Appendi x J

Petitions to Congress

Page J - 1 of 52



The Federal Zone:

Reader's Not es:

Page J - 2 of 52



Appendi x J

Text of Prepared Statenent
Read Al oud at Community Meeting

Sponsored by Representative Barbara Boxer

by

Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

August 22, 1990

Dance Pal ace
Pt. Reyes Station, California

Good Eveni ng, Representati ve Boxer. My nane is Paul Mtchell. I want to
thank you for inviting us to this gathering, and for your statenment to us
here tonight. I have listened with undivided attention to what you have
sai d. I have conme here tonight to ask that you now give ne your undivided
attention, and that you answer honestly, yes or no, the sinple question |
will put to you at the end of mnmy brief statenent. Representati ve Boxer, |
formally present to you substantive evidence that the 16th Anendnent to the
Constitution of the United States was never lawfully ratified. | present to

you substantive evidence that a massive fiscal fraud has been perpetrated by
the federal governnent upon the people of this land, a massive fiscal fraud
that began in the year 1913 and continues until today. And so, | will put to
you this sinple question. Pl ease honor ny question by answering YES or NO
Do you, or do you not, support the abolition of federal taxes on persona
i ncone sources?
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MEMO

TO Friends, Nei ghbors, Colleagues
and all interested parties

FROM Paul Andrew M tchel |, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

DATE: January 1, 1991

SUBJECT: Encl osed Letter to Rep. Barbara Boxer

| am witing to share with you a copy of my recent long letter to
Congr esswonman Barbara Boxer, mny representative in the Congress of the United
St at es. If you will please find the time to read the entire letter, | am
confident you will agree that it docunents nunerous reasons for conming to the
foll owi ng concl usi ons about our federal government:

1. Wages are not taxable income, as the termis defined by several
key decisions of the U S. Supreme Court that remain in force
t oday.

2. The U.S. Constitution authorizes Congress to |levy "direct taxes"

on private property, but only if those taxes are apportioned
across the 50 States.

3. The I RS now enforces the collection of "income taxes" as direct
taxes without apportionment, and cites the 16th Anmendnent for its
authority to do so.

4, The 16th Anendnent, the "incone tax" anmendnent, was never
lawfully ratified by the required 36 States, but was declared
ratified by the U S. Secretary of State.

5. The 16th Amendnent could never have done away wth the

apportionnent rule for any direct taxes if it never becane a |aw
in the first place.

Pl ease feel free to duplicate this meno and the attached letter to
Representative Barbara Boxer, in any quantity you w sh.

If you wish to wite to ne, please use the address found on the first
page of my letter to Rep. Boxer.

Thank you for your consideration.
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REQ STERED U. S. MAI L: c/ o general delivery
Return Recei pt Requested San Rafael, California
Postal Zone 94901/tdc

Decenber 24, 1990
Rep. Barbara Boxer
House of Representatives
United States Congress
Washi ngton, D.C. 20515

Dear Representative Boxer:

Wth this letter, | formally petition you for redress of a nmjor |egal
grievance which | now have with the federal government of the United States
of Anerica. At your comunity meeting in Pt. Reyes Station last fall, you
agreed publicly, in front of several hundred wtnesses, to exanine the
evi dence against the 16th Anendnent to the U.S. Constitution. Since | have
not heard from your office on this matter, | amwiting this letter to renind

you of your pronise, and to renmind you also of your oath of office, by which
you swore to uphold and defend the Constitution of the United States of
Anerica, so help you CGod.

I do wunderstand how the crisis in Iraq has succeeded in changing
your priorities and distracting you, your staff, and your colleagues from

other pressing national issues. At your recent community neeting at the
Col  ege of Marin, you chose to linmit public discussion to the reasons for and
agai nst a Congressional declaration of war against Irag. | nust admit, to

the extent President Bush sought to preenpt the front page with his offensive
mlitary maneuvers, he has been alnost entirely successful in that endeavor.
Bar bara, you must understand that the problens with the 16th Amendnent, and
they are many, will not go away sinply because the President, the Courts, or
t he Congress wi sh them away.

A terribly confusing and fearful situation has arisen out of the fact
that the Suprene Court has, on several occasions, clearly defined what
constitutes "taxable income", whereas Federal District and Appellate Courts
have, for at least the last ten years, chosen to ignore the relevant Suprene
Court decisions and to include wages in their definition of taxable incone.
As a result of decisions by these lower courts, people have been inprisoned
and their honmes and other assets have been forcibly taken from them
Mor eover, the Federal courts have consistently refused to adnit into evidence
any of the 17,000 State-certified docunents which have been assenbl ed agai nst
the 16t h Anendnent.

These same |lower courts cite the case of Brushaber v. Union Pacific
Rail road, anobng others, in support of their <conclusion that the 16th
Amendnent has been declared constitutional by the U S. Supreme Court. To add
to the confusion, federal tax experts like Irwin Schiff and Otto Skinner cite
this sane Suprene Court in support of their conclusion that the 16th
Amendnent did not change any of the taxing powers already found in the U S
Constitution. For exanple, Schiff has witten the foll ow ng:
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Another fallacy pronoted by the government and the |[egal
establishment is that the Sixteenth Amendnment anended the Constitution.
The Brushaber Court, however, clearly explained that, in reality, the
Si xteenth Anendnment did not alter the taxing «clauses of the
Constitution.

Here the Court pointed out that any belief that the 16th
Anendrment gave the governnent a new, direct taxing power (not limted
by either apportionment or the rule of wuniformty) would "cause one
provision of the Constitution to destroy another", and "if acceded to

woul d create radical and destructive changes in our constitutional
system "

[from The Great Incone Tax Hoax, Hanmden, 1984]

[ Freedom Books, pages 182-183, enphasis added]

Author Otto Skinner relies, in part, on the Suprene Court decision in Stanton
v. Baltic Mning Conpany which reads:

the provisions of the Sixteenth Anendnent conferred no new power of
taxation[,] but sinply prohibited the previous conplete and plenary
power of income taxation[,] possessed by Congress from the beginning[,]
from being taken out of the category of indirect taxation[,] to which
it inherently belonged[,] and being placed in the category of direct
taxation subject to apportionment.

[quoted in The Best Kept Secret, San Pedro, Calif., 1986]
[to U Skinner, enphasis and comras added for clarify]

Contrast these cases with the following statement published in the
Federal Register, Vol. 39, No. 62, March 29, 1974, in the section entitled
"Departnent of the Treasury, Internal Revenue Service, Organization and
Functions", which reads as foll ows:

(2) Since 1862, the Internal Revenue Service has undergone a period of
steady growth as the neans for financing Government operations
shifted from the levying of inport duties to internal taxation.
Its expansion received considerable inpetus in 1913 wth the
ratification of the Sixteenth Anendnent to the Constitution under
whi ch Congress received constitutional authority to levy taxes on
t he i nconme of individuals and corporations.

[ enphasi s added]

I have several serious problens with this statement, which was
published in the Federal Register by Donald C Al exander, Comissioner of

Internal Revenue at that tine. First of all, the IRS now defines "incone" to
i ncl ude wages. Using the above quote, the IRS cites the 16th Amendnent for
its authority to levy taxes on wages. Nevert hel ess, this definition of
incone flatly contradicts the definition of income found in several Kkey
Suprenme Court deci sions. Specifically, the Brushaber court wote the

following in their decision to uphold the constitutionality of the 16th
Amendnent :
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Moreover in addition the conclusions reached in the Pollock Case did
not in any degree involve holding that incone taxes generically and
necessarily came within the class of direct taxes on property, but on
the contrary, recognized the fact that taxation on incone was in its
nature an excise entitled to be enforced as such ....

[ Brushaber v. Union Pacific Railroad 240 U S. 1, enphasis added]

Can there be any doubt that taxes on wages are "direct taxes on
property"? District and Appellate courts have repeatedly sided with the IRS
by ruling that "income" is anything that "comes in". |In doing so, these same
courts flatly contradict earlier Supreme Court decisions on the very sane
subj ect. Take the case of Southern Pacific Conpany v. John Z. Lowe, Jr., 247
U.S. 330, which decided as follows:

W nust reject in this case ... the broad contention subnitted in
behal f of the Government that all receipts -- everything that comes in
-- are incone within the proper definition of "gross incone"

Anot her Suprene Court decision which defined what constitutes "taxable
i ncome" is Emanuel J. Doyle v. Mtchell Brothers Conpany, 247 U S. 179. In
defining "incone", this decision stated that:

it inports, as wused here, sonething entirely distinct from
principal or capital either as a subject of taxation or as a neasure of
t he tax; conveying rather the idea of gain or increase arising from
corporate activities.

Anot her Supreme Court case, Stratton's |ndependence v. Howbert, 231 U. S. 406
i ssued yet another official definition of "incone" as foll ows:

This court had decided in the Pollock Case that the income tax |aw of
1894 anounted in effect to a direct tax upon property, and was invalid
because not apportioned according to population as prescribed by the
Constitution ... for "incone" may be defined as the gain derived from
capital, fromlabor, or fromboth conbined ....

Wthout question, the npbst significant Supreme Court case to define
"income" was Mark Eisner v. Myrtle H Maconber, 252 U.S. 189, comonly known
as Eisner v. Maconber. In the following long passage, pay particular
attention to the explicit intent of the Suprenme Court in wording its decision
the way it did:

In order, therefore, that the clauses cited above from Article |
of the Constitution may have proper force and effect ... it becones
essential to distinguish between what is and what is not "incone," as
the termis there used; and to apply the distinction, as cases arise
according to truth and substance, wthout regard to form Congr ess
cannot by any definition it my adopt conclude the matter, since it
cannot by legislation alter the Constitution, from which alone it
derives its power to legislate, and within whose linmtations alone that
power can be lawfully exercised.
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Here we have the essential matter -- not a gain accruing to
capital, not a growh or increnent of value in the investnent; but a
gain, a profit, sonething of exchangeable value proceeding from the
property, severed from the capital however invested or enployed, and
comng in, being "derived," that is received or drawn by the recipient
(the taxpayer) for his separate use, benefit and disposal -- that is
i ncome derived fromproperty. Nothing else answers the description

A proper regard for its genesis, as well as its very clear
| anguage, requires also that this [16th] Anendnent shall not be
extended by | oose construction, so as to repeal or nodify, except as
applied to incone, those provisions of the Constitution that require an
apportionnent according to population for direct taxes upon property
real and personal. This limtation still has an appropriate and
i mportant function, and is not to be overridden by Congress or
di sregarded by the courts.

