on. We do not relinquish our powers; we del egate them The 50
States exist to defend our rights in ways which are difficult if not
i mpossi ble for individuals to defend those rights al one.

Power from the 50 States continues to flow downhill in the form of a
contract to the federal governnent. The Constitution for the United States
of America is a contract of powers delegated to the federal governnent by the
50 States, to perform specific enunerated services which are difficult, if
not inpossible, for individual States to provide for thensel ves.

The fundanental law is, therefore, a "law of agency" whereby the 50
States created an agent in the federal government to exercise a limted set
of government services on behalf of the 50 States. These States in turn
performa linmted set of services for their creators, the People, above whom
there is nothing but the Creator.

The fundamental law is the foundation of our society. In the United
States of Anerica, it is the US. Constitution. Through this docunent, our
fundamental rights are secured and protected against infringenent by the
federal governnment and by the State governments, because the States are al so
parties to this contract.
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To paraphrase the Declaration of |ndependence, we hold these truths to

be sel f-evident: that all of us are created equal; that we are endowed by
our Creator with certain unalienable rights; that anong these are the rights
to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness; that to secure these rights,

governments are instituted anong us, deriving their just power from our
consent. These rights are unalienable, fundanental, and inherent.

The fundanental law is intimtely connected with fundanental rights
because the ultimate purpose of that law is to protect and defend the
fundanental rights of Sovereign individuals. The Supreme Court of the United
States put it very eloquently when it said:

Sovereignty itself is, of course, not subject to law, for it is the
aut hor and source of |aw but in our system while sovereign powers
are delegated to the agencies of governnent, sovereignty itself renains
with the people, by whom and for whom all governnent exists and acts.
And the law is the definition and limtation of power.

[Yick W v. Hopkins, 118 U. S. 356, 370 (1886)]
[ enphasi s added]

Every Sovereign State Citizen is endowed wth certain unalienable
rights, for the enjoyment of which no witten law or statute is required.
"These are fundanental or natural rights, recognized anong all free people,"
wote Chancellor Kent in the case of United States v. Morris. The U. S
Suprenme Court has repeatedly stated that fundanental rights are natura
rights which are inherent in State Citizenship:

This position is that the privileges and immunities clause protects al
citizens against abridgnment by states of rights of national citizenship
as distinct from the fundanmental or natural rights inherent in state
citizenship.

[ Madden v. Kentucky, 309 U. S. 83 (1940)]
[84 L.Ed. 590, at 594; enphasis added]

What are the fundanmental or natural rights recognized anmong all free people?
Chancel | or Kent answered as foll ows:

That the rights to lease land and to accept enploynent as a |aborer for
hire are fundanental rights, inherent in every free citizen, is
i ndi sput abl e.

[United States v. Morris, 125 F.Rept. 322, 331 (1903)]

One of the nost precious of fundamental rights is the natural right to
enjoy the fruits of our own |abor, our own "industry". |In the year 1919, the
Secretary of the Treasury recognized as "fundamental" the right of Sovereign
State Citizens to accept enploynent as laborers for hire, and to enjoy the
fruits of their own | abor:
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Gross incone excludes the items of income specifically exenpt by
fundanental |law free fromsuch tax.

[ Treasury Decisions under Internal Revenue Laws
of the United States, Vol. 21, Article 71]
[ enphasi s added]

In the year 1921, the Secretary of the Treasury reiterated this statenent
concerni ng the fundanental |aw.

Gross incone excludes the items of income specifically exenpted by the
statute and also certain other Kkinds of incone by statute or
fundanental law free fromtax.

[ Treasury Decision 3146, Vol. 23, page 376]
[ enphasi s added]

And again in the year 1924, the identical statement was published concerning
t he fundanental |aw

Gross incone excludes the items of income specifically exenpted by the
statute and also certain other Kkinds of incone by statute or
fundanental law free fromtax.

