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Regi stered U.S. Mail #R 756 488 761
Ret urn Recei pt Request ed

c/ o general delivery

San Raf ael

California state

zi p code exenpt (DWM 122. 32)

Decenber 29, 1993

Hon. WIlliam H Rehnquist, Chief Justice
Hon. Harry A. Bl ackmun, Associate Justice
Hon. John Paul Stevens, Associate Justice
Hon. Sandra Day O Connor, Associate Justice
Hon. Antonin Scalia, Associate Justice

Hon. Anthony M Kennedy, Associate Justice
Hon. David H Souter, Associate Justice
Hon. C arence Thonms, Associate Justice
Hon. Ruth Bader G nsburg, Associate Justice
Suprenme Court of the United States

One First Street, Northeast

Washi ngton, District of Colunbia

Subj ect : NOTI CE AND DEMAND TO CEASE AND DESI ST
Dear Honorabl e Justi ces:

Notice is hereby formally served upon you, both individually and
several ly, that conclusive evidence now available to ne proves that the so-
called 14th anendnent to the Constitution for the United States of Anmerica
was never properly approved and adopted. I am under a legal and noral
obligation to intervene on behalf of the many millions of Americans whose
status has been unlawfully subsunmed under federal jurisdiction, because this
was done without either their know edge or their informed consent.

As required by Title 28, United States Code, Section 453 (Gaths of
justices and judges), you have solemmly sworn (or affirned) that you would
admi ni ster justice w thout respect to persons, and faithfully and inpartially
di scharge and perform all duties incumbent upon you as Justices of the U S
Supreme Court under the Constitution and laws of the United States, so help
you God (see revision at 104 Stat. 5124).

Pl ease take formal notice that it is quite sinply inpossible for you,
or for any other public officials anywhere in Anerica, to perform your solemm

duties under this oath (or affirmation), if the weight of nmaterial evidence
should prove that the exact provisions of that Constitution are still in
doubt. Your oath (or affirmation) is a binding contract which | hereby seek

to enforce, according to the dictates of ny conscience, my Creator, and the
suprene Law of the Land, as |lawfully anended.

Pursuant to the Guarantee Cause (4:4) and to the opinion of the
California Court of Appeal in Steiner v. Darby et al., 88 Cal.App.2d 481, 199
P.2d 429 (1948: the year of ny birth as a Sovereign natural born Free Citizen
of one of the United States), it is not only nmy Right, but also ny Duty, to
inform you that the weight of material and historical evidence proves that

Page P - 3 of 118



The Federal Zone:

the so-called 14th amendnment is not now, nor has it ever been, a |awful
provision in the Constitution for the United States of Anmerica. Thi s
proposed amendnent failed to be ratified in accordance with the requirenents
of Article 5 of the Constitution. At the very least, the evidence which |
now |lay before you consists of the following public records and other
docunent s:

State v. Phillips, 540 P.2d. 936, 941 (1975)

Dyett v. Turner, 439 P.2d 266, 270 (1968)

28 Tul ane Law Revi ew 22

11 South Carolina Law Quarterly 484

House Congressional Record, June 13, 1967, p. 15641 et seq.

Because the available evidence indicates to ne that all Federal and
State judicial officers, wthout exception, have taken solem oaths (or
affirmati ons) which disagree with the Constitution for the United States of
Anerica as lawfully anmended, | am now left entirely wi thout any unbiased
judicial forumin which to seek review and declaratory relief in the matter
of the follow ng federal questions:

(1) The constitutional qualifications for election to the offices of
President, Senator, and Representative retain the neaning they
had when the Constitution was first drafted (see Dred Scott v.
Sandford, 19 How. 393-633 (1856)).

(2) There is still no constitutional authority for the status of a
"“citizen of the United States", unlike the proper status of a
"Citizen of one of the States United" (see 1:2:2, 1:3:3, 2:1:5
and People v. De La Guerra, 40 Cal. 311 (1870): the term "United
States" here means "States united"; see also Hooven & Allison v.
Evatt, 324 U. S. 652 (1945)).

(3) There is still no constitutional provision prohibiting anyone
from questioning the validity of the public debt, and freedom of
speech is still guaranteed by the Bill of Rights.

(4) Al'l provisions in Federal |aw are necessarily null and void, to
the extent that they nwake reference, either inplicitly or
explicitly, to any section(s) of the failed 14th anendnent.

(5) All provisions in State constitutions and statutes are |ikew se
null and void, to the extent that they nake reference to any
section(s) of the failed 14th amendnment (e.g. see the attached
letter to the California State Lands Conmission, to which all
recipients fell silent).

DEMAND TO CEASE AND DESI ST

Therefore, by virtue of the superior authority which is vested in nme by
my Creator, as a direct consequence of ny natural birth as a qualified nmenber
of the Sovereign People, "by whom and for whom all government exists and
acts" (see Yick W v. Hopkins, 118 U.S. 356, 370 (1886)), and on behal f of
each and every nenber of the Sovereignty known and lawfully identified as
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"We, the People of the United States" of Anerica (see Preanble), | hereby
demand and do hereby order you to Cease and Desist from any and all of the
following official acts on your part:

(1) any and all official oaths or affirmations which are predicated
in any way on the lawful ratification of the so-called 14th
amendnent ;

(2) any and all judicial decisions or determinations which are
predicated in any way on the lawful ratification of the so-called
14t h anmendnent, including but not linted to:

(a) deci sions or determninations which construe in any way the
ri ghts, responsibilities, privil eges, i mmuni ties, and
liabilities of "citizens of the United States" as that term
is used in any and all Acts of Congress and adnministrative
rules and regul ations pronulgated by any enployees of the
Executive Branch of the Federal government (e.g. 26 C.F.R
1.1-1(c));

(b) decisions or determ nations which attenpt in any way to
enforce the admnistration of the individual inconme tax
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code upon the People of
the 50 Union States, or upon their private property (see
Treasury Decision 2313 and Brushaber's pl eadi ngs);

(c) decisions or determnations which uphold in any way the
validity of the public debt of the Federal and State
governnents, acting in whatever capacity and through
what ever agency, |lawfully del egated or not (see 1:6:2);

(d) deci sions or determ nations which recognize in any way the
lawful existence of a "State wthin a state", wth
particular reference to the political body defined by the
popul ation of "citizens of the United States" who may
i nhabit the 50 Union States at any given nmonment, however
those terns nmay be defined (see 4:3:1 and the case |aw
interpreting the Buck Act, 4 U S.C. 105-113).

Until such time as you denonstrate officially that each and every one
of you has executed a solemn oath which agrees with the Constitution for the
United States of America as lawfully anmended, | will take the absence of such

an oath to nmean that you are individually and severally biased in vyour
under standi ng of the Constitution and that you are, therefore, unqualified to
rule on these matters and hereby recused from doing so.