[ enphasi s added]

In another Supreme Court case, Merchant's Loan & Trust Conpany V.

Sm etanka, 255 U.S. 509, note in particular that the definition of "inconme"
was considered to be "definitely settled" as foll ows:

for

with the addition that it should include "profit gained
through a sale or conversion of capital assets," there would seemto be
no roomto doubt that the word nust be given the same nmeaning in all of
the Incone Tax Acts of Congress that was given to it in the Corporation
Exci se Tax Act and that what that meaning is has now beconme definitely
settled by decisions of this court.

In determining the definition of the word "income" thus arrived
at, this court has consistently refused to enter into the refinenents
of |exicographers or econonists and has approved, in the definitions
quoted, what it believed to be the comonly understood neaning of the
term whi ch nust have been in the mnds of the people when they adopted
the Sixteenth Amendnent to the Constitution.

Notwi t hstanding the full argunent heard in this case and in the
series of cases now under consideration, we continue entirely satisfied
with that definition, and, since the fund here taxed was the anount
realized from the sale of the stock in 1917, less the capita
i nvestment as determined by the trustee as of March 1, 1913, it is
pal pable that it was a "gain or profit" "produced by" or "derived front
that investnent, and that it "proceeded," and was "severed" or rendered
severable, from by the sale for cash, and thereby becanme that
"realized gain" which has been repeatedly declared to be taxable incone
within the neaning of the constitutional amendment and the acts of
Congr ess.

Accordingly, after reviewing all the relevant federal court decisions

the past 80 years, constitutional tax expert and author Jeffrey A

Di ckstein has witten the following to sumrari ze his findings:
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I ncone has been defined by the United States Supreme Court to be
a profit or gain derived from various sources, such as |labor and
capital. A tax directly on the source is a direct tax, and nust still
be apporti oned. A tax on the incone derived from the source need not
be apportioned. Labor, the labor contract, and the right to sell |abor
have all been held by the Suprene Court to constitute property. The
procedure to deternmine if there is a gain derived from the sale of
property has been set forth by Congress. Gain is derived only if one
receives over and above the fair narket value of the cost of the
property. These basic principles are sinple to state and sinple to
apply. They also | ead to one inescapabl e concl usion:

WAGES DO NOT CONSTI TUTE | NCOME.

You nust be cautioned that not filing a return with the
Internal Revenue Service could result in the inposition of civil
penalties and/or the reconmendation for crimnal prosecution. Thi s
illegal conduct on the part of our Executive Departnent of governnent
is yet but another in a long line of abuses, simlar to those which
resulted in the Declaration of |ndependence. It is nonetheless ny
contention that provisions contained in the United States Constitution,
together with decisions of the United States Suprene Court, fully
support the legal conclusion that wages do not constitute incone as
shown in previous chapters, and reinforce the position that the
Internal Revenue Service is violating the law in its administration of
the personal federal inconme tax, with the full consent of the federal
judiciary.
[fromJudicial Tyranny and Your Incone Tax, M ssoul a]
[Custom Prints, 1990, pages 277- 280, enphasis added]

Return now to the statement by I RS Conmi ssioner Donald C. Al exander in
the Federal Register in 1974. Under the 16th Amendment, "Congress received
constitutional authority to levy taxes on the inconme of individuals and

corporations.” Even if the 16th Anendrment had been properly ratified by
three-fourths of the 48 States in 1913, the Supreme Court has repeatedly
defined "taxable incone" to be a "gain or profit", not wages or fair
conpensation for |abor. The Suprene Court has never included wages in its
several definitions of "taxable income" nor in its interpretations of the
16t h Anendnent. If that had ever been the intent of the 16th Anendrment, or

of the Franers of the original Constitution, don't you think the Suprene
Court would have said so by now? The Supreme Court has certainly had plenty
of opportunities to do so, and they have not done so. \Wages for |abor were
not invented yesterday.

Consi der now the situation that arises from a 16th Anmendnent that was

never properly ratified. | amnot going to bother here with spelling errors,
or with differences in the capitalization of the word "State", that occurred
in various resolutions presented to the state |egislatures. | am referring,
instead, to inportant, official acts which directly affect the legality of
the 16th Amendnment, including the vetoes of governors and a State court
deci si on which struck down the Resol ution. Note the situation that obtained
in Illinois, as quoted from The Law that Never Was, by Bill Benson and M J.

'Red' Beckman:
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In Ryan v. Lynch, 68 Ill. 160, a certificate of the Secretary of
State purporting to give full and true copies of the journals of the
senate and house relating to the passage of the bill was in evidence
and did not show that the bill was read three tines on three different
days nor passed on a vote of the ayes and noes, as required by the
constitution, and the court said that the bill never becane a |aw and

was as conpletely a nullity as if it had been the act or declaration of
an unaut hori zed assenbl age of individuals.

In People v. Knopf, 198 IIll. 340, the court again stated the rule
that if the facts essential to the passage of a law are not set forth
in the journal the conclusion is that they did not transpire, and if
the journal fails to show that an act was passed in the nbde prescribed
by the constitution the act nust fail.

[ page 52]

Neverthel ess, U S. Secretary of State Philander Knox declared Illinois to be
one of the States which ratified the 16th Anendnent.

In Arkansas, CGovernor George W Donaghey vetoed Senate Joint Resol ution
No. 7, the proposed 16th Amendrment, and the Arkansas Legislature failed to
override his veto. According to the provisions of Article VI, Section 16 of
the Arkansas State Constitution:

Every order or resolution in which the concurrence of both houses of
the General Assenbly nay be necessary, except on questions of
adj ournnent, shall be presented to the CGovernor, and before it shall
take effect, be approved by him or being disapproved, shall be
repassed by both houses, according to the rules and limtations
prescribed in the case of a bill.

When confronted with this serious natter, nanmely, a governor's veto and
the failure of a state legislature to override his veto, the Solicitor of the
Department of State wote the follow ng:

Ratification by Arkansas. Power of the governor to veto.

It will be observed from the above record that the Governor of the
State of Arkansas vetoed the resolution passed by the |egislature of
that State. It is subnmitted, however, that this does not in any way

invalidate the action of the legislature or nullify the effect on the
resolution, as it is believed that the approval of the Governor is not
necessary and that he has not the power to veto in such cases.

[quoted in The Law that Never Was, page 22]

"It is believed that the approval of the Governor is not necessary and
that he has not the power to veto in such cases.”" Note, in particular, who
is making this statenent. It is not a judge; it is not a |law nmaker; and it
is not a |law The person is a staff lawer in the Departnent of State, an
organi zation with no authority whatsoever to make laws or to render official
interpretations of [|aw Making federal law is a power reserved for the
Congress of the United States. Rendering final, official interpretations of
law is a power reserved for the Suprene Court of the United States. Here, we
have the case of a ministerial agent rendering a highly inportant |egal
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opinion, and a wong one at that, in a matter affecting the Constitution of
the United States, the suprene law of the land. And his opinion was allowed
to stand. This is an abomi nation!

| do not pretend to have any power to foresee the future, particularly
in mtters affecting the politics of legal interpretation. Nevert hel ess,
with that said, the IRS and the federal government in general face a nunber
of difficult political and legal problens, should the ratification of the
16th Anmendnent ever be overturned. Quite obviously, the IRS will no I|onger
be able to cite this Anendnent as the means "under which Congress received
constitutional authority to levy taxes on the incone of individuals and
corporations.” It will need to find, or create, some other authority to |evy
taxes on the "incone" of individuals and corporations. But this is a lot
easi er said, than done.

Wth or without a 16th Anendnent, the IRS nust deal with a long series
of Supreme Court decisions which consistently define "taxable incone" to be
sonething quite other than wages. More to the point, the Supreme Court has
al so ruled that "Congress cannot by any definition it nmay adopt conclude the

matter, since it cannot by legislation alter the Constitution." This neans
that neither the IRS nor Congress have the authority to define "incone" any
old way they want. This applies to you too, Barbara Boxer, as an elected

menber of the House of Representatives and as a private citizen. Under the
Constitution of the United States, the IRS has never been enpowered to nake
any laws in this area. Those seeking to re-define "inconme" to include wages
will need to persuade the Suprenme Court to overturn all previous decisions to
the contrary, including decisions which investigated in depth the relevant
i ssues and history of direct taxes, indirect taxes, and defining incomne.

Assuming for the nmonent that it was properly ratified, there remmins a
serious debate, both inside and outside the federal judiciary, as to whether
the 16th Anendnent authorized an unapportioned direct tax on "incone", or
whet her it authorized an excise entitled to be enforced as an indirect tax.
The Pollock Case supports the idea that federal income taxes are direct
t axes. The Brushaber Case supports the idea that federal inconme taxes are
indirect taxes. Contrary to Suprene Court rulings, the IRS defines income to
i nclude wages, and cites the 16th Anendnent as its authority for inposing

direct taxes on wages wthout apportionment. Accordingly, sone |egal
schol ars conclude that the 16th Amendnment did anmend the Constitution, while
others conclude that it did not. A properly pleaded Suprene Court decision
woul d hopefully settle the several issues in this particular debate; it

woul d serve to determine which rule applies to "federal incone taxes" --
apportionnent for direct taxes, uniformty for indirect taxes, or neither --
and to provide a credible justification for this deternination.

To illustrate the range of disagreement on such a fundanental
constitutional issue, consider the conclusion of |egal scholar Vern Holl and:

It results, therefore:
4, That the Sixteenth Anmendnent did not anend the Constitution. The
United States Supreme Court by unaninpbus decisions determ ned

that the anendrment did not grant any new powers of taxation;
that a direct tax cannot be relieved from the constitutional
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mandat e of apportionment; and the only effect of the amendnment
was to overturn the theory advanced in the Pollock case which
held that a tax on inconme, was in legal effect, a tax on the
sources of the incomne.