[ Treasury Decision 3640, Vol. 26, page 769]
[ enphasi s added]

The Constitution is, therefore, the fundanmental |aw. Wthin the 50

States where Congress is restrained by the Constitution, "gross incone"
excludes certain kinds of incone which are free from tax under the
fundarmental |aw Labor is personal property. The fruits of |labor are
personal property. A tax on personal property is a direct tax, or
"capitation" tax. Qutside the federal zone and inside the 50 States,

Congress is restrained from inposing a direct tax on Sovereign State
Citizens, unless that tax is apportioned (see 1:9:4 and 1:2:3).

Apportionnent is a very sinple concept. If California has 10 percent
of the nation's population, then California's "portion" would be 10 percent
of any direct tax |levied by Congress (see Appendix Q. Thus, the income from
labor is also personal property, which is free from direct taxation by
Congress, unless that tax is apportioned ambng the 50 States of the Union.
In the year 1895, the Suprene Court overturned an Act of Congress precisely
because it levied a direct tax w thout apportionment on a State Ctizen:

First. We adhere to the opinion already announced, that, taxes
on real estate being indisputably direct taxes, taxes on the rents or
i ncome of real estate are equally direct taxes.

Second. W are of the opinion that taxes on personal property,
or on the incone of personal property, are |likew se direct taxes.
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Third. The tax inposed by sections twenty-seven to thirty-seven
i nclusive, of the act of 1894, so far as it falls on the incone of rea
estate and of personal property, being a direct tax within the neaning
of the Constitution, and therefore, unconstitutional and void because
not apportioned according to representation, all those sections,
consisting of one entire schene of taxation, are necessarily invalid.

[Pollock v. Farners' Loan & Trust Co.]
[158 U. S. 601 (1895)]
[ enphasi s added]

It is inmportant to realize that Charles Pollock was a Citizen of
Massachusetts; he was not a citizen of the United States**. This fact is
of ten overl ooked in discussions of the Pollock case, because the U S. Suprene
Court's decision explored the history and neaning of direct taxes in such
great depth. Pollock's political status can easily get lost like a needle in
a hayst ack. Even experts like author and attorney Jeffrey Dickstein have
been m st aken about Pol | ock's status:

The Pollock Court clearly found that a tax on the entire incone of a
United States** citizen was a direct tax that required apportionnment to
wi t hstand constitutional validity.

[Judicial Tyranny and Your |ncone Tax, page 20]
[ enphasi s added]

Nevert hel ess, the political status of Charles Pollock is clearly established
in the very first sentence of the Poll ock decision, as follows:

This was a bill filed by Charles Pollock, a citizen of the state of
Massachusetts, on behalf of hinself and all other stockhol ders of the
def endant conpany similarly situated, against the Farners' Loan & Trust
Conpany, a corporation of the state of New York, and its directors ...

[Pollock v. Farmers' Loan & Trust Co.]
[157 U.S. 673, 674 (1895)]
[ enphasi s added]

Notice also that the Farnmers' Loan & Trust Conpany was a corporation of
the State of New York. As such, it was a foreign corporation with respect to
the federal zone, not a donestic corporation. This is one of the key factual
di fferences between the Pollock and Brushaber cases. This difference has
simlarly been ignored by many of those who have done any analysis of
Pol  ock. A headnote in the decision explains the corporate inplications, as
under stood by the Suprene Court at that tine:

5. In so far as the act levies a tax wupon incone derived from
muni ci pal bonds, it is invalid, because such tax is a tax on the
power of the states and their instrunentalities to borrow nobney,
and consequently repugnant to the constitution

[Pollock v. Farmers' Loan & Trust Co.]
[157 U.S. 673 (1895), enphasis added]

Page 10 - 4 of 14



The Fundanental Law

The Poll ock case has never been overturned and is still the holding
case law on direct taxes. In light of some 17,000 State-certified docunments
which prove that the so-called 16th Amendnent never becane l|aw, the
i mportance of the Pollock ruling is vastly enhanced. All direct taxes |evied
upon State Citizens inside the 50 States nust be apportioned, as required by
the U.S. Constitution.