The burden of proof is now upon you to authenticate the Constitution
which you agree to wuphold, now and at all tines in the future, wusing
est abl i shed principles of Law and the published rul es of evidence.

| realize that this NOIICE AND DEMAND TO CEASE AND DESIST may
constitute an historically unprecedented act on ny part, as an individual
California Citizen who enjoys neither elected nor appointed authority of any
kind at this monment in tine. Nevert hel ess, this act is necessitated by the
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fact that there is presently not one single judge, nmgistrate, or
conmi ssioner anywhere in America whose oath of office is not colored by
faulty (non-existent) provisions in the federal Constitution which they are
sworn to uphol d.

| realize also that this Notice and Demand nust be general in nature
and in substance, because of the far-reaching consequences which issue from
the facts and Law which inmpugn federal "adoption" of the so-called 14th
anmendnent . It is not ny purpose here to anticipate, nor to delineate, each
and every such consequence. Better minds than | should hesitate to assune
such a weighty task by thensel ves.

Therefore, for the tine being, | wll leave it to you, and to the
capabl e expertise on your respective staffs, to find and reconmend the course
of action which will best execute this Denand with maxi mum justice, |iberty,
and donestic tranquility. These are, after all, the stated goals of our
chosen form of governnment in the united States of Anerica (see Preanble).

Furthernore, | do explicitly reserve ny unalienable Right to take
what ever steps | deem necessary and proper to correct, at any tine, a
governnent which has now drifted so far off course, it hardly resenbles the
constitutional Republic it was designed to be (see also Declaration of
| ndependence (1776)).

Thank you very nmuch for your attention, and for your consideration.

Respectful ly submtted,
Paul Andrew Mtchell, Sui Juris

California Citizen, on behalf of the
Peopl e of the united States of Anerica

All R ghts Reserved AT LAW

NOTI CE TO PRI NCI PALS |I'S NOTI CE TO ACGENTS.
NOTI CE TO ACGENTS IS NOTI CE TO PRI NCI PALS.
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copi es: Marin County Grand Jury, San Raf ael
Bill Cinton, President
Pete W/ son, Governor of California
Bar bara Boxer, U. S. Senator
Di anne Feinstein, U S. Senator
Lynn Whol sey, U. S. Representative
Janet Reno, Attorney Ceneral
Drew S. Days, |Il, Solicitor General
WIlliamK. Suter, Suprenme Court Cerk
Frank D. Wagner, Reporter of Decisions
Al fred Wong, Marshal
Shelley L. Dowing, Librarian

attachnent: letter to California State Lands Commi ssion
encl osures (under separate cover to Librarian supra):
The Federal Zone, hard-copy second edition

The Federal Zone, electronic fourth edition
Chapter 11, fromupconming fifth edition

California All-Purpose Acknow edgenent

CALI FORNI A STATE/ REPUBLI C )
)
COUNTY OF MARI N )

On this twenty-ninth (29th) day of Decenber, 1993, Anno Donini, before
me personally appeared Paul Andrew Mtchell, personally known to nme (or
proved to ne on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the Person whose
nane is subscribed to the within instrunent and acknow edged to ne that he
executed the same in H's authorized capacity, and that by Hs signature on
this instrunment the Person, or the entity upon behalf of which the Person
acted, executed the instrunent. Purpose of Notary Public is for
identification only, and not for entrance into any foreign jurisdiction.

W TNESS ny hand and official seal.

Not ary Public
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CERTI FI CATE OF SERVI CE BY MAI L

It is hereby certified that service of this LETTER has been nmde on
interested parties by mamiling one copy thereof, on this twenty-ninth (29th)
day of Decenber, 1993, in a sealed envelope with postage prepaid, properly
addressed to them as foll ows:

Regi stered U. S. Miil #R 756 488 761
Ret urn Recei pt Requested of:

Hon. Wl liamH Rehnquist, Chief Justice
Suprenme Court of the United States

One First Street, Northeast

Washi ngton, District of Colunbia

Copies via first class U S. nmail to:

Hon. Harry A. Bl ackmun, Associate Justice
Hon. John Paul Stevens, Associate Justice
Hon. Sandra Day O Connor, Associate Justice
Hon. Antonin Scalia, Associate Justice

Hon. Anthony M Kennedy, Associate Justice
Hon. David H Souter, Associate Justice
Hon. C arence Thonmms, Associate Justice
Hon. Ruth Bader G nsburg, Associate Justice
Suprenme Court of the United States

One First Street, Northeast

Washi ngton, District of Col unbia

Dat ed: Decenber 29, 1993

Paul Andrew Mtchell, Citizen/Principal, by Special Appearance, in Propria
Persona, proceeding Sui Juris, with Assistance, Special, "Wthout Prejudice"
to any of my unalienable R ghts.
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael

California state
Post al Zone 94901/tdc

Sept enber 10, 1993
Ray Feyerei sen
c/ o general delivery
Houst on, Texas state
Postal Zone 77253/tdc

Dear Ray:

| did some nore research today, to explore some of the cases which
support the position that one can be a State Citizen w thout necessarily
being a citizen of the United States. You already knew about Crosse; here
are the rel evant paragraphs:

Both before and after the Fourteenth Anendnent to the federal
Constitution, it has not been necessary for a person to be a citizen of
the United States in order to be a citizen of his state. United States
v. Crui kshank, 92 U.S. 542, 549, 23 L.Ed. 588 (1875); Sl aught er - House
Cases, 83 U S (16 will.) 36, 73-74, 21 L.Ed. 394 (1873); and see
Short v. State, 80 M. 392, 401-402, 31 A 322 (1895). See al so Spear,
State Gitizenship, 16 Albany L.J. 24 (1877).

[Blut we find nothing in Reum[City of Mnneapolis v. Reum 56 F.
576, 581 (8th Cr. 1893)] or any other case which requires that a
citizen of a state nust also be a citizen of the United States, if no
gquestion of federal rights or jurisdiction is involved. As the
authorities referred to in the first portion of this opinion evidence,
the lawis to the contrary.

[ enphasi s added]

Corpus Juris is another source of authorities which support this position:

So a person may be a citizen of a particular state and not a citizen of
the United States46
[11 CJ., Sec. 3, p. 777]

Footnote 46 lists the followi ng cases:

Harding v. Standard G| Co., 182 Fed. 421
McDonel v. State, 90 Ind. 320
State v. Fower, 41 La. Ann. 380, 6 S. 602

The reference librarian at the Marin County Law Library and | searched
in vain for MDonel v. State; they're going to put their special |egal
beagl e on that search. Here's what Harding said:
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In the Constitution and laws of the United States the term
["citizenship"] is generally, if not always, used in a political sense
to designate one who has the rights and privileges of a citizen of a
state or of the United States. Baldwin v. Franks, 120 U.S. 678, 7 Sup.
Ct. 656, 30 L.Ed. 766. A person nay be a citizen of a state but not of
the United States; as, an alien who has declared his intention to
become a citizen, and who is by local law entitled to vote in the state
of his residence, and there exercise all other local functions of |oca
citizenship, such as holding office, right to poor relief, etc., but
who is not a citizen of the United States. Taney, C. J., in Dred Scott
v. Sandford, 19 How. 405, 15 L.Ed. 691; Sl aughterhouse Cases, 16 \Vall
74, 21 L.Ed. 394.