[ The Law that Al ways Was, Tulsa, 1987, F.E. A Books, p. 220]

Now consider an opposing View. After nmuch research and rmuch
litigation, author and attorney Jeffrey A Dickstein offers the follow ng
clarification:

A tax inposed on all of a person's annual gross receipts is a direct
tax on personal property that nust be apportioned. A tax inmposed on
the "incone" derived fromthose gross receipts is also a direct tax on
property, but as a result of the Sixteenth Anmendnent, Congress no
| onger has to enact legislation calling for the apportionnent of a tax
on that income.

[ibid., pages 60-61, enphasis added]

We nmust be careful not to put the cart before the horse, however. Like
it or not, this debate cannot proceed any further w thout squarely facing
17,000 State-certified docunents inpugning the entire ratification process of

the 16th Anendnent. This nmeans that citizens and |awrakers together nust
confront our current situation "as if the bill never became a |aw and was as
conpletely a nullity as if it had been the act or declaration of an
unaut hori zed assenbl age of individuals." Chi canery is not synonymous wth
good | aw. Specifically, even if this were its specific intent, the 16th
Anendrment coul d never have done away with the apportionnent requirenment on
any direct taxes if it never became a law in the first place. W t hout

qguestion, the IRS is now enforcing the collection of income taxes as direct
taxes without apportionment, and cites the 16th Anendnent as its authority to
do so.

Wthout the 16th Anendnent, Congress does retain its original authority

to levy two great categories of taxes -- direct taxes and indirect taxes --
an authority it always had. Wthout the 16th Anendnent, direct taxes are
constitutional, and therefore legal, if and only if they are apportioned
across the several States. Taxes on wages, or on all of a person's gross
recei pts, are direct taxes on personal property which nust be apportioned,
and are illegal and unconstitutional if they are not. Moreover, failing the

16th Amendnent and using Dickstein's logic as a guide, taxes on the "inconge"
derived fromthose gross receipts are also direct taxes on property, and nust
al so be apportioned. Wthout the 16th Anendnent, indirect taxes are
constitutional, and therefore legal, if and only if they are uniform across
the several States. To the extent that the IRS, and any other branches of
the federal governnent, should violate these rules, they are violating the
suprene law of the land and thus violating individual rights which that
suprerme | aw was explicitly established to guarantee.

One way out of this dilemma for the federal governnent is to begin
i medi ately to apportion taxes levied on wages and other gross receipts of
i ndividuals, and to denonstrate to the Suprene Court that the totals obtained
from the various States are proportional to their respective populations.
Irwin Schiff describes in sinple |anguage how this could be done. Anot her
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way out of this dilemma is to begin imediately to inpose inconme taxes as
"excise taxes" on corporate profits, and to denonstrate to the satisfaction
of the Suprenme Court that the resulting tax rates are uniform across the
St at es. For exanple, it is entirely within the power of Congress to inpose
an "incone tax" on the profits of the Federal Reserve Corporation, since that
corporation is not an agency of the federal government, and is currently
exenpted fromincone taxes by an act of Congress.

By thenselves, neither of these are very likely to happen, or be very
easy to enforce if they do happen, should the 16th Amendnent be overturned
and should its overturning receive the wi despread publicity it is likely to
receive. |If the 16th Anmendnent is overturned, the people will, for better or
for worse, rejoice that "incone taxes" have been declared unconstitutiona
and, as currently adninistered by the IRS, they would be right.

To resolve any lingering doubts, the Supreme Court should be presented
with an opportunity to determ ne squarely the constitutionality of a genera

tax on gross receipts wthout apportionnent. According to scholar Vern
Hol land, a properly pleaded case has never been brought before the high
Court. Holland asserts that the bulk of historical evidence allows for only

one concl usi on:

The Court cannot ignore the weight of evidence that proves that a
General Tax on Income |evied upon one of the Citizens of the severa
States, has always been a direct tax and nust be apportioned.

[ibid., page 220]

The best alternatives available to the federal government are to
abandon direct taxes on wages entirely, to shift instead to a greater
reliance on excise taxes, and to reverse its policy of debt financing. The
machi nery for adm nistering excise taxes is already in place for taxing the
sale of compdities |ike gasoline. Abol i shing withholding taxes wll
elinmnate a huge, involuntary burden on the vast working classes of Anerica
and restore incentive to a working place badly in need of all the notivation
it can nuster. It will also put the lie to the IRS claim that federal
"income" taxes are voluntary, all the while enployers are forced to w thhold
the wages of enployees who are told repeatedly they have no choice in the
matter.

Moreover, there is much evidence to suggest that |owering taxes would
have the effect of stinmulating the econony in a disproportionate,
econom cally "elastic" way. For exanple, see "Higher Taxes Aren't the Answer
-- Hi story Proves it," by Stephen More, Reason Foundation, Santa Monica,
CA, Cctober 1990. By abolishing "wage taxes" and relying instead on excise
taxes levied upon comercial transactions, the governnent raises nore noney
as the econony inproves, and raises less nmoney as the econony declines,
giving government a strong incentive to "tune" its excise taxes accordingly.
| am prepared to share with you sone excellent proposals for financing the
federal governnent entirely thru a national sales tax.

This is a far cry from our present situation, in which the federal

governnent is fast approaching total bankruptcy, and cannot balance its
budget without sinmultaneously raising taxes further still and reducing
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spendi ng even nore so. Because it enploys so nmany people at present, and
buys so many goods and services, the federal governnent is central to the
Aneri can econony. Thru the vehicle of debt financing, the federal governnent
now grows at the expense of the econony, plunging future generations into
ever higher debt, and ever larger interest paynents. At the rate we are
going, it is only a matter of nonths before the interest paynents alone on
the national debt wll exceed the entire annual tax revenues to the U S.
Treasury.

It is beconming increasingly difficult to hide a trillion dollar savings
and | oan scandal. The Federal Savings and Loan |nsurance Corporation (FSLIC)
is basically broke. The Federal Deposit |nsurance Corporation (FD C) now has
only $4 billion to cover some $2 trillion in bank deposits. Thus, the
federal insurance fund covers only one-fifth of one percent of total deposits
(i.e. 4 [/ 2000). The FDIC will fail when only a small nunber of banks
col | apse. Call these the "first wave". Lacking any federal insurance at
that point, a second wave of bank failures will cause mllions of Anmericans
to lose their bank deposits forever, and possibly also lose the mllions of
hone nortgages on which those deposits are |everaged. By itself, isn't this
enough to convince you how serious is our national fiscal crisis?

Representative Barbara Boxer, | inplore you to exercise your powers as
an elected official in the Congress of the United States, to exanine
carefully the nountain of evidence against the 16th Anmendnment, to investigate
the many consequences of declaring it null and void, and to study the nany
alternative ways of financing the federal government w thout direct taxes on
the gross receipts of individuals. You have a nunber of |egal options
available to you, including the power to subpoena docunments and witnesses
bef ore Congressional conmittees. You have it within your power to authorize
such conmittees to investigate charges of fraud and other illegal tanpering
with the procedures for anending the Constitution of the United States, the
suprerme |law of our |and. You have it within your power to examne all the
actions of federal governnent officials involved in declaring the 16th
Anendrment "ratified" in the year 1913, because there is no statute of
[imtations on fraud. And you have it within your power to include the
Anerican public in a process of open hearings, public education and free
di scussion on this subject, as you did so wonderfully at the College of Marin
to discuss a declaration of war.

Representative Barbara Boxer, | stand ready, willing, and able to help
you in any way | can to investigate further the charge of felony fraud which
| now make to you:

THE SI XTEENTH AVENDMVENT WAS NEVER LAWFULLY RATI FI ED
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

encl osures: conputer analysis of evidence
agai nst the 16th Amendnent
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Failures to Ratify the 16th Anmendnent
to the Constitution of the United States:

See
Not es

Al abama

Ari zona

Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Connecti cut
Del awar e

Fl ori da
Ceorgi a

| daho
Illinois

I ndi ana

| owa

Kansas

Kent ucky
Loui si ana

Mai ne
Mar yl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

M ssouri

Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
New Mexi co
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode | sl and
Sout h Carolina
Sout h Dakot a
Tennessee
Texas

U ah

Ver nont
Virginia
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
W sconsi n
Woni ng

(10)

(11)

(12)
(13)

(14)

(15)

A Status Summary by State

Error
#1

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

Error
#2

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

Error Error Error
#3 #4 #5
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
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Error
#6

YES

YES

Error
#7

YES

YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

YES

Error
#8

YES

YES

Appendi x J

Error
#9

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES

YES

YES
YES

YES



The Federal Zone:

Description of Errors:

1. Failure to concur in U S Senate Joint Resolution No. 40 in that
various changes were nade to the text of the official Joint Resolution
of the U S. Congress.

2. Failure to follow the guidelines for the return of a certified copy of
the ratification action, as <contained in Congressional Concurrent
Resolution No. 6, and as required by Section 205 of the Revised
Statutes of 1878.

3. CGovernor vetoed the resolution and the State Legislature failed to
override the veto.

4, Resol uti on was not submitted to the Governor for approval

5. State Senate failed to pass the resolution by a required 2/3 majority.

6. State Assenbly or House failed to pass the resolution by a required 2/3
majority.

7. State Senate failed to pass the resolution

8. State Assenbly or House failed to pass the resol ution

9. O her State constitutional violations not nmentioned above.

(Source: The Law That Never Was  -- The Fraud of the 16th Amendnent and

Personal Inconme Tax, by Bill Benson and M J. 'Red Becknan, published by

Constitutional Research Assoc., Box 550, South Holland, IL 60473, April 1985)

Not es:

(10) The Senate rejected the minority report of the comittee on judiciary
and federal relations recomending ratification of this anmendnent on
June 23, 1911, by a vote of 6 to 19. (Connecticut Senate Journal, 1911
pp. 1346-1348)

(11) Florida House passed H J. Res. 192, ratifying this amendment on May 21,
1913, by a vote of 59 to O. (Florida House Journal, 1913, p. 1686.)
The Senate committee on constitution recomended that the resolution do
not pass. May 27, 1913. (Florida Senate Journal, 1913, p. 1745.)