The situation within the federal zone is entirely different. Renember
that Congress has exclusive legislative authority within the federal zone
This neans that Congress is not restrained by the Constitution within this
zone. Therefore, Congress is not required to apportion a direct tax within
the federal zone. When it cones to law, the areas inside and outside the
federal zone are heterogeneous with respect to each other, resulting in a
principle of territorial heterogeneity. This principle states that areas
within the federal zone are subject to one set of rules; the areas wthout
the federal zone are subject to a different set of rules. The Constitution

rul es outside the zone; the acts of Congress rule inside the zone. (See
Appendix W for a sumuary of Downes v. Bidwell, the pivotal case on this
guestion.) In describing the powers delegated to Congress by Article 1,

Section 8, Clause 17, and by Article 4, Section 3, Cause 2, of the US.
Constitution, the Suprene Court has explained this principle as foll ows:

In exercising this power, Congress is not subject to the same
constitutional limtations, as when it is legislating for the United
States***. ... And in general the guarantees of the Constitution, save
as they are limtations upon the exercise of executive and |egislative
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
appl i cabl e.

[ Hooven & Allison Co. v. Evatt, 324 U S. 653 (1945)]
[ enphasi s added]

Wthout referring to it as such, author Lori Jacques describes the principle
of territorial heterogeneity as foll ows:

The "graduated income tax" is not a constitutionally authorized tax

within the several states; however, Congress is apparently not
prohibited from levying that type of tax upon the "subjects of the
sovereign" in the Possessions and Territories. The definitions of

"United States" and "State" are stated "geographically to include" only
those areas constitutionally wthin congress' exclusive |egislative
jurisdiction upon whom a graduated tax can be inposed.

[A Ticket to Liberty, Novenber 1990 edition]
[ page 54, enphasis added]

The limtation against direct taxes w thout apportionnent is not the
only limtation on Congress outside the federal zone. There are many ot her

limtations. The npbst famobus of these is the Bill of Rights, which recently
celebrated its 200th Anniversary (with little if any fanfare by federa
governnent officials). The Bill of Rights is the first 10 anendnents to the

U. S. Constitution.

Page 10 - 5 of 14



The Federal Zone:

There is a w despread msunderstanding that the U S. Constitution, as
anended by the Bill of Rights, is the source of those rights which are
enunerated in the first 10 anmendments. Even Black's Law Dictionary nakes
this "fundanmental " error as follows:

Fundanental rights. Those rights which have their source, and are
explicitly or inplicitly guaranteed, in the federal constitution

The rights enunerated in the Bill of Rights did not have their source
in the federal Constitution. If this were the case, then our unalienable
rights would not have existed before that Constitution was witten. o
course, this is nonsense. The Declaration of Independence existed |ong
before the U S. Constitution. One has only to read that Declaration
carefully to appreciate the source of our fundamental, unalienable rights.
W are endowed "by our Creator with certain unalienable rights". These

rights are not endowed by the Constitution. They are inherent rights which
exi st quite independently of any form of government we might invent to secure
those rights. W relinquish our rights if and only if we waive those rights
knowi ngly, intentionally, and voluntarily, or act in such a way as to
infringe on the rights of others. As the Suprene Court has said:

[ Al cqui escence in | oss of fundanental rights will not be presuned.

[OChio Bell v. Public Uilities Conmi ssion]
[301 U S 292]

Unfortunately, public awareness of the Bill of Rights is in a sorry
state. The following article was published in the San Francisco Chronicle on
the 200t h Anniversary of the signing of the Bill of Rights:

The right to be ignorant

A new survey shows nost Anmericans don't know much about Janes
Madi son's handiwork or the |l egacy he left them

The poll, commissioned by the American Bar Association in honor
of the Bill of Rights' 200th birthday, found that:

> Si xty-seven percent of those surveyed don't know the Bil
of Rights is the first 10 anmendnents to the Constitution. That's worse
than the 59 percent found in a simlar survey in 1987, when the five-
year cel ebration of the Constitution's bicentennial started.