[Harding v. Standard G| Co. et. al.]

[182 Fed. 421 (1910), enphasis added]

| really love the pertinent quote from State v. Fow er, which was decided by
t he Loui siana Suprene Court in 1889:

A person who is a citizen of the United States is necessarily a citizen
of the particular state in which he resides. But a person nay be a
citizen of a particular state and not a citizen of the United States.
To hold otherwise would be to deny to the state the hi ghest exercise of
its sovereignty, -- the right to declare who are its citizens. The
sovereignty of the citizens of a republic has its highest assertion in
representative governnent, and is constituted in its political order in
the representati on of persons, and not of classes or of interests.

[State ex rel. Leche v. Fow er]
[41 La. Ann. 380, 6 S. 602 (1889)]
[ enphasi s added]

The Crosse court cites Short v. State, which cane to essentially the sane
conclusion in the follow ng | ong passage:

And then, as to the objection that this local law is repugnant to that
clause in the fourteenth anendnent of the federal constitution which
declares that "no state shall nake or enforce any l|aw which shall
abridge the privileges or imunities of citizens of the United States,"
it is sufficient to say that the interpretation of that clause by the
supreme court in the Slaughterhouse Cases, 16 Wall. 36, is a conplete
answer to this objection. There is a distinction, says Justice Mller
bet ween citizenship of the United States and citizenship of a state.

[Short v. State, 80 MJ. 392, 401-402]
[31 A 322 (1895)]

The Crosse court cites Short v. State, but | could find in the latter
decision no statenents which took the exact position we are seeking;
nevertheless, it does cite the Slaughterhouse Cases and also Bradwell v.
State, 16 Wall. 130. In the Bradwell case, M. Justice MIller, speaking for

the court, says:
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The protection designed by that clause, as has been repeatedly held,
has no application to a citizen of the state whose |aws are conpl ai ned
of .

[ enphasi s added]

Also, | think |I have already nentioned this book, but it's worth
mentioni ng again. See if you can get your hands on a copy of A Treatise on
Citizenship by Birth and by Naturalization, by Al exander Porter Nbrse,
Bost on: Little, Brown, and Conpany, 1881. Buried near the end of this
volumi nous treatise is a section entitled "State Citizenship -- |Its
Exi stence". In addition to the big cases like Dred Scott, Slaughterhouse and
Crui kshank, he nentions the following in his footnotes:

Corfield v. Coryell, 4 Wash. C. C. 371

Conner v. Elliott, 18 How. 591

Donovan v. Pitcher, 53 Ala. 411

Cully v. Baltinore, etc., RR Co., 1 Hughes 536
Prentiss v. Brennan, 2 Blatchf. 162

Frasher v. State, 3 Tex. C. App. 267

Reilly v. Lamar, 2 Cranch 344

He also wites, "That there is a state citizenship, see Registry Act of
California of 1865-1866, sect. 11." | pulled it; check it out.

So, you thought you were caught up with all your work, did you?

Carry on, and peace be with you.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael
California state

zi p code exenpt

July 29, 1993

Al bert N. Baxter
c/ o general delivery
Rancho Pal os Verdes, California state
Postal Zone 90274/tdc
Dear Al:

I am in receipt of a copy of your letter from attorney WIliam A
Cohan, dated June 21, 1993. |In this letter, M. Cohan wote the following to
you:

The "non-resident alien" position has been repeatedly rejected by the
courts; your assertion of that position underm nes your credibility.

In the margin, you wote the following in | ong hand:
"Cuess we nmade fools of ourselves. Al B"

Al'though | do not have the tine to wite as thorough a response as |

wish | could, | do have enough tine to make a few careful remarks about these
statenents. Pl ease consider the electronic fourth edition of The Federa
Zone as a necessary supplement to the rest of this letter; it is not yet

avail abl e in hard copy.

First of all, | do not believe that your assertion of the "nonresident
alien" position wundernines your credibility. It may undermne your
credibility in the eyes of M. Cohan, but it certainly does not underm ne
your credibility in ny eyes, nor in the eyes of those who have studied and
carefully docunmented the neaning of State Citizenship as that term was used
and intended to be understood by the framers of the U S. Constitution. Even
| RS docunents adnmit that you are an alien if you are not a citizen of the
United States. Sinple logic is all that is necessary to explain away the
"alien" half of the problem but there is nuch nore proof, as you know.

| have recently nade a crucial discovery in the witings of attorney

Roger Foster. Foster was a Yale l|lecturer and recognized expert in federa
jurisprudence at the time the so-called 16th Amendnent was declared
"ratified". The second edition of his treatise on the federal inconme tax of

1913 states, in unequivocal |anguage, that the tax was levied in Al aska, the
District of Colunbia, Puerto Rico, and the Philippine Islands; the 48 States
are not even nentioned (see Chapter 3 in The Federal Zone). In and of
itself, this documentary evidence is inportant proof of the territorial
extent of the 1913 federal incone tax.

What is even nore stunning is the conparable section from the first

edition of Foster's treatise. In this section, he ranmbles on about the |ack
of court precedent authorizing Congress to tax bond interest that is payable
to nonresident aliens by domestic corporations. Because he nmmkes repeated
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use of the term "United States", a term which we now know to have multiple
different nmeanings in law, this section is alnbst always vague about the
exact territorial extent of the 1913 Act. There is, however, one place where
he tips his hand by utilizing the term "Union" in a territorial sense. In
other words, the first edition of Foster's treatise considers the "Union of
several States" to be the territorial reach of the 1913 Act, but in the
second edition this whole section is replaced with a much smaller section
which limts that reach to Alaska, the District of Colunbia, Puerto Rico and
the Philippine Islands. Therefore, Foster has adnitted, in witing, that his
first edition was in error about the territorial extent of the 1913 federa

income tax! Read it for yourself and see if you agree with ne.

It is not entirely correct to state that the "non-resident alien"

position has been repeatedly rejected by the courts. Such a statenent
over| ooks the obvious fact that the Brushaber decision is still standing case
law in America. As you nust already know, this ruling was issued by the

United States Suprene Court. None of the cases cited in M. Conklin's essay,
"The Citizenship Argument Bites the Dust in the Courts", was decided by the
U S. Supreme Court. Moreover, nost of those lower court cases renmin
unpubl i shed, unlike the long Ilist of Suprene Court decisions which have
carefully considered the neaning of Citizenship (e.g. Crui kshank, Dred Scott,
Sl aught er - House Cases, to nane a few of the key ones). \Wy?