(12) The House passed a joint resolution ratifying the sixteenth amendment
on May 10, 1911, by a vote of 139 to 4. (Pennsyl vani a House Jour nal
1911, pp. 2690-2691.) The Senate referred the joint resolution to the
conmmittee on judiciary special, where it |ay. (Pennsyl vani a Senate
Journal, 1911, p. 2162.)

(13) Senate resolution refusing to ratify this anendnment was concurred in by
House April 29, 1910. (Rhode Island House Journal, April 29, 1910.)
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(14) The House rejected this anmendnment on March 9, 1911, by a vote of 31 to
10. (Utah House Journal, 1911, pp. 606-607.) The Senate passed the

Appendi x J

resolution ratifying the amendnent by a vote of 12 to 2 on February 17

1911. (Utah Senate Journal, 1911, p. 256.)

(15) The Senate ratified this anmendnent by a vote of 19 to 5 on March 9,

1910. (Virginia Senate Journal, 1910, pp. 651-652.) The House
Journal, 1910, does not show that this resolution

anmendnent ever cane to a vote.

(Notes 10-15 from U. S. Senate Docunent No. 240, 71st Congress,
of the Constitution and Anendnents by the States")
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Def ense Strategy 1:

States Made Changes to the Text of the Resol ution

O©CoOoO~NOOOUT,WNPE

Al abama
Ari zona
Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Del awar e
Ceorgi a
| daho
Illinois
I ndi ana
| owa
Kansas
Kent ucky

Loui si ana

Mai ne
Mar yl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

M ssouri

Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Sout h Dakot a
Tennessee
Texas

Ver nont
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
W sconsi n
Wom ng

Connecti cut
Fl ori da

New Mexi co
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode Isl and
U ah
Virginia

The Federa

[ nunber needed to defeat Amendnent]

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]
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Def ense Strategy 2:
Various Violations of State Constitutions

O©oOoO~NOOOUOI,WNPE

Ari zona
Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Ceorgi a

| daho
Illinois
I ndi ana

| owa
Kansas
Kent ucky
Loui si ana
Mai ne

[ nunber needed to defeat Amendnent]
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Maryl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

M ssouri

Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Mexi co
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Ver nont
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
Wormi ng

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]

Al abama
Connecti cut
Del awar e

Fl ori da

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode | sl and
Sout h Dakot a
U ah
Virginia

W sconsi n
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Def ense Strategy 3:

States Failed to Follow Guidelines for Certified Copy

O©CoOoO~NOOOUT,WNPE

Al abama
Ari zona
Ar kansas
California
Del awar e
Ceorgi a

| daho
Illinois
I ndi ana

| owa
Kansas
Kent ucky
Loui si ana

Mai ne

Maryl and
Massachusetts
M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Sout h Dakot a
Tennessee
Texas

Ver nont

West Virginia
W sconsi n
Wom ng

Col or ado
Connecti cut
Fl ori da

M chi gan

M ssouri

New Mexi co
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode Isl and
U ah
Virginia
Washi ngt on

The Federa

[ nunber needed to defeat Amendnent]

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]
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Def ense Strategy 4:
Confirmed Noes + Governor Vetoes + Errors 4 - 8

state errorl0 error3 error4 error5 error6 error7 error8

1 Virginia (15) YES
2 U ah (14) YES
3 Rhode | sl and (13) YES

4 Pennsyl vani a (12) YES

5 Fl ori da (11) YES

6 Connecti cut (10) YES

7 Kent ucky YES YES

8 Ar kansas YES

9 New Yor k YES YES

10 | daho YES

11 Maryl and YES

12 M ssouri YES

13 Chio YES

14 Sout h Dakot a YES

15 Washi ngt on YES

16 West Virginia YES

17 Kansas YES YES

18 Ceorgi a YES YES

19 New Jer sey YES
20 Ver nont YES
21 Mai ne YES
22 Tennessee YES

23 Al abama
24 Ari zona
25 California
26 Col or ado
27 Del awar e

28 Illinois
29 I ndi ana
30 | owa

31 Loui si ana

32 Massachusetts
33 M chi gan

34 M nnesot a

35 M ssi ssi ppi
36 Mont ana

37 Nebr aska

38 Nevada

39 New Hanmpshire
40 New Mexi co

41 North Carolina
42 Nort h Dakot a
43 Okl ahoma

44 Oregon

45 Sout h Carolina
46 Texas

47 W sconsi n

48 Womni ng
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Def ense Strategy 5:
Fai | ed House/ Senate + Failed 2/3 + Vetoes and not Submitted to Governor

O©CoOoO~NOOOUT,WNPE

Ceorgi a

Kent ucky
Connect i cut
Fl ori da

Mai ne
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode 1 sl and
Tennessee

Ut ah
Virginia
Kansas

New Jer sey
Ver nont

The Federa

error7 error8 error5 error6 error3 error4

YES
YES
YES
YES YES
YES
YES

New Yor k

Ar kansas

| daho

Maryl and

M ssouri

Chio

Sout h Dakot a
Washi ngt on
West Virginia

Al abama

Ari zona
California
Col or ado

Del awar e
Illinois

I ndi ana

| owa
Loui si ana
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Mexi co
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
kIl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Texas

W sconsi n

Womni ng
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Def ense Strategy 6:
Confirmed Noes + Governor Vetoes + Not Submitted to Governor

O©oOoO~NOOOUOI,WNPE

Virginia

U ah

Rhode | sl and
Pennsyl vani a
Fl ori da
Connecti cut
Kent ucky

Ar kansas

New Yor k

| daho

Maryl and

M ssouri
Chio

Appendi x J

errorl0 error3 error4 error5 error6 error7 error8

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

Sout h Dakot a
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
Kansas
Ceorgi a

New Jer sey
Ver nont

Mai ne
Tennessee

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

Al abama

Ari zona
California
Col or ado

Del awar e
Illinois

| ndi ana

| owa
Loui si ana
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Mexi co
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Okl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Texas

W sconsi n

Womni ng
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 11, 1991
For eman
Marin County Grand Jury
Hal | of Justice
Civic Center
San Rafael, California
Postal Zone 94903

Dear For eman:

Enclosed with this letter please find our conpleted Request for
I nvestigation by the Marin County Grand Jury.

As stated in the sunmmary section of our conpleted form we hereby
request the Marin County Grand Jury to do the foll ow ng:

(1) to investigate possible obstruction of justice and m sprision of
felony by Representative Barbara Boxer for her failure, against a
spoken proni se before hundreds of witnesses at Pt. Reyes Station
on August 22, 1990, to examine the material evidence of felony
fraud when U. S. Secretary of State Philander C. Knox declared the
16th Amendnent ratified,

(2) to subpoena or otherw se require Representative Boxer to explain,
under oath, why she and her staff have failed to answer our
formal, witten petition for redress of this mjor |[egal
grievance with agents of the federal governnent,

(3) to review the nmaterial evidence against the so-called 16th
Amendnent which we have assenbled and are prepared to submt in
expert testinmony, under oath, to the Marin County G and Jury.

Attached please find a signed copy of the formal, witten petition
which | have already sent to Rep. Boxer via registered United States nail,
return receipt requested and received. This petition is dated Decenber 24,
1990. A second copy of this petition was sent at the sane tine via standard,
first class nail to her office in Washington, D.C, and a third copy was al so
sent via first class mail to her office in San Rafael, California.

This petition seeks to state the problem as succinctly as possible, to
review the relevant decisions of the U S. Suprene Court, to analyze the |egal
and econonic inplications of nullifying the so-called 16th Amendnent, and to
present a summary of nunerous State-certified docunents which prove that
felony fraud was comitted when this Anendnent was "declared" ratified in the
year 1913 by then Secretary of State, Philander C Knox.

As the author of this petition and as an interested citizen who is,

above all, dedicated to preserving our constitutional republic and the rule
of law which the constitution was explicitly established to guarantee, it is
nmy earnest hope that you will review these nmaterials with the utnost care and
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attention to detail which they deserve.

The story you are about to read would fill volumes of fascinating
historical fiction, were it not all true in every last detail. Pl ease
consider ne to be ready, willing, and able to assist you, in any way | can,
to review every relevant detail with honesty, integrity, and an unflagging
passion for the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth in this
critical matter which now affects the entire nation in so many ways.

Thank you very mnuch for your consideration. I will look forward to
your pronpt response to this Request.

Sincerely yours,
/'s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

Attachnents:

Request for Grand Jury Investigation

Meno dated 1/1/91 sunmari zing petition

Formal petition dated 12/24/90

Excerpts fromU S. criminal codes

Text of statement read aloud to Rep. Boxer, 8/22/90
How It Al Began: a quote from Eustace Miullins
Proof of registered mail sent and received

M sprision of Felony, 18 U S.C. 4 states:

Whoever, having know edge of the actual comission of a felony
cogni zable by a court of the United States, conceals and does not as
soon as possible make known the sane to some judge or other person in
civil or mlitary authority under the United States, shall be fined not
nore than $500 or inprisoned not nore than three years, or both.

18 U. S.C. 1001 st ates:

Whoever, in any matter within the jurisdiction of any departnment or
agency of the United States knowingly and wllfully falsifies,
conceal s, or covers up by any trick, schene, or device a naterial fact,
or makes any fal se, fictitious or f raudul ent st at enent or
representations, or makes or uses any false witing or document know ng
the same to contain any false, fictitious or fraudulent statenent or
entry, shall be fined not nore than $10,000 or inprisoned not nore than
five years, or both.
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18 U. S.C. 1002 st ates:

Whoever, knowingly and with intent to defraud the United States, or any
agency thereof, possesses any false, altered, forged, or counterfeited
writing or docunent for the purpose of enabling another to obtain from
the United States, or from any agency, officer or agent thereof, any
sum of nmoney, shall be fined not nore than $10,000 or inprisoned not
nore than five years, or both.