> Only 10 percent know the Bill of Rights was approved to
protect individuals and states against the power of the federa
gover nnent .

> More than half are willing to give up sone of their Fourth
Amendnent protections agai nst search and seizure to help win the war on
dr ugs.

> 51 percent believe governnent should prohibit hate speech

t hat deneans soneone's race, sex, national origin or religion, despite
First Amendnent free-speech protections.
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> Forty-six percent think Congress should be able to ban
nmedi a coverage of any national security issue unless governnent gives
its prior approval, despite the First Anendnent's free-press guarantee.

[ San Franci sco Chronicl e]
[ Decenber 16, 1991, page A-20]

The Bill of Rights nust be viewed as a set of rules which constrain
Congress from passing laws which infringe on our unalienable rights. The
Bill of Rights does not say that the Constitution endows us with the right to
freedom of speech. It does say that "Congress shall nake no |aw
abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press." There is a world of
di f ference between these two views.

Simlarly, it is a comopbn mstake to believe that we enjoy only those
rights which are enunerated in the Bill of Rights. This is also a
fundanental error. The rights which are enunerated in the Bill of R ghts are
not the only rights which we enjoy. This is clearly expressed by the 9th and
10t h Amendnent s:

The enuneration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be
construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people.

[Constitution for the United States of Anerica]
[ Ni nt h Anmendnent ]

The powers not delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

[Constitution for the United States of Anerica]
[ Tenth Anmendrent ]

Wth this in nmind, it is inportant to appreciate how the Bill of Rights
can be utilized to restrain federal government agents outside the federal
zone. Even if it is does operate as a private nercantile organization, the
IRS is an "agency" of the federal government. The right to be secure in our
persons, houses, papers and effects is guaranteed by the 4th Amendment:

The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers,
and effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures, shall not be
violated, and no Warrants shall issue, but upon probable cause,
supported by Gath or affirmation, and particularly describing the place
to be searched, and the persons or things to be seized.

[Constitution for the United States of Anerica]
[ Fourt h Amendnent ]

Similarly, the rights against self-incrimnation and of due process of
| aw are al so guaranteed by the 5th Anendnent:
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[NJor shall any person be subject for the sane offense to be twice
put in jeopardy of Ilife or |I|inb; nor shall be conpelled in any
crimnal case to be a witness against hinself, nor be deprived of I|ife,
liberty, or property, wthout due process of |aw nor shall private
property be taken for public use without just compensation

[Constitution for the United States of America]l
[Fifth Amendrent]

The Internal Revenue Service is well aware of these anendnents to the
U S. Constitution. For exanple, nmany persons are incorrect to believe that
the IRS has authority to force disclosure of private books and records. Even
though the |IRS nmmy have authority to issue a sumpns in certain
circunstances, it has absolutely no authority to conpel disclosure of private
books and records. This nmeans that you nust bring your books and records to
an audit, if lawfully sunmoned to do so, but you are under no obligation to
open those books and records, or to subnit them to the Internal Revenue
Servi ce. As amazing as this may seem this restraint is docunented in the
official IRS Tax Audit G@uidelines (IR Manual M 9900-26, 1-29-75), as
fol | ows:

242.12 Books and Records of An I|ndividua

(1) An individual taxpayer may refuse to exhibit his books and
records for exam nation on the ground that conpelling himto do
so might violate his right against self-incrimnation under the

Fifth Amendnent and constitute an illegal search and seizure
under the Fourth Anmendnent. However, in the absence of such
clains, it is not error for a court to charge the jury that it
may consider the refusal to produce books and records, in

determining wllful ness.