Treasury Decision 2313 also remains as a standing decision of the U S
Treasury Department. There was only one Plaintiff in the Brushaber case;
that Plaintiff was M. Frank R Brushaber who was "a citizen of the State of
New York and a resident of the Borough of Brooklyn, in the City of New York",
by his own admi ssions. To assert anything el se about his status is to assunme
facts that were not in evidence. If he had been a native of France,
according to federal governnent propaganda, then where was his green card?
The courts issued their decisions on the basis of facts that were in

evi dence. Therefore, there was and still is no basis in fact, or in law, for
the Secretary of the Treasury in 1916 to extend the Brushaber decision to
those who were not parties to that action. It is conclusive, therefore, that

Frank R Brushaber was the "nonresident alien" to which Treasury Decision
2313 refers.

Quite apart from the technical issues involved in understanding and
expl aining Treasury Decision 2313, | would like to dedicate the remai nder of
ny remarks here to a discussion of the inmportance of the U S Constitution.
If my research has established anything, it is that the U S. Constitution has
explicitly recognized State Citizenship from the beginning, even if there was
no definition of State Citizenship as such in that docunent. If the
Constitution is perpetual, then so is the status of State Ctizenship which
it recognizes (see Texas v. Wiite), until and unless each and every reference
to State Citizens is lawfully anmended so as to alter the original meaning of
t hose provisions. The intent of any law is the law, and this principle
applies as well to the Constitution itself (the supreme Law).

You will find explicit references to State Citizens throughout the U S.
Constitution (see 1:2:2, 1:3:3, 2:1:5, 3:2:1, 4:2:1). In nmy opinion, three
of the nmost inportant references are found in the qualifications for election
to the offices of U S. Senator, Representative, and President. Si nce these
provi sions have never been anmended, their neaning remains the sanme as it was
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on the day the Constitution becane the suprene Law in Anerica. Anyone who
argues sonething different about the construction of these provisions is
woeful Iy, and maybe even dangerously, ignorant of the basic principles of
constitutional law in our country (see Dred Scott v. Sandford in particular,
a decision which is "infambus" to ne only because it was such an
authoritative and irrefutable nmirror on the |legal acceptability of chattel
slavery at that point in Arerican history).

Prior to the 1866 Civil Rights Act, there was sinply no such thing as a

"citizen of the United States" (see Ex parte Know es, which is still standing
case law in the California Republic). |If you can find the tine to wade into
t he huge body of case |law which interpreted the so-called 14th Amendnent, you
will find sone jurists who credit that anmendnent with finally settling the
definition of "citizen of the United States" (see Field' s dissent in the
Sl aught er - House Cases for a good exanple of this position). On the other

hand, the pertinent U S. Supreme Court decisions have never ruled that a
ratified 14th Anendnment ever abolished the status of State G tizenship; the
amendnent itself even stipulates that federal citizens are also "citizens

of the State wherein they reside", giving sone jurists reason to conclude
that federal citizens were intended to be State Citizens too, as long as they
resided within one of the Union States.

To ny know edge, | am the first published author to call attention to
the lower-case "c" in this class of State citizens; the weight of subsequent
history has shown that they remain second-class citizens, even when they
"reside" within one of the Union States, because the Bill of Rights has at
best a limted application to them when they do. W nust credit The Inforner
for pointing out additional evidence in Section 2 of the 14th Anendnent:
"[When the right to vote ... is denied to any of the male inhabitants of
such State ... and citizens of the United States " This section is here
referring to two different classes of people.

The Crui kshank case is perhaps the nost |ucid exanple of standing High
Court case law for ruling that "[We have in our political system a
government of the United States and a government of each of the several
States. Each of these governnents is distinct fromthe others, and each has
citizens of its own ...." This means that, even if the so-called 14th
Arendnent had been properly approved and adopted, the status of State Citizen
remai ns an integral part of the U S. Constitution, so integral in fact, that
t he highest elective offices in our |land nust be occupi ed by People who enjoy
and exhibit this status before occupying those offices. Renenber al so that
the Crui kshank case was decided after the alleged ratification of the 14th
Anendrment and after the pivotal Sl aught er - House Cases. The failed
ratification of this anendment |ends even greater clarity to logic of
Crui kshank, nanmely, that federal citizens are aliens with respect to the
Union States, and State Citizens are likewise aliens with respect to the
District of Col unbia.

The Constitution also plays a crucial role in determning whether or
not a proposed anendnent is ever elevated to the status of a ratified
amendnment. Hiding in the huge body of case |aw which has interpreted the so-
called 14th Anendnent, there are two pivotal decisions of the Uah Suprene
Court which actually struck down the ratification of that anendnent (see
State v. Phillips and Dyett v. Turner). The facts on which that Court relied
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were assenbled and published in the Congressional Record; courts nust take
judicial notice of the Congressional Record. The U.S. Suprenme Court has
never actually ruled on the ratification of the 14th Amendnent and has been
prevented from doing so by treasonous behavior (see 28 Tul ane Law Revi ew 22,
and 11 South Carolina Law Quarterly 484).

Thus, the undeni able preponderance of historical evidence now proves
that the Utah Suprene Court was correct in striking down the 14th Anendnent.
| invite you to review the shocking and sordid history of its "passage" by
studying carefully the details recited in the Dyett decision. The bottom
line is that the federal government has been exercising unlawful doninion
ever since the Cvil War, and the failed ratification of the so-called 14th
Anmendnent is just one anong several historical facts which constitute
concl usive evidence of this unlawful domnion. The so-called 16th Anendnent
i s another excellent exanple of this unlawful domni nion.

By hol ding, as the Utah Suprene Court has done, that the 14th Amendnent
was never properly approved and adopted, we are still entirely justified in
taking the US. Supreme Court's view in Cruikshank, nanely, that each
governmental jurisdiction has citizens of its own. This view is supported by
the decision in Colgate v. Harvey, which ruled that the 14th Anendnent did
not create a national citizenship (the italics inplying that the amendment
was sinply declaratory of existing federal law, which federal |law was the
1866 Civil Rights Act). Sinply stated, California has its Citizens; O egon
has its Gitizens; Utah has its Citizens; ... and the District of Colunbia
has its citizens (51 governnental jurisdictions in all).

Notice that | have been careful to spell State Ctizen with an UPPER-

CASE "C', and federal citizen with a |ower-case "c". | do so primarily
because authentic copies of the U S  Constitution do evidence this
conventi on; those authentic copies also mmintain a simlar distinction
bet ween "Person" and "person". Prior to the 14th Anendnent, "Person" was
consistently spelled with an UPPER-CASE "P" (see the qualifications for
Senator, Representative and President, where the term "No Person" is
repeat ed) . Formal English also recognizes an inportant difference between

Proper Nouns and conmon nouns. Did you ever attend a baseball game that was
won by the chicago cubs (or the cH CAGO cUBS)?