18 U.S.C. 1017 states:

Whoever fraudulently or wwongfully affixes or inpresses the seal of any
departnment or agency of the United States, to or upon any certificate,
i nstrunment, conmi ssion, docunent, or paper or wth know edge of its
fraudul ent character, with wongful or fraudulent intent, uses, buys
procures, sells, or transfers to another any such certificate
i nstrunment, conm ssion, docunent, or paper, to which or upon which said
seal has been so fraudulently affixed or inpressed, shall be fined not
nore than $5,000 or inprisoned not nore than five years, or both.

18 U.S.C. 1018 st at es:

Woever, being a public officer or other person authorized by any |aw
of the United States to nake or give a certificate or other witing

knowi ngly makes and delivers as true such a certificate or witing,
containing any statenment which he knows to be false, in a case where
the punishnment thereof is not elsewhere expressly provided by |aw,
shall be fined not nore than $500 or inprisoned not nore than one year,
or bot h.

18 U.S.C. 3 states:

Whoever, knowing that an offense against the United States has been
committed, receives, conforts or assists the offender in order to
hinder or prevent his apprehension, trial or punishment, 1is an
accessory after the fact.

Except as otherwi se expressly provided by an Act of Congress, an
accessory after the fact shall be inprisoned not nore than one-half the
maxi mum term of inprisonnent or fined not nore than one-half the
maxi mum fine prescribed for the punishnent of the principal, or both;
or if the principal is punishable by death, the accessory shall be
i mpri soned not nore than ten years.
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

April 15, 1991
Rep. Barbara Boxer
House of Representatives
United States Congress
Washi ngton, D.C.
Postal Zone 20515

Dear Rep. Boxer:

Thank you very much for your brief letter to me, dated March 27, 1991.
| appreciate your decision to refer nmy petition dated Decenber 24, 1990, to
the House Ways and Means Committee, for comments from that conmittee's
counsel .

From prior contacts with other Anerican citizens who have filed simlar
petitions with their representatives in the Congress, | know that a stock
answer is to send to constituents a copy of the so-called Ripy Report,
"Ratification of the Sixteenth Amendnment," by Thomas B. Ripy, Congressional
Research Service, May 20, 1985 (see encl osed).

Before you or Committee counsel nmake the sane nmistake with ne, please
understand that | already possess a copy of the R py Report and find it
entirely unsatisfactory as to matters of fact. Specifically, the R py Report
does not attenpt to challenge any of the material facts presented by authors
Benson and Becknan in the book The Law That Never Was.

You will recall that nmy petition to you of Decenber 24, 1990 included a
conput er-based sumary of the evidence against the 16th Anmendnent. Once
again, permt ne to summari ze only sonme of these facts, as foll ows:

* El even States anended the proposed resol ution.

* The Senate of the State of Kentucky rejected the proposed
amendnent by a vote of 9 for and 22 against ratification.

* Five States failed to ratify the amendment by the required two-
thirds majority in one of the chanbers of their |egislatures
(Georgia, Kansas, New York, New Jersey, and Vernont).

* M nnesota, California and Ohio never sent official notification
of the action taken by their respective |egislatures.

* Anot her six States did not record whatever action was taken by
their respective legislatures in the Journals of their General
Assenbl i es.

* Ten States never voted on the proposed anendrent.

* Nine States deleted the preanble to the joint resolution.
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* Twenty-si x States changed the punctuation of the preanble.

* Twenty-five States changed t he punctuation of the
resol ution.

* Twenty-four States changed the capitalization of certain words.

* Ni net een States nmade granmati cal changes.

* An Illinois State Court ruled that "it never became a | aw and was
as nmuch a nullity as if it had been the act or declaration of an
unaut hori zed assenbl age of individuals." (Ryan v. Lynch, 68 III
160)

* The CGovernor of the State of Arkansas vetoed the resolution, the

Arkansas Legislature never overrode his veto, and the Arkansas
Constitution did not exenpt Constitutional anendments from a
governor's signature.

* Okl ahoma changed the proposal so as to require the laying of an
income tax pursuant to a census or enuneration, the precise
requi renent the proposed anendment sought to alleviate.

On February 15, 1913, the Solicitor of the State Departnent advised
Secretary of State Philander C. Knox that:

" under provisions of the Constitution a |legislature is not
authorized to alter IN ANY WAY the amendment proposed by Congress, the
function of the legislature consisting nerely in the right to approve
or di sapprove the proposed anendrent."

("Ratification of the 16th Anendnent to the Constitution of the United
States," Ofice of the Solicitor, enphasis added)

Accordingly, | find it necessary to agree entirely with the follow ng
statenent by attorney and litigator Andrew B. Spiegel, from his publication
whi ch | have enclosed with this letter

"The Ripy Report does not attenpt to challenge any of the facts
presented by WIliam J. Benson .... Thus, for the purposes of this
argunent, those facts nust be taken as conceded by the government. It
is those facts which lead to the inescapable conclusion that the so-
cal l ed incone tax anendnent is null and void."

[from "Ratification of the Incone Tax Amendment: Has the Federa
Government Defrauded the American People? A Response to the Ripy
Report," Constitutional Research Associates, Septenber 15, 1986, p. 2,
enphasi s added]

Moreover, in your letter of March 27, 1991, referring to counsel for
the Ways and Means Conmittee, you state, "Hs views on the natter are
crucial ." Wth all due respect, | nust also disagree with this statenent
Al though | would have to agree that his views nay be inportant, as far as
witten records are concerned, they are certainly not crucial, not to nme, not
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as | use that term The Constitution, laws that are consistent with the
Constitution, fully infornmed jury verdicts, and official rulings of the US.
Suprene Court are crucial to ne, not the views of hired | awers who happen to
enjoy staff positions on this or that Congressional committee. | do expect
you to appreciate the difference between these two sources of "view'.

I am sending a copy of this letter to Rep. Dan Rostenkowski with the
hope that it will prevent any fruitless attenpt by his staff to satisfy ne
with a copy of the R py Report, a report which clearly fails to deal wth
crucial matters of fact.

Thank you again for your consideration in this matter which has, by
now, affected many mllions of Americans since the year 1913, the year in
which the so-called 16th Anendnent was "declared" ratified, and the year in
whi ch the Federal Reserve Act was first enacted into | aw
Sincerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osure: Response to the Ri py Report,"
by Andrew B. Spi egel
copi es: Rep. Dan Rost enkowski

interested citizens
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REQ STERED U. S. MAIL: c/ o general delivery
Ret urn Recei pt Request ed San Rafael, California
Postal Zone 94901/tdc

May 3, 1991
Rep. Barbara Boxer
House of Representatives
United States Congress
Washi ngton, D.C.
Postal Zone 20515

Dear Rep. Boxer:

I am entirely unsatisfied with your letter dated April 12, 1991. At
various tinmes during the past year, | have requested you in person, and in
witing, to examine the material evidence against the 16th Amendnent. At
your community neeting in Pt. Reyes on August 22, 1990, in front of several
hundred wi tnesses, you agreed to do so, and you have not done so. At no tine
bet ween then and now, have you denonstrated to me that you have, in fact,
exam ned any of the material evidence against the ratification of the 16th
Amendnent .

I nstead, you have referred nmy fornmal, witten petition to the Chairman
of the House Comittee on Ways and Means. Rep. Rostenkowski responded to you
wi th docunents that included a cover letter dated April 8, 1991, and a copy
of "Part IX  Frequently Asked Questions Concerning the Federal |ncome Tax,"
from CRS Report for Congress, 89-623 A Novenber 17, 1989. Your letter of
April 12, 1991 anounts to nothing nore than another cover letter,
transmitting these docunments to ne.

To repeat, your response fails to denobnstrate to ne that you have
exanm ned any of the material evidence against the 16th Amendment.

Mor eover, I find a nunber of serious errors, onissions, and
deficiencies in the CRS Report from Rep. Rostenkowski. Pernit me to exam ne
only those errors which |I consider to be mgjor ones, in the interest of
brevity.

First of all, the CRS Report attenpts to answer this question:
Was the Sixteenth Amendnent properly ratified?

In answer to this question, however, the Report limts its scope to
answering only two subordi nate questions:

1. Did the President sign the resolution which becane the Sixteenth
Anendnent .
2. Do clerical errors in the ratifying resolutions of the various

state legislatures negate the ratification of the Sixteenth
Amendnent ?

| agree with the Report's answer to the first subordinate question,
namely, that constitutional anmendnents need not be subnmitted to the
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Pr esi dent . However, | cannot accept the limted scope of the second
qguestion, nor the limted scope of the answer provided. The CRS Report would
have us believe that the problens with the 16th Anendnent are limited to
"variations from the resolution enacted by Congress in punctuation,

capitalization, and/or spelling" [page 310]. Barbara, | certainly hope you
do not expect ne to believe that a Governor's veto is the same as a "clerical
error", or that the failure to satisfy the 2/3 najority required by sone

State Constitutions is a "clerical error!"”

The problens with the 16th Amendnent are not limted to variations in
punctuation, capitalization, and/or spelling. These problenms include
serious, official acts by Governors, State Legislatures, and at |east one
State Court. For exanple, the Governor of the State of Arkansas vetoed the
resolution to amend the Constitution. The Kentucky Senate Journal recorded a
vote of 9 FOR and 22 AGAINST the resolution. An Illinois State court ruled
that "it never became a law, and was as nuch a nullity as if it had been the
act or declaration of an unauthorized assenblage of individuals." M letter

to you dated April 15, 1991, sunmarized the major problens. At the risk of
repeating nyself, permt ne to summarize once again sone of these problens,
as foll ows:

* El even States anended the proposed resol ution.

* The Senate of the State of Kentucky rejected the proposed
amendnment by a vote of 9 for and 22 against ratification.

* Five States failed to ratify the amendment by the required two-
thirds mgjority in one of the chanbers of their |egislatures
(Georgia, Kansas, New York, New Jersey, and Vernont).

* M nnesota, California and Ohio never sent official notification
of the action taken by their respective |egislatures.