(2) The privilege against self-incrimnation does not pernit a
taxpayer to refuse to obey a summons issued under |IRC 7602 or a
court order directing his appearance. He is required to appear
and cannot use the Fifth Amendnent as an excuse for failure to do
so, although he may exercise it in connection with specific
guesti ons. He cannot refuse to bring his records, but may
decline to subnmit them for inspection on Constitutional grounds
In the Vader <case [US. v. Vader, 119 F.Supp. 330], the
Government noved to hold a taxpayer in contenpt of court for
refusal to obey a court order to produce his books and records.
He refused to submit them for inspection by the Governnent,
basing his refusal on the Fifth Amendnment. The court denied the
notion to hold him in contenpt, holding that disclosure of his
assets would provide a starting point for a tax evasi on case.

[ enphasi s added]

Note, in particular, where this IR Mmnual uses the phrase "in the
absence of such clainms". In general if you do not assert your rights,
explicitly and in a timely fashion, then you can be presuned to have waived
t hem There's the "law of presunption" again. You can, therefore, assert
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your rights under the Fourth and Fifth Amendnents to the Constitution, by
refusing to submit your books and records for inspection, even though you
cannot refuse to bring those books and records to an audit. This may seem
like splitting hairs. However, if the federal governnent could conpel your
subm ssion of books and records to IRS agents, then the federal governnent
could conpel persons to be w tnesses against thenselves. This would violate
the Fifth Anmendnent. Simlarly, the federal governnent could conpel the
search and seizure of books and records w thout a warrant issued upon
probabl e cause and describing the place to be searched and the persons or
things to be seized. This would violate the Fourth Amendment. Agencies of
the federal government are constrained by law to avoid infringing upon the
rights guaranteed by the Fourth and Fifth Amendnents to the U S
Constitution.

How do you assert your rights in a polite yet convincing way, so that
everyone who needs to know is placed on notice that you have done so? One of
the nost effective ways of asserting your rights is to become totally alert
to every docunment which bears your signature, past, present and future. Know
that your signature is the touch which nmagically transforms comobn pieces of
paper into conmercial contracts, or "commercial agreenents" as they are
called in the Uniform Comercial Code. Always sign your nane wth the
following phrase immediately above your signature on all contracts which
i nvol ve bank credit or Federal Reserve Notes:

Wth Explicit Reservation of All My Rights
and Wthout Prejudice U C C 1-207

A short-hand way of doing the same thing is to utilize the phrase "Al

Ri ghts Reserved". This phrase appears in nost published books and in film
credits. The use of these phrases above your sighature on any docunent
i ndicates that you have exercised the "Remedy" provided for you in the
Uni form Conmercial Code ("UCC') in Article 1 at Section 207. This "Renedy"
provides a valid |egal nechanism to reserve a fundamental, conmon |aw right
whi ch you possess. Under the common law, you enjoy the right not to be
conpel l ed to perform under any contract or comercial agreenment which you did
not enter know ngly, intentionally and voluntarily.

Mor eover, your explicit reservation of rights serves notice upon all

adm ni strative agencies of government, whether international, national

state, or local, that you do not, and wll not, accept the Iliability
associated with the "conpelled" benefit of any wunrevealed comercial
agreenents. As you now know from reading previous chapters, the federal

government is fanmpbus for nmeking presunptions about you, because your
signature is on docunents which bind you to "commercial agreenments" with tons
of unrevealed ternms and conditions. Think back to the terms and conditions
attached to the bank signature card, for exanple. An unrevealed term is
proof of constructive fraud, and constructive fraud is a legal basis for
cancelling any witten instrument.

Last but not Ileast, vyour valid reservation of rights results in
preserving all your rights, and prevents the loss of any such rights by
application of the concepts of waiver or estoppel. A "waiver" has occurred
when you sign your name on an agreenment which states that you know ngly,
intentionally, and voluntarily waive one of your fundanental rights. Kiss it
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goodbye. As long as you are not infringing on the rights of others, only you
can waive one or nore of your fundamental rights. In law, "estoppel" neans
that a party is prevented by his own conduct from clainmng a right, to the
detrinment of another party who was entitled to rely on such conduct and who
has acted accordingly:

Estoppel is a bar or inpedi ment which precludes allegation or denial of
a certain fact or state of facts, in consequence of previous allegation
or denial or conduct or admission, or in consequence of a final
adj udi cation of the natter in a court of |aw

[Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition]

If all parties were acting in good faith, for exanple, estoppel
prevents you from changing your mind and claimng a right after the fact, in
order to get out of an otherwise valid contract. The doctrine of estoppel
hol ds that an inconsistent position or course of conduct nmay not be adopted
to the loss or injury of another. However, if the other party has been
responsi bl e for act ual fraud, constructive fraud or del i berate
m srepresentation, then the estoppel doctrine goes out the w ndow and the
contract is necessarily null and void. And there is no statute of

limtations on fraud.

The renedy provided for us in the Uniform Commercial Code was first
brought to our attention by a Patriot named Howard Freeman, who has witten a
classic essay entitled "The Two United States and the Law'. This essay does
an excellent job of describing the tangled | egal mess that has resulted from
t he bankruptcy of the federal government in the year 1933. Specifically, the
Supreme Court decision of Erie Railroad v. Thonpkins in 1938 changed our
entire legal system in this country from public law to private conmerci al
law. Prior to 1938, all Suprene Court decisions were based upon public |aw,

i.e., the system of law that was controlled by Constitutional |initations.
Ever since the Erie decision in 1938, all Supreme Court decisions have been
based upon what is terned "public policy". Public policy concerns conmerci al
transactions nade under the Uniform Comrercial Code ("UCC'). Freeman

descri bes the overall consequences for our system of governnent as foll ows:

Qur national Congress works for two nations foreign to each other, and
by legal cunning both are called The United States. One is the Union
of Sovereign States, under the Constitution, ternmed in this article the

Continental United States***. The other is a Legislative Denocracy
which has its origin in Article |, Section 8, Cause 17 of the
Constitution, here terned the Federal United States**. Very few

peopl e, when they see sonme "law' passed by Congress, ask thenselves,
"Whi ch nation was Congress working for when it passed this or that so-
called |aw?" O, few ask, "Does this particular law apply only to
residents of the District of Colunbia and other naned enclaves, or
territories, of the Denbcracy called the Federal United States**?"

The "Federal United States**" to which Freeman refers is the federal

zone. Because of its sweetheart deal with the Federal Reserve, Congress
deliberately failed in its duty to provide a constitutional nedium of
exchange for the Citizens of the 50 States. Instead of real noney, Congress

created a "wealth" of commercial credit for the federal zone, where it is not
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bound by constitutional linmitations. After the trenendous depression that
began in 1929, Congress used its energency authority to renove the remaining
real noney (gold and silver) fromcirculation inside the 50 States, and nade
the commercial paper of the federal zone a legal tender for all Ctizens of
the 50 States to use in discharging their debts. Freenman goes on to describe
the "privilege" we now enjoy for being able to discharge our debts wth
limted liability, that is, by using worthless comercial paper instead of
intrinsically valuable gold and silver:

. Congress granted the entire citizenry of the tw nations the
"benefit" of limted liability in the discharge of all debts by telling
the citizenry that the gold and silver coins of the Republic were out
of date and cunbersone. The citizens were told that gold and silver
(substance) was no | onger needed to pay their debts, that they were now
"privileged" to discharge debt with this nore "convenient" currency,

issued by the Federal United States**. Consequently, everyone was
forced to "go nodern," and to turn in their gold as a patriotic
gesture. The entire news nedia conplex went along with the scam and

declared it to be a forward step for our denobcracy, no longer referring
to America as a Republic.

You are strongly encouraged to read and study Freenan's entire essay,
which is available fromthe Authors section of the Suprene Law Library on the
Internet, along with other witings by Howard Freenan. The conpound netaphor
of "Two United States" is rich in neanings and | ong on prophetic insight.