A, | invite you to take a closer |look at the underlying rationale for
the "nonresident alien" position which | have endorsed and explained in ny
book The Federal Zone, whether or not you choose to utilize it in any future
[itigation. There is sinmply too much in the way of undeniable factual
evi dence and relevant constitutional history for me to be dissuaded by this
or that unpublished decision by |ower federal courts. | doubt very much that
M. Cohan would have us believe that federal and State courts are always
correct, and that their decisions are never overturned. | have read sone of

these | ower court decisions, and | find themto be riddled with errors.

Specifically, any court in Anerica which henceforth issues decisions
that are predicated upon the lawful ratification of the so-called 14th and
16th Amendnments is plainly in error (see People v. Boxer). Any |icensed
attorney in America who bases his advice to clients (or prospects) on such
rebuttabl e presunptions mght justifiably be applauded for seeking the path
of least resistance, with the conplete approval of his clients; but
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attorneys and clients together should also seriously reconsider just how
dedi cated they really are to upholding and defending the Constitution for the
United States of Anerica, as conpared to other priorities that can and do
take precedence under the pressures of day-to-day practice. | say this only
because the published evidence available to me shows that |icensed attorneys
in Arerica are expected to place the court first, public policy second, and
the client third in order of inportance; the Constitution isn't even
nent i oned!

It is high tinme that we return to basic issues of constitutional Law.
If we don't, then we shall surely lose the Constitution forever. It is quite
sinmply inpossible for public officials anywhere in Anerica to perform their
solem duty to uphold and defend the U.S. Constitution, if the weight of
mat eri al evidence should prove that the exact provisions of that Constitution
are still in doubt. This was the mmjor issue that was addressed in the case
of People v. Boxer; copies of the pleadings and affidavits were shipped to
M. Cohan several nonths ago, w thout any response from him

| don't nean to be rude or disrespectful to any licensed attorneys when
| suggest that they too should be obliged to take the same solem oath, if
they have not already done so. The constitutional provisions which cite
State Citizens have never been in any serious doubt, even if our decision to
defend this status is fraught with rmuch additional peril, above and beyond
the peril we mght endure by resisting this or that tax assessnment by the
collection agency of a foreign banking cartel. If the Constitution is
perpetual, then so is the Sovereign State Citizenship which that Constitution
has recognized from the beginning, with or wthout the so-called 14th
Anendrent .

Let the judges in question conme forward to explain why their recent
deci si ons were "unpublished". | amall ears.

The road less traveled may be the surest path to our destination, and
to our destiny as a free People.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
encl osures
copies: WIlliamA. Cohan

John Voss, N. C. B. A
Ri chard McDonal d
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael
California state

zi p code exenpt

(DW 122. 32)

July 20, 1993
James R Frey
Staff Counse
St at e Lands Comni ssi on
c/ o general delivery
Sacranento, California state

Dear M. Frey:

W do very nuch appreciate the consideration you showed in answering
our inquiry concerning California Government Code Sections 126 and 127.

W are happy to learn that the files in question are available for
public inspection and copying, by appointrment. W understand that the index
is actually a file cabinet, with files on individual facilities.

As you may already know, nany California State Citizens are actively
involved in private research and political action to help solve the
horrendous federal debt. Qur research led us to Governnent Code Section 126,
in particular, because it nakes explicit reference to Section 4 of the so-
call ed 14th Anmendnent:

(c) The United States nust in witing have requested the state to
cede concurrent crimnal jurisdiction wthin such land and
subject to each and all of the conditions and reservations in
this section and in Section 4 of Article XIV of the Constitution
prescri bed.

[California Government Code, Sec. 126]
[ enphasi s added]

| use the |anguage "so-called" because the evidence now available to us
proves that the 14th Anendnent was never properly approved and adopted. In
the year 1968, the Uah Suprene Court detailed the shocking and sordid
history of the failed ratification in the case of Dyett v. Turner, 439 P.2d
266, 272. In the year 1975, the Utah Suprene Court again struck down the
ratification of the 14th Anendrment with the foll ow ng | anguage:

| cannot believe that any court, in full possession of its faculties
could honestly hold that the anmendnent was properly approved and
adopt ed.

[State v. Phillips, 540 P.2d 936, 941]

To our know edge, these two cases are still standing because the U. S.
Supreme Court has yet to rule specifically on the validity of the steps taken
to "ratify" the so-called 14th Anendnent.
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The House Congressional Record for June 13, 1967, contains sonme of the
essential docunentation on which the Uah Suprenme Court relied to prove that
the so-called 14th Anendrment was never ratified into |law (see page 15641 et
seq.). For exanple, it item zes all States which voted against the proposed
anendnent, and the precise dates when their Legislatures did so.

Addi tional historical evidence can be found in the following |aw review
articles: 28 Tul ane Law Review 22 and 11 South Carolina Law Quarterly 484,
Even though one of these articles was witten by a nman who advocated raci al
discrimnation, a policy with which |I strongly disagree, his facts are very
consistent with the historical record as recited by these other authorities.

Faced with this clear preponderance of historical evidence and standing
court authorities, we are not only justified in taking the position that the
14th Amendment was never ratified, we are also justified in challenging all
State statutes which nake reference to non-existent provisions in the U S
Constitution.

This train of evidence and logic |eads us, then, to subsection (f) of
California Governnent Code Section 126:

(f) "Land held by the United States", as used in this section means:
(1) lands acquired in fee by purchase or condemation, (2) |ands
owed by the United States that are included in the mlitary
reservation by presidential proclamation or act of Congress, (3)
| easehol ds acquired by the United States over private |ands or
state-owned lands, and (4) any other |ands owned by the United
States including, but not limted to, public donmain |ands which
are held for a public purpose.

[ enphasi s added]

We have taken specific note of subsection (f)(1), which omts any
mention of the "United States", whereas subsections (f)(2) thru (f)(4) do
make explicit nention of the "United States". Using the rule of statutory
construction known as inclusio unius est exclusio alterius (see Black's Law
Dictionary, Sixth Edition), we are entitled to infer that "United States" was
omtted fromsubsection (f)(1) because it was intended to be onitted.