* Anot her six States did not record whatever action was taken by
their respective legislatures in the Journals of their General
Assenbl i es.

* Ten States never voted on the proposed anendrent.

* Nine States deleted the preanble to the joint resolution.

* Twenty-si x States changed the punctuation of the preanble.

* Twenty-five States changed t he punctuation of the

resol uti on.

* Twenty-four States changed the capitalization of certain words.

* Ni net een States made grammatical changes.

* An Illinois State Court ruled that "it never becane a | aw and was
as much a nullity as if it had been the act or declaration of an
unaut hori zed assenbl age of individuals." (Ryan v. Lynch, 68 III.
160)
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* The CGovernor of the State of Arkansas vetoed the resolution, the
Arkansas Legislature never overrode his veto, and the Arkansas
Constitution did not exenpt Constitutional anendments from a
governor's signature.

* Okl ahoma changed the proposal so as to require the laying of an
incone tax pursuant to a census or enuneration, the precise
requi renent the proposed anendment sought to alleviate.

On February 15, 1913, the Solicitor of the State Department advised
Secretary of State Philander C. Knox that:

" under provisions of the Constitution a |legislature is not
authorized to alter IN ANY WAY the amendment proposed by Congress, the
function of the legislature consisting nerely in the right to approve
or di sapprove the proposed anendrent."

("Ratification of the 16th Anendnent to the Constitution of the United
States," Ofice of the Solicitor, enphasis added)

The CRS Report also errs by expecting readers to accept the proposition
that "the <correctness of the Secretary's certification is a politica
guestion and therefore his certification is conclusive upon the courts”
[ enphasi s added]. This is tantanpbunt to saying that fraud is a "political
guestion" and cannot be adjudicated by any courts because it is fraud -- a
notion that is patently absurd. Mreover, the following criteria are quoted
to identify the existence of a political question in a given case:

* a lack of judicially discoverable and manageabl e standards for
resolving it

* the inpossibility of deciding without an initial policy
determination of a kind clearly for nonjudicial discretion

* the inpossibility of a court's undertaking i ndependent resolution
wi t hout expressing lack of the respect due coordinate branches of
gover nnent .

There is no lack of judicially discoverable and manageabl e standards
for resolving the factual problens with 16th Anendnent. In fact, there are
pl enty of such standards; they are called rules of evidence, and they are so
fundanental to jurisprudence in this country, they are required reading for
first-year law students everywhere. The judiciary enjoys a well established
body of rules for discovering, adnitting, and nanaging all rmanners of
mat eri al evi dence.

The process for anending the Constitution is clearly witten into the
Constitution itself. As such, there exists a «clear "initial ©policy
determi nation", and this policy determnation is clearly not of a kind for
nonj udi ci al discretion. The Constitution does not authorize the Secretary of
State to exercise any discretion when certifying anmendnents thereto.
Specifically, the Secretary of State is not enpowered to decide that "the
approval of the Governor is not necessary and that he has not the power to
veto in such cases," even if the Secretary sincerely believes, albeit
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wrongly, that he does enjoy this power.

Courts can and have undertaken independent resolution of such issues
wi t hout expressing a |lack of respect due to other branches of government. An
IIlinois Court has already voided that State's vote on the resolution to
approve the 16th Anendnent. The U.S. Suprenme Court has declared several acts
of Congress to be unconstitutional. |If the Secretary of State fails to abide
by the official guidelines for amending the Constitution, it is he who |acks
respect due to the other branches of government. It is he who has failed to
abide by his solemm oath of office, namely, to uphold and defend the
Constitution of the United States. The high Court is under no obligation to
"express respect” for the other branches of the federal governnent by
allowing their unconstitutional acts to remain intact and uncorrected. On
the contrary, the federal system of checks and balances has nmade this
corrective action an essential government institution

The second major problem | have with the CRS Report has to do with the
followi ng two questions:

1. What is incone?
2. Are wages taxable as incone?

In answer to the first question, the Report summarizes the definition
of "inconme" as foll ows:

I ncone has been defined as gain derived from capital, from |abor, or
from both conbined. The operative word in this definition is gain
Gain, in the tax context, is the surplus when the basis of an item..

is subtracted fromthe item s fair nmarket val ue.

[ CRS Report, page 316, enphasis added]

I have no dispute with this definition. However, in answer to the second
guestion, the Report uses the follow ng exanple:

if John Doe works 5 hours for $5.00 per hour, is the $25.00
he receives taxable income to hin® As we have seen in the above
analysis, we nust determine if there has been a gain which is realized
and recogni zed.

To see if there was a gain we do not look only to the fair market
val ue of the labor, but rather we deternine the difference between the
fair nmarket value and his basis (cost) in the labor. GCenerally one has
a zero basis in one's own labor. Therefore, Doe's gain is $25.00 ni nus
0, or $25.00. This gain is realized when Doe is paid or has right to
receive paynent.

[ pages 316-317, enphasi s added]

Unfortunately for the CRS Report, it cites absolutely no authority for
its enpty assertion that "generally one has a zero basis in one's own | abor".

This assertion is a fatal flaw It has been nmade w thout reference to the
rel evant decisions of the US. Supreme Court, and without reference to the
intent of the franmers of the 16th Anendnent. As such, this assertion is
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arbitrary; it is also |udicrous. Author Alan Stang explains why it is
| udi crous, and does so better than anyone el se:

We warned you that reading this book could be dangerous to people with
heart conditions. Now that you have gotten off the floor, you may want
to read that paragraph again. Yes, it does really say what you thought

it says, doesn't it? It says that generally (not specifically?) you
have a zero basis in your labor. |In other words, it says your labor is
wort hl ess. Now you know. Why does your enployer, who is presumably
intelligent, buy sonething that is worthless? Notice that these

government authors do adnit you nust have gain in order to have inconeg,
even if wages are your only receipts.

[Alan Stang, Tax Scam Alta Loma, CA, Munt Sinai Press]
[ 1988, page 78, enmphasi s added]

Attached to this letter, please find numerous authoritative definitions
of "taxable incone" as this phrase is clearly and consistently defined by
decisions of the U 'S. Suprene Court and |ower courts which concur. These
decisions remain in full force today. Note, in particular, that the Suprene
Court has already instructed Congress that it is essential to distinguish
between what is and what is not "incone", and to apply that distinction
according to truth and substance. In that instruction, the high Court has
told Congress that it has absolutely no power to be arbitrary (or |udicrous)
inits official definition of income:

Congress cannot by any definition it my adopt conclude the matter,
since it cannot by legislation alter the Constitution, from which al one
it derives its power to legislate, and within whose limtations alone
t hat power can be lawfully exercised.

[ Ei sner v. Maconber, 252 US 189]

Renember, this is not the witing of some radical constitutiona
libertarian. These are the words of the Suprene Court, in a case which is
one of the npbst fanmpus and inportant rulings to render official definitions
of "incone". \Watever argunents you choose to make from this point forward
those argunents would certainly benefit froma know edge of the rel evant case
law in this area. | nmean, if we're talking gasoline taxes, then we know the
subject of the tax is gasoline; if we're talking tobacco taxes, then we know
the subject is tobacco. Wy should a tax on "incone" be any different? Just
because the Congressional Research Service chooses to differ with the Suprene
Court? Just because the |RS uses police power to enforce a different
definition? Just because the Federal Reserve needs a powerful agency to
collect interest paynents for its syndicated nmonopoly on private credit?

Here, | find it necessary to repeat the conclusions of a recognized
authority who has studied this issue in depth. After reviewing all the
rel evant federal court decisions for the past 80 years, constitutional tax
expert and author Jeffrey A Dickstein has witten the following to summari ze
hi s findings:

Income has been defined by the United States Suprene Court to be a

profit or a gain derived from various sources, such as I|abor and
capital. A tax directly on the source is a direct tax, and nust still
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be apporti oned. A tax on the incone derived from the source need not
be apportioned. Labor, the labor contract, and the right to sell |abor
have all been held by the Suprene Court to constitute property. The
procedure to deternmine if there is a gain derived from the sale of
property has been set forth by Congress. Gain is derived only if one
receives over and above the fair market value of the cost of the
property. These basic principles are sinple to state and sinple to
apply. They also |lead to one inescapabl e concl usion

WAGES DO NOT CONSTI TUTE | NCOVE

[from Judicial Tyranny and Your |ncone Tax, M ssoula, MI]
[Custom Prints, 1990, pages 277-280, enphasis added]

Representative Boxer, | nust now go on record to state, clearly and
unequi vocal |y, that you have failed ne. You have failed ne because you have
failed to keep the pronmise you made before several hundred w tnesses on
August 22, 1990. You have failed me because you have failed to uphold and
defend the Constitution of the United States. This Constitution is ny
explicit delegation of power to you, an elected nenber of the Congress of the
Uni ted States.

You have failed ne because, by shuffling papers back and forth, you
have deliberately refused to examine the material evidence which impugns the
entire ratification process of the 16th Amendnent. This material evidence
proves that a mmssive fiscal fraud has been perpetrated by the federa
government upon the people of this land, a nassive fiscal fraud that began in
the year 1913 and continues until today.

Until and unless you denobnstrate to ne that you have exanined this
material evidence, | am very sad to say | now have no choice but to include
you anobng the nany persons who are responsible for perpetrating this fraud
upon our entire nation

| want you to know that this matter is much too inportant to me, and to
mllions of hard-working Americans, for me to be dissuaded by some little
paper war you prefer to wage.

Either do the job you were elected to do, or be mature enough to accept
the I egal and political consequences.

Consi der yoursel f warned.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
enclosures: "Defining Incone: The Court Record"
Text of first published adverti senent

Conput er anal ysi s of evidence against the 16th amendnent
copy: Rep. Dan Rost enkowski
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Defining Incone: The Court Record
Repeat these words, out loud, at least three tines a day:

VE, THE PEOPLE, CAN
ABOLI SH THE | LLEGAL | NCOVE TAX

Pl ease join us in teaching the Anerican people to:
TAKE THE SECOND STEP
to educate each other with the relevant facts and authorities.