Anerica is now subnerged in a tangled |egal mess which began in 1868
and reached critical nmass in 1913. This ness is due, in large part, to
systematic efforts to destroy the U S. Constitution as the fundanental law in
this country, and to devolve the nation froma Republic into a Denocracy (nob
rule) and eventually a socialist dictatorship. The U.S. Suprene Court gave
its official blessing to the dubious principle of territorial heterogeneity
in The Insular Cases. These controversial precedents then paved the way for
unrestricted nmonetary devolution under a private credit nonopoly created by
the Federal Reserve Act; this Act followed closely behind the fraudul ent
16th Anendnent in order to justify "municipal" inconme taxation (two punps,
working in tandem. The Supreme Court stepped into line once again when
their Erie decision threw out alnpbst 100 years of comon |aw precedent.
Echoi ng Justice Harlan's eloquent dissent in Downes v. Bidwell, author Lori
Jacques identifies territorial heterogeneity as a root cause of the disease
she calls "governnmental absolutisni:

There has been no cure for the disease of governnental absol utism
i ntroduced into our body politic by the acquisition of Dependencies and
the subsequent alleged Sixteenth Amendment. ... [Tlhrough Rules and
Regul ations neant for the Territories and insular Possessions, which
are not linmted by the Constitution, Congress has extended this linited
| egislative power into the several states by clever design thereby
usurping the states' right to a republican form of Governnment and
virtual ly destroying the concept of Liberty of the individual.

[ Pl ease see next page.]
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Until the person who receives benefits fromthe Governnent is not
permtted to vote, or buy hinself benefits to the detrinent of another,
the Liberty of the Individual will be denied. "Benefits" granted by
the Governnment are the rights transferred by the Individual to the
CGovernment and then returned as "privileges" by its fornula of
felicific calculus.

[A Ticket to Liberty, Novenber 1990 edition]
[ pages 145-146, enphasi s added]

These efforts to destroy the Constitution have not been entirely
successful, however. Due to the concerted efforts of many courageous
Anericans |like Howard Freeman, the United States Constitution is alive, if
not well, and renmins the suprene Law of the Land even today. Any statute,
to be valid, nmust be in agreenent with the Constitution and, therefore, with
all relevant provisions for anmending it. It is inpossible for both the
Constitution and a law violating it to be valid, one nust prevail. That
"one" is the Constitution, the fundanental law in these United States***.
This rule is succinctly stated as foll ows:

The general rule is that an unconstitutional statute, though
having the form and name of law, is in reality no law, but is wholly
void and ineffective for any purpose; since unconstitutionality dates
fromthe time of its enactnent, and not nmerely from the date of the
decision so branding it. An unconstitutional I aw, in |ega
contenplation, is as inoperative as if it had never been passed. Such
a statute leaves the question that it purports to settle just as it
woul d be[,] had the statute not been enacted.

Since an unconstitutional law is void, the general principles
follow that it inposes no duties, confers no rights, creates no office,
bestows no power or authority on anyone, affords no protection, and
justifies no acts perfornmed under it

A void act cannot be legally consistent with a valid one. An
unconstitutional |aw cannot operate to supersede any existing valid
I aw. I ndeed, insofar as a statute runs counter to the fundanental |aw

of the land, it is superseded thereby.

No one is bound to obey an unconstitutional law, and no courts
are bound to enforce it.
[16 Am Jur 2d, Sec. 177, enphasis added]

The vivid pattern that has now painfully energed is that "citizens of
the United States", as defined in federal tax law, are the intended victins
of a nodern statutory slavery that was predicted by the infanmbus Hazard
Circular soon after the GCvil War began. This Circular adnitted that chatte
slavery was doomed, so the bankers needed to invent a new kind of slaves.
These statutory slaves are now burdened with a bogus federal debt which is
spiralling out of control. The White House budget office recently invented a
new ki nd of "generational accounting" so as to project a tax |oad of seventy-
one percent on future generations of these "citizens of the United States".

The final version of that report upped the projection to eighty percent. It
is our duty to ensure that this statutory slavery is soon gone with the w nd,
just like its grisly and ill-fated predecessor
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