Accordingly, Section 126(f) could be interpreted to nean that "Land
held by the United States" means any lands acquired in fee by purchase or
condemati on, whether or not said |lands were acquired in fee by the federal
gover nient . In other words, if private real estate in California were
acquired in a "fee sinple" transaction, as recorded by the appropriate County
Recorder, does the "United States" thereby hold any legal interest in such
private land by virtue of California Government Code Section 1267

Now for the crux of the problem W now know that the Federal Reserve
Systemis a private banking cartel (see Lewis v. United States, 680 F.2d 1239
(1982)). This cartel pays the federal Bureau of Engraving and Printing a
total of $230 to print 10,000 Federal Reserve Notes, regardless of
denomi nation, and thereby obtains from Congress a pledge of collateral equal
to the face value of those notes. Thus, if the Federal Reserve orders 10,000
notes in denom nations of $100 each, it obtains from Congress a lien on
collateral equal to $1,000,000, for a total down paynment of $230. That's
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what | call leverage! What's the collateral?

Do the Federal Reserve banks thereby obtain any right, title or
interest in California lands "acquired in fee by purchase or condemation"
pursuant to California Government Code Section 1267?

Are these l|ands anywhere identified as collateral for the Treasury
bonds which the Federal Reserve purchased with noney and credit which it
created out of thin air, via bookkeeping entries?

These are questions which should be inportant to all private Citizens
and to all governnent enployees everywhere in America, because the Federal
Reserve has becone one of the largest single "United States" creditors by
purchasing Treasury bonds without |awful consideration. Mreover, the failed
ratification of the so-called 14th Anmendnent frees all of us, private
Ctizens and governnent enployees alike, to question the validity of this
public debt, because Section 4 of that failed anendnent reads:

The validity of the public debt of the United States, authorized by
law, including debts incurred for payment of pensions and bounties for
services in suppressing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be
guesti oned.

[ enphasi s added]

Quite obviously, if the so-called 14th Anendnent was never properly
approved and adopted, then it follows that there is no Constitutional
prohi bition which bars any of us from questioning the validity of the public
debt of the United States.

I will look forward to your tinmely and considerate response. Pl ease
utilize the above nmiling location exactly as shown in any and all future
correspondence. Believe it or not, we now have credible proof that the

unqual ified use of zip codes and/or two-letter federal abbreviations (e.g.
"CA") also attaches California State Citizens to the spiralling federal debt.

M. Frey, things are just not as they appear on the surface.
Thank you very much for your honesty and your consideration, at this
nost difficult time in our brief history as a nation.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
copies: Charles Warren, Executive Oficer
Leo T. McCarthy, Lieutenant Governor
Gray Davis, Controller

Thomas W Hayes, Director of Finance
Pete W/ son, Governor
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael
California state

zi p code exenpt

(DW 122. 32)

July 5, 1993
Gregory Dahl
c/ o general delivery
Eugene, Oregon state
Postal Zone 97401/tdc

Dear G eg:

Thanks very nmuch for your letter dated 24 June 1993, and for purchasing
a copy of The Federal Zone. Because | shipped your book inmediately after
openi ng your envelope at the post office, | hadn't allowed nyself tine to

read your letter before doing so. On the |ast page, your nentioned encl osing
$25 for the book, and $15 to show your support of ny efforts and your
appreciation for nmy tine. Thanks very nuch. I now take those anpunts to
mean that you originally wanted the electronic edition of The Federal Zone,
which is enclosed with this letter. It was obviously nmy mstake. Wth your
i mrense conputer know edge, | would very nmuch value your suggestions for
expedi ting the dissenination of this shareware.

On the subject of race, you may be surprised to hear that | agree
conpletely with your statenent that ny analysis of the 14th Anendrment will be
construed as a contention that whites have different rights than others.
That is exactly the situation you will find throughout federal |aw, read
Title 42, Sections 1981 thru 1983, and there you wll find that Congress
still maintains a clear legal distinction between whites and other races.
But then you went on to say that | will be called a racist. Wll, | haven't
been called racist yet, not even by any of ny black friends, but | guess
there is always a first tine. Thus far, | haven't had any difficulty
explaining to people that federal |law is maintaining racist distinctions, and
has done so ever since the infanbus Dred Scott decision. My position is
quite sinple: all races are eligible to be Sovereign State Citizens, w thout
exception.

Federal |aw would have us believe that blacks and other non-white races
are only eligible to be "citizens of the United States", but the California
Supreme Court ruled in 1855 that there is no such thing as a "citizen of the
United States", and this decision has never been overrul ed. The federal
governnent mnust rely, therefore, on the so-called 14th Amendment to force
this fiction on certain classes, e.g. those with Social Security nunbers.
Neverthel ess, the Utah Supreme Court has twice struck down this anmendnent,
and neither of these decisions has ever been overrul ed! Do you see the
pattern? | call it unlawful dom nion.

| actually enjoy discussions which turn to the subject of racial
discrimnation. It is a great opportunity to expose people to the "intent of
the post-Civil War refornmers", as you call them You have only to |ook at
Section 4 of the so-called 14th Anendment to appreciate what | nean: "t he
validity of the public debt shall not be questioned." This is the real
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intent of the 14th Anendnment, to nmke it appear lawful for the federal
government to exercise domnion over all Anmericans and to relegate them to
second-cl ass subject status (i.e. "subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States").

Once you are in this subject class, then the federal governnent can
conpel your specific performance to discharge the interest on the nmssive

federal debt which has now accunul at ed. O course, nuch of that debt was
created by the sale of Treasury bonds which were "purchased" by Federal
Reserve banks with noney and credit which they created out of thin air. As

such, these bond contracts are unconsci onabl e because they were not purchased
with real consideration. As | have witten in the latest edition of ny book:

The vivid pattern that has now painfully energed is that "citizens of
the United States", as defined in federal tax law, are the intended
victims of a new statutory slavery that was predicted by the infanous
Hazard Circular soon after the Civil War began. These statutory sl aves
are now burdened with a bogus federal debt which is spiralling out of
control. The Wite House budget office recently invented a new kind of
"generational accounting”" so as to project a tax l|load of seventy-one
percent on future generations of these "citizens of the United States".
It is our duty to ensure that this statutory slavery is soon gone with
the wind, just like its grisly and ill-fated predecessor.

Greg, this is a bank conspiracy we are dealing with here, and it is
cl ouded by waves and waves of snoke, mirrors, and dense propaganda. | don't
think the 71% projection is idle speculation. Many inforned people
t hroughout the country realize now that it is only a matter of nonths before
the interest alone on the federal debt will exceed all federal incone tax
receipts. I confirmed this in ny first petition to Congress, dated Decenber
of 1990. Now, the authors of Bankruptcy 1995 are saying the exact sane
t hi ng.

The basic issue with which nost Anmericans are still not quite prepared,
intellectually, emotionally, or financially, is the specter of default by the
"United States". The nedia are certainly not courageous enough to grapple
with this issue head-on. If the banks obtained Treasury bonds without
consideration, then | say their bonds should be repudiated, not the bonds
whi ch have been purchased ultimately with the | abor of Anericans |ike you and
nme. This labor is sonething which has real value, unlike bank credit which
is created out of thin air. They used to use pen and ink, then typewiters,
now conputers. The mechanismis the sanme; it's called "bookkeeping". These
same banks have becone rich beyond inmagination by this swindle. | have not
hesitated to say that it is the greatest fiscal fraud that has ever been
perpetrated upon any people at any tine in the history of the world, and
nobody has yet disagreed with that statenent!