Wages are not "taxable income" as the term is clearly and consistently
defined by U S. Suprene Court decisions that remain in full force today.

W now cite verbatim the relevant decisions fromthe U S. Supreme Court and
| ower courts which concur

Inconme is NOT everything that conmes in:
W nust reject ... the broad contention subnmitted in behalf of the
CGovernment that all receipts -- everything that comes in -- are

incone within the proper definition of "gross incone"

[ Sout hern Pacific Conpany v. John Z. Lowe, 247 US 330]

Corporate profits are "inconme":

[Incone] inports, as used here, sonething entirely distinct from
principal or capital either as a subject of taxation or as a neasure of
t he tax; conveying rather the idea of gain or increase arising from
corporate activities.

[ Emanuel J. Doyle v. Mtchell Brothers Conpany, 247 US 179]

The Constitution PROH BI TS direct taxes w thout apportionnent:

This court had decided in the Pollock Case that the income tax |aw of
1894 anounted in effect to a direct tax upon property, and was invalid
because not apportioned according to population as prescribed by the
Constitution ... for "incone" may be defined as the gain derived from
capital, fromlabor, or from both conbined.

[Stratton's |Independence v. Howbert 231 US 406]

Congress CANNOT change the Constitution
In order, therefore, that the clauses cited above from Article | of the

Constitution may have proper force and effect ... it becones essentia
to distinguish between what is and what is not "incone," as the termis
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t here used; and to apply the distinction ... according to truth and
substance, without regard to form Congress cannot by any definition
it may adopt conclude the matter, since it cannot by legislation alter
the Constitution, from which alone it derives its power to legislate
and within whose Ilintations alone that power can be lawfully
exerci sed.

[Mark Eisner v. Myrtle H Maconber, 252 US 189]

"income" is a gain, a profit:
Here we have the essential nmatter -- not a gain accruing to capital
not a growh or increment of value in the investnent; but a gain, a

profit, sonething of exchangeable value proceeding from the property,
severed from the capital however invested or enployed, and comng in,
being "derived," that is received or drawn by the recipient (the
taxpayer) for his separate use, benefit, and disposal -- that is
i ncome derived fromproperty. Nothing else answers the description

[Mark Eisner v. Myrtle H Maconber, 252 US 189]

Suprenme Court has REPEATEDLY rul ed that wages are not "incone":

In determining the definition of the word "income" thus arrived
at, this court has consistently refused to enter into the refinenents
of | exicographers and econonists and has approved, in the definitions
quoted, what it believed to be the comonly understood neaning of the
term....

We continue entirely satisfied with that definition, and, since
the fund here taxed was the anount realized fromthe sale of the stock
in 1917, less the capital investment as determined by the trustee as of
March 1, 1913, it is palpable that it was a "gain or profit" "produced
by" or "derived fronmf that investnent, and that it "proceeded," and was
"severed" or rendered severable, from by the sale for cash, and
t hereby becanme that "realized gain" which has been repeatedly declared
to be taxable inconme ....

[ Merchant's Loan & Trust v. Smietanka, 255 US 509]

"I'ncome" has been legally and officially defined:

And the definition of "incone" approved by this Court is: "The gain
derived from capital, from labor, or from both conbined," provided it
be understood to include profit gained through a sale or conversion of
capital assets. C It is thus very plain that the statute inposes
the income tax on the proceeds of the sale of personal property to the
extent only that gains are derived therefromby the vendor

[ Goodrich v. Edwards, 255 US 527]
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You do NOT obtain "incone" by charging for services rendered:

The phraseol ogy of form 1040 is sonewhat obscure .... But it natters
little what it does nmean; the statute and the statute al one deternines
what is incone to be taxed. It taxes only incone "derived" from nany
di fferent sources; one does not "derive incone" by rendering services
and charging for them

[Edwards v. Keith, Second Circuit Court of Appeals, 231 F111]

"I nconme" neans "gain" -- "gain" neans "profit":
Incone"” ... neans "gain" "derived" from and not accruing to, capital
or labor or from both conbined, including profit gained through the
sale or conversion of <capital, the gain not being taxable unti

No gai

Wages

realized, and, in such connection, "gain" neans profit or sonething of
exchangeabl e value, and "derived" neans proceeding from property,
severed from capital, however invested or enployed, and coning in,
received or drawn by taxpayer for his separate use, benefit, and
di sposal

[Staples v. U S., District Court, E.D. Pennsylvania, 21 F. Supp. 737]

n, no income -- no income, no tax:
Incone is nothing nore nor less than realized gain .... It is not
synonynobus wth receipts .... VWhatever nmay constitute incone,

therefore, nust have the essential feature of gain to the recipient
If there is no gain, there is no incone.

[Conner v. U S., District Court, Houston Division, 303 F. Supp. 1187]

and profits are two DI FFERENT t hi ngs:
There is a clear distinction between "profit" and "wages" or
conpensation for |abor. Conpensation for |abor cannot be regarded as
profit within the meaning of the |aw

[Aiver v. Halstead, 196 Va. 992; 86 S.E. 2d 858]

Payment for |abor is NOT profit:

Reasonabl e conpensation for |abor or services rendered is not profit.

[ Laurel dal e Cenmetery Assoc. v. Matthews]
[345 Pa. 239; 47 A 2d 277, 280]
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The nmeani ng of "incone" has been CONSI STENT in | aw.

"Incone"” has been taken to nean the sane thing as used in the
Corporation Excise Tax Act of 1909, in the Sixteenth Anendnment and in
the vari ous revenue acts subsequently passed ....

[ Bowers v. Kerbaugh-Enpire Co., 271 US 174]
Agai n, "income" has had the SAVE MEANING i n | aw

and before the 1921 Act this Court had indicated ... what it later
held, that "incone," as used in the revenue acts taxing incone, adopted
since the 16th Anmendnent, has the sane neaning that it had in the Act
of 1909.

[Burnet v. Harmel, 287 US 103]

"I'nconme" is NOT the sane as "gross receipts":

Constitutionally the only thing that can be taxed by Congress is
"incone." And the tax actually inposed by Congress has been on net
incone as distinct from gross incone. The tax is not, never has been
and could not constitutionally be upon "gross receipts"”

[ Anderson O dsnobile, Inc. v. Hofferbert, USDC Maryl and]
[ 102 Federal Suppl enent 902]

Try to find a principle that is better settled:

Renember that our source is not sonme "tax protest" group. Just about

everything we are telling you cones from the U S. Suprene Court. It

would be difficult, and perhaps inpos-sible, in our system of

jurisprudence, to find a principle better settled than the one we have
been citing.

[Alan Stang, Tax Scam M. Sinai Press, POB 1220]

[Alta Loma, California 91701, 1988]

O her cases not cited here say the SAME THI NG

In addition to the cases cited above, the followi ng also support and
affirm this definition of "income": ... United States v. Supplee-
Bi ddl e Hardware Co., 265 US 189; United States v. Phellis 257 US 156
Mles v. Safe Deposit & T. Co., 259 US 247; Irwin v. Gavit 268 US 161
Edwards v. Cuba R Co., 268 US 628.

[Irwin Schiff, The Great |ncome Tax Hoax, Freedom Books]
[ POB 5303, Handen, Connecticut 06518, 1985, page 475]

Take these citations to your tax attorney or CPA, and denand a response.
Research assenbl ed for you by:

Account for Better Citizenship
c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California state
Postal Zone 94901/tdc
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[ Text of First Published Advertisenent]
Repeat these words, out loud, at least three tines a day:

WE, THE PEOPLE CAN
ABOLI SH | NCOVE TAX

Pl ease join us in demanding the United States Congress to
TAKE THE FI RST STEP

to authorize a full study to find other ways of funding the U S. governnent
wi t hout direct taxes on personal incone sources.

The I.R S. has already conducted a linmted study of several alternatives and
docunmented their findings at taxpayer expense.

W now want to condition all public servants to realize that personal incone
taxes are a horrible scourge upon the econonmic prosperity of all American
citizens. These taxes nust stop

Wen we, the people have the power to abolish slavery, to abolish
prohi bition, and to enact wonen's suffrage; when we, the people can declare
a national holiday to celebrate our Declaration of Independence, then

We, the people can refuse to el ect Representatives who
fail to advocate the abolition of federal incone taxes.

It is as sinple as ABC. If you are a citizen and registered voter, then know
that you have this power. We, the people can abolish an entire system of
taxes expressly prohibited by the U S. Constitution itself (see Article 1,
Section 9, Paragraph 4).

Your donation will be used to purchase full-page ads in nmjor newspapers
t hr oughout the country, advocating the abolition of federal taxes on persona
incone. $1 fromevery citizen buys a whole |ot of advertising! To this end,
we nutually pledge to each other our Lives, our Fortunes and our sacred
Honor .

Pl ease send your donations, and any letters of support, to:
Account for Better Citizenship
c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California 94901/tdc
W will keep your nanme, address, and ALL other identification conpletely

confidential UNLESS you authorize us in witing to use it in our advertising
W respect your right to privacy.

May you be prosperous beyond your wildest dreans!
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Si ncerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew M tchell

Founder

P.S. The mailing address of Congress:
Congress of the United States

House of Representatives
Washi ngton, D.C. 20515

United we stand and divided we fall
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Failures to Ratify the 16th Anmendnent
to the Constitution of the United States:

See
Not es

Al abama

Ari zona

Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Connecti cut
Del awar e

Fl ori da
Ceorgi a

| daho
Illinois

I ndi ana

| owa

Kansas

Kent ucky
Loui si ana
Mai ne

Maryl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
M ssouri

Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
New Mexi co
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a

(10)

(11)

Ghi o

Okl ahonma

Oregon

Pennsyl vani a (12)
Rhode | sl and (13)

Sout h Carolina
Sout h Dakot a
Tennessee
Texas

Ut ah

Ver nont
Virginia
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
W sconsi n
Wonmni ng

(14)

(15)

A Status Summary by State

Error
#1

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

Error
#2

YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

Error Error Error
#3 #4 #5
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
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Error
#6

YES

YES

Error
#7

YES

YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

YES

The Federa

Error
#9

Error
#8

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

YES

YES
YES

YES
YES

YES

YES

YES

Zone:
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Description of Errors:

1. Failure to concur in U S Senate Joint Resolution No. 40 in that
various changes were nade to the text of the official Joint Resolution
of the U S. Congress.