After reading everything | could get ny hands on, and doing a lot of
original research nyself, | came to several inportant conclusions, one of
which is that the Constitution for the United States of Anerica is, and still
should be, the suprene Law of the Land. This Constitution has recogni zed a
Sovereign class of Conmon-Law State Citizens from the beginning. The case
| aw al so says that the Union created by this Constitution is perpetual. That
nmeans the Citizenship which it recognizes is also perpetual, and cannot be
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altered or destroyed by the Congress or any of its agents. "Congress cannot
by legislation alter the Constitution, from which alone it derives its power
to legislate, and within whose linitations alone that power can be lawfully
exercised." Eisner v. Maconber, 252 U S. 189. This is the Law

If | have done anything significant, | believe it was to prove that the
Internal Revenue Code was witten deliberately to refer to Union State
Citizens as "nonresident aliens", anmpbng other reasons to give Americans a

reason to avoid such a |abel. After all, who wants to be known as an
"alien"? The government had to | eave sone tracks, and we picked up the trai
right out of the parking lot: the Brushaber decision, the first big case to

reach the Supreme Court after the so-called 16th Amendment was decl ared
ratified, and Treasury Decision 2313, in which the government decided that
Frank R Brushaber was a "nonresident alien"

It is inportant to understand that Brushaber did not go into federa
district court claimng to be a "nonresident alien"; he went into federal
court claiming to be a citizen of the State of New York and a resident of the
Borough of Brooklyn, in the Cty of New York. It was the governnent which
applied this label to people who clained the status of State Citizens. In
conjunction with the Brushaber decision, you should also study the earlier
Pol | ock decision, which struck down a federal inconme tax because it was not

apportioned. The apportionnent restriction was operative because the
Plaintiff, Charles Pollock, was a Massachusetts State Citizen (not a citizen
of the United States). As a Union State Citizen, Pollock was immne to
federal direct taxation unless it was apportioned, and it was just not
apportioned, period. The Pollock Court also told Congress that if they

wanted to levy such a tax on people |ike Charles Pollock, they would have to
anmend the Constitution to renove the apportionnment restriction, and therein
is one of the essential historical roots of the so-called 16th Amendnent.

| am very sorry to hear about your bicycle accident. | hope you have
recovered conpletely. | was also not aware that you now have children; that
changes everything, as far as political activismis concerned. I would not
have done many of the things | have done, like suing Barbara Boxer in the
California Supreme Court, if | had a wife and children of ny own; the risks
are just too great.

Thanks again for witing such a thoughtful and detailed letter. | fee
privileged to be its recipient.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osure: The Federal Zone, fourth edition
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael
California state

zi p code exenpt

(DW 122. 32)

June 29, 1993
Dal e Peters
c/ o general delivery
San Jose, California state
Post al Zone 95157/tdc

Dear Dal e:

Thanks very nuch for your detailed and enlightening letter, dated June
25, 1993. Before witing this letter to you, | have had severa
conversations about your letter with Dr. John C. Alden, and we both feel that
your discussion of California Governnent Code Section 126 is extrenely
i mportant.

You began your discussion of Section 126 by recomending that |
incorporate in a future edition of The Federal Zone an expose of this
particular statute. Your recomendati on suggests to ne that you nmay not have
read all the way through Chapter 11, in which | discuss, in broad strokes

sovereignty and the limts of exclusive federal jurisdiction. Pl ease
understand that the book was witten for all Anericans, in the federal zone
and in the State Zone, and for this reason | deliberately wanted to avoid

getting too bogged down in the statutes of any particular Union State. The
fourth edition is now over 600 pages in |ength.

A major point of law, of course, is the status of the so-called 14th
Anmendnent. Again, in Chapter 11 of the fourth edition, | have made reference
to the two Uah Suprene Court cases which struck down the 14th Amendnent. |If
you haven't already reviewed these cases, | strongly recommend that you do
so, as soon as possible. The detailed historical facts are covered quite
well in the earlier of the two -- Dyett v. Turner. | gave a |lecture based
in part on a recitation of this case, and John Alden later said | had failed
to notice that the audience was actually on the edges of their seats; that's
how powerfully the Uah Court recites the relevant history. |If you are going
to enter this debate as an acknow edged expert, then you nust know this
history in detail.

In Iight of State v. Phillips and Dyett v. Turner, | would not hesitate
to challenge the constitutionality of Section 126(c) of the California
Government Code, on obvious grounds that a State statute cannot be valid if
it nakes reference to a non-existent provision in the U 'S. Constitution.
Even the 1879 California Constitution, which has never been approved by
Congress as "republican" in formand the effective date of which has actually
been repealed, cites the U.S. Constitution as the suprene Law of the Land.

| have been trying nmy best to broadcast the inmportance of Section 4 of
the so-called 14th Amendnent, whenever and wherever possible. Even if it had
been properly ratified, there is a mountain of case |aw which has held that a
ratified 14th Anmendnent had no effect whatsoever on the status of Common-Law
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State Citizens of the Union States. See, for exanple, the cases cited in
Appendi x Y of The Federal Zone, fourth edition. By logical extension of these
hol dings, | would argue that a ratified 14th Arendnent, in and of itself, had

no effect whatsoever on the rights, titles and interests of such Citizens.

The Federal government, however, does now take the position that the

14th Amendnent had the effect of converting all Anericans into federal
citizens who are, by definition, subject to the jurisdiction of the "United
St at es"”. It can be shown that this has been a fraudulent conversion.

Ri chard MDonald and his colleagues have recently gone so far as to file
cross-conplaints against State Judges in L.A County for violating the
CGenoci de Treaty because the judges in question have obviously discrinnated
against State Citizens in crimnal proceedings; this is a very interesting
devel opnent to nonitor carefully.

Another factor to consider in your reasoning is the specific group of
people who are explicitly prevented from questioning the validity of the
public debt by virtue of Section 4 of the so-called 14th Anendment. Treating
the U S. Constitution as a binding contract, it is not difficult to prove
that such a prohibition, even if part of a lawfully adopted anmendnent,
creates no restrictions on those who are not "subject to the jurisdiction of
the United States", in other words, not subject to the ternms and conditions
of this binding constitutional contract. Enpl oyees of the State or federal
governnents, and/or federal citizens who are, by definition, subject to the
jurisdiction of the "United States", are both subject to this provision.
Notice how the oath of office specifically binds Senators and Representatives
to uphold and defend this contract.