2. Failure to follow the guidelines for the return of a certified copy of
the ratification action, as contained in Congressional Concurrent
Resolution No. 6, and as required by Section 205 of the Revised
Statutes of 1878.

3. CGovernor vetoed the resolution and the State Legislature failed to
override the veto.

4, Resol uti on was not subnmitted to the Governor for approval.

5. State Senate failed to pass the resolution by a required 2/3 majority.

6. State Assenbly or House failed to pass the resolution by a required 2/3
majority.

7. State Senate failed to pass the resolution

8. State Assenbly or House failed to pass the resol ution

9. O her State constitutional violations not nmentioned above.

(Source: The Law That Never Was  -- The Fraud of the 16th Amendnent and

Personal Inconme Tax, by Bill Benson and M J. 'Red Becknan, published by

Constitutional Research Assoc., Box 550, South Holland, IL 60473, April 1985)

Not es:

(10) The Senate rejected the minority report of the comittee on judiciary
and federal relations recomending ratification of this anmendnent on
June 23, 1911, by a vote of 6 to 19. (Connecticut Senate Journal, 1911
pp. 1346-1348)

(11) Florida House passed H J. Res. 192, ratifying this amendment on May 21,
1913, by a vote of 59 to O. (Florida House Journal, 1913, p. 1686.)
The Senate committee on constitution recomended that the resolution do
not pass. May 27, 1913. (Florida Senate Journal, 1913, p. 1745.)

(12) The House passed a joint resolution ratifying the sixteenth amendment
on May 10, 1911, by a vote of 139 to 4. (Pennsyl vani a House Jour nal
1911, pp. 2690-2691.) The Senate referred the joint resolution to the
conmmittee on judiciary special, where it |ay. (Pennsyl vani a Senate
Journal, 1911, p. 2162.)

(13) Senate resolution refusing to ratify this anendnment was concurred in by
House April 29, 1910. (Rhode |sland House Journal, April 29, 1910.)
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(14) The House rejected this anmendnment on March 9, 1911, by a vote of 31 to
10. (Utah House Journal, 1911, pp. 606-607.) The Senate passed the

resolution ratifying the amendnent by a vote of 12 to 2 on February 17

1911. (Utah Senate Journal, 1911, p. 256.)

(15) The Senate ratified this anmendnent by a vote of 19 to 5 on March 9,

1910. (Virginia Senate Journal, 1910, pp. 651-652.) The House
Journal, 1910, does not show that this resolution

anmendnent ever cane to a vote.

(Notes 10-15 from U. S. Senate Docunent No. 240, 71st Congress,
of the Constitution and Anendnents by the States")

Page J - 44 of 52

ratifying the

"Ratification

Zone:



Def ense Strategy 1:

States Made Changes to the Text of the Resol ution

O©oOoO~NOOOUOI,WNPE

Al abama
Ari zona
Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Del awar e
Ceorgi a
| daho
Illinois
I ndi ana
| owa
Kansas
Kent ucky

[ number required to defeat Anendnent]

Appendi x J

Loui si ana

Mai ne

Maryl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

M ssouri

Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Sout h Dakot a
Tennessee
Texas

Ver nont
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
W sconsin
Wom ng

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]

Connecti cut
Fl ori da

New Mexi co
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode | sl and
U ah
Virginia
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Def ense Strategy 2:
Various Violations of State Constitutions

O©CoOoO~NOOOUT,WNPE

Ari zona
Ar kansas
California
Col or ado
Ceorgi a

| daho
Illinois
I ndi ana

| owa
Kansas
Kent ucky
Loui si ana
Mai ne

Maryl and
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi

M ssouri

Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Mexi co
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Ver nont
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
Wom ng

Al abama
Connecti cut
Del awar e

Fl ori da

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode I sl and
Sout h Dakot a
U ah
Virginia

W sconsi n

The Federa

[ number required to defeat Anendnent]

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]
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Def ense Strategy 3:

States Failed to Follow CGuidelines for Certified Copy

O©oOoO~NOOOUOI,WNPE

Al abama
Ari zona
Ar kansas
California
Del awar e
Ceorgi a

| daho
Illinois
I ndi ana

| owa
Kansas
Kent ucky
Loui si ana

[ number required to defeat Anendnent]

Appendi x J

Mai ne

Maryl and
Massachusetts
M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Jer sey
New Yor k
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Chio

Ckl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Sout h Dakot a
Tennessee
Texas

Ver nont

West Virginia
W sconsin
Wormi ng

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]

Col or ado
Connecti cut
Fl ori da

M chi gan

M ssouri

New Mexi co
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode | sl and
U ah
Virginia
Washi ngt on
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Def ense Strategy 4:
Confirmed No's + Governor Vetoes + Errors 4 — 8

O©CoOoO~NOOOUT,WNPE

Virginia

U ah

Rhode 1 sl and
Pennsyl vani a
Fl ori da
Connecti cut
Kent ucky

Ar kansas

New Yor k

| daho

Maryl and

M ssouri
Chio

Sout h Dakot a
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
Kansas
Ceorgi a

New Jer sey
Ver nont

Mai ne
Tennessee

Al abama

Ari zona
California
Col or ado

Del awar e
Illinois

I ndi ana

| owa
Loui si ana
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Mexi co
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Okl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Texas

W sconsi n

Wom ng

The Federal Zone:

errorl0 error3 error4 error5 error6 error7 error8

(15)
(14)
(13)
(12)
(11)
(10)
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

[ nunber required to

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

def eat Amendment]

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]
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Def ense Strategy 5:
Fai | ed House/ Senate + Failed 2/3 + Vetoes and not Submitted to Governor

O©oOoO~NOOOUOI,WNPE

Ceorgi a

Kent ucky
Connecti cut
Fl ori da

Mai ne
Pennsyl vani a
Rhode | sl and
Tennessee

Ut ah
Virginia
Kansas

New Jer sey
Ver nont

error7 error8 error5 error6 error3 error4

YES YES
YES YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES YES
YES
YES

[ number required to defeat Anendnent]

Appendi x J

New Yor k

Ar kansas

| daho

Maryl and

M ssouri

Chio

Sout h Dakot a
Washi ngt on
West Virginia

YES

YES

YES

YES
[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]

Al abama

Ari zona
California
Col or ado

Del awar e
Illinois

I ndi ana

| owa
Loui si ana
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Mexi co
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Okl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Texas

W sconsi n

Wom ng
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Def ense Strategy 6:
Confirmed No's + Governor Vetoes + Not Submitted to Governor

O©CoOoO~NOOOUT,WNPE

Virginia

U ah

Rhode 1 sl and
Pennsyl vani a
Fl ori da
Connecti cut
Kent ucky

Ar kansas

New Yor k

| daho

Maryl and

M ssouri
Chio

Sout h Dakot a
Washi ngt on
West Virginia
Kansas
Ceorgi a

New Jer sey
Ver nont

Mai ne
Tennessee

Al abama

Ari zona
California
Col or ado

Del awar e
Illinois

I ndi ana

| owa
Loui si ana
Massachusetts
M chi gan

M nnesot a

M ssi ssi ppi
Mont ana

Nebr aska
Nevada

New Hanpshire
New Mexi co
North Carolina
Nort h Dakot a
Okl ahoma
Oregon

Sout h Carolina
Texas

W sconsi n

Wom ng

The Federal Zone:

errorl0 error3 error4 error5 error6 error7 error8

(15)
(14)
(13)
(12)
(11)
(10)
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
[ nunber required to
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES
YES

YES

def eat Amendment]

YES
YES
YES
YES

YES
YES

YES
YES

[ nunber available to defeat Amendnent]
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Appendi x J

REQ STERED U. S. MAI L: c/ o general delivery
Return Recei pt Requested San Rafael, California
Postal Zone 94901/tdc

May 22, 1991
Rep. Dan Rost enkowski
Chai r man
Conmittee on Ways and Means
U S. House of Representatives
Washi ngton, D.C.
Postal Zone 20515

Dear Rep. Rostenkowski :

Wth this letter | formally petition you for redress of a nmmjor |egal
grievance which | now have with the federal government of the United States
of Anerica.

As you must already know from copies of correspondence addressed by ne
to Rep. Barbara Boxer and forwarded to you by ne and also by her office, the
mat eri al evidence in ny possession indicates that the 16th Amendnent, the so-
called incone tax amendment, was never lawfully ratified. This evidence
i ndicates that the act of declaring the 16th Armendnent "ratified" was an act
of outright fraud by Secretary of State Philander C. Knox in the year 1913.
| remind you that there is no statute of limtations on fraud.

My previous petitions to Rep. Barbara Boxer are dated Decenber 24,
1990; April 15, 1991; and May 3, 1991. Copies of those petitions are again
encl osed and included by reference in this formal petition to you.

Pl ease understand that | take Rep. Boxer's referral to you of ny
original petition to her, dated 12/24/90, as prima facie evidence that you
are, in fact, in the <chain of governnent officials responsible for

adm ni strative due process in this natter

It is for this reason that | amtaking all steps known to nme, in order
to exhaust all known remedies for redress of this major |egal grievance with
the federal governnent.

If you are not, in fact, a responsible official in the chain of
adm nistrative due process in this matter, | wll require from you witten
evidence of the official(s) who do constitute this chain of due process.
This witten evidence nust be received by ne within forty-five (45) cal endar
days of today, which day is Saturday, July 6, 1991. Absent any witten
evidence from you by this deadline, | wll therefore be forced to conclude
that you do sit at the end of this chain of adnministrative due process.

Thank you very nuch for your consideration in this inportant matter,
whi ch by now has affected many nillions of Anmericans in so many ways.
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The Federal Zone:

Si ncerely yours,
/'s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osures: copies of petitions to Rep. Boxer
copi es: Rep. Barbara Boxer

i nterested col |l eagues
files
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	We, the people can refuse to elect Representatives who