However, if my research proves anything, it proves that Sovereign
natural born free State Citizens are not subject to the jurisdiction of the
"United States", unless they render thenselves subject by entering into a
valid voluntary contract with the "United States". For this reason alone,
they would not be subject in any way to Section 4 of the so-called 14th
Anmendnent, nor could the titles to their property be clouded lawfully by any
third-party debt or obligation to which they had not given their full
consent. The California Civil Code is very relevant here, because it defines
the criteria by which consent is neither real or free ("apparent consent is
nei ther real nor free when ....").

The "United States" is not authorized to obtain controlling interest in
Sovereign State Citizens, such that it can conpel our specific performance to
any third-party debt or obligation, particularly if that debt or obligation
i s unconsci onabl e by reason of federal governnent bonds which were purchased
with Federal Reserve credit created out of thin air via bookkeeping entries.
Mor eover, the 1849 California Constitution has specific provisions
prohi biting the paper of any bank to circulate as noney (see Article 1V,
Sections 34 and 35).

I would even go so far as to say that all bank nortgages are sinilarly
unconscionable if the banks in question obtained title conveyances in return
for credit simlarly manufactured out of thin air. W are obviously dealing
here with a very big fraud. See ny chapters entitled "Is It Voluntary?" and
"The Fundanmental Law' for a general discussion of the Federal Reserve's role
in all of this. Howard Freeman's discussion of the privilege of limted
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liability is very relevant here: the discharge of debts with FRNs is
treated by the Federal governnment as a privilege, the exercise of which to
convey real property actually clouds titles, precisely in the nmanner you
specul at e.

Now, | want to discuss a point of statutory construction. Your thesis
is supported by one of two conpeting interpretations of subsection (f) of
Section 126. Note, in particular, where it states that:

"Land held by the United States", as used in this section neans: (1)
| ands acquired in fee by purchase or condemation ....

Wen | first read this wording, | interpreted it to nean "lands
acquired by the United States in fee". This interpretation is supported by
t he | anguage of subsection (e), where it states:

Jurisdiction ceded pursuant to this section continues only so long as
the I and continues to belong to the United States ....

[ enphasi s added]

Nevert hel ess, apply the rule of statutory construction known as
inclusio unius est exclusio alterius (i.e., the explicit nention of one thing

is the explicit exclusion of all other things not nentioned). In all other
enuner at ed sections of subsection (f), Government Code 126 refers to "lands
owned by the United States", "leaseholds acquired by the United States", and
"any other lands owned by the United States". Note that subsection (1) does
NOT say "lands acquired by the United States in fee"; it says "lands
acquired in fee", |lending powerful support to your thesis.

If you acquire a copy of the videotape which was filmed of nmy interview
with Geg Meadows of the L.A Lawman, you wll note that | specifically
nention the use of federal land as collateral for the bogus federal debt. |
do not, as yet, have the statutory proof that Congress actually pledged al
this land as collateral, but John Nelson clainms to have done so. You should
get copies of his work, if you can. Unfortunately, mnmy copies of his work are
packed up in storage, or | would enclose a copy for your review | raise
this point because it is inperative that we isolate the exact nechanism
whereby the Federal Reserve clainms to have obtained controlling interest in
real property deeds acquired under "fee sinple" transactions, as opposed to
al l odi al transactions. Wthout this evidence, your ideas anbunt to nothing
nore than exciting, but unsubstantiated specul ation

Notice al so that Government Code 126 specifically refers to "cession of
concurrent crimnal jurisdiction to United States on lands held by genera
governnent." Are you inplying that | should interpret this to mean that a
State Citizen's failure to pay his "fair share" of debt interest to the
Federal Reserve should be treated as a crime, particularly if his rea
property was acquired in a "fee sinple" transaction? The issue here is not
just senantic. Why does the heading of the statute refer to "concurrent
crimnal jurisdiction"? In this vein, you should carefully review Interna
Revenue Code Section 7851(a)(6)(A), which gives force and effect to Subtitle
F of the IRC if and only if the Title is enacted into |aw Subtitle F, as
you may al ready know, contains all the enforcenent provisions of the IRC, and
it is crucial for you to understand that Title 26 has never been enacted into
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positive law (see inside covers of any of the volunes of United States Code
titles 1 thru 50).

So, where is the crime, if federal inconme taxes are truly "voluntary"?
It has to be voluntary for State Citizens whose inconmes derive from sources
outside the exclusive jurisdiction of the "United States", anmobng nany other
reasons because Congress sinply lacks the authority to conpel such Citizens
to discharge interest on the bogus federal debt. The 9th and 10th
Anendrments are right on point here. The use of excise taxes, |ike taxing the
sale of gasoline, creates a voluntary choice for the buyer which in no way
conpel s the buyer to enter the transaction; he can always use his bicycle or

wal k.

Thanks again for your terrific letter. Keep up the good work, and |et
nme know if you have any additional material on this statute. If you don't
al ready have a copy, try to get your hands on the study entitled Jurisdiction
over Federal Areas within the States; it contains over 700 case citations,
all extrenely relevant to the core issue here, nanely, what is neant by the
exercise of "exclusive Legislation"? On this, | took specific note of a

deci sion under Government Code 126 which found that "as to such federal
territory Congress had conbi ned powers of a general and a state governnent."
Inside the federal zone, Congress has conbined powers of a general and a
state governnent; outside the federal zone and inside the 50 States,
Congress only has the powers of a general government, and is otherw se
constrained by specific prohibitions found in the constitutional contract to
which ALL governnent enployees are subject. O  course, the pertinent
restriction wth which | am primarily concerned is the absence of
apportionnent provisions anywhere in the Internal Revenue Code; as | have
documented in sone detail in my book, their absence is proof to nme that the
IRC s income tax provisions are confined to the federal zone, and to citizens
of that zone. O herwise, there is a blatant violation of the US.
Constitution.

To date, nobody has been able to refute nmy thesis, except to catapult
garbage like runors that Frank Brushaber was a fiduciary for others who were
the real stockholders (which runor originated at the Free Enterprise Society,
to nmy great surprise). This latter runor is easily disproven by the very
first sentence in the Brushaber decision! Anot her garbage rumor is that
there were other parties to the Brushaber decision (this again fromthe Free
Enterprise Society). As of the second and subsequent editions of The Federal
Zone, | have successfully disnmissed the French inmigrant propaganda. In
conbi nation with Brushaber's original pleadings, which anyone can order from
the federal court in New York, Treasury Decision 2313 is explosive and

irrefutable in its inplications. The next time you're in the law library,
pull the Pollock case too, and you w Il discover that he too was a State
Citizen (of Massachusetts) who was, by definition, protected from direct
taxation by the apportionment provisions in the US. Constitution. In Iight

of all the evidence which proves that the 16th Amendment was never |awfully
ratified, the inportance of the Pollock case cannot be overstated.

As you nust know all too well by now, the tax law in Anerica is a
mast er pi ece of deception. In one sense, | really have to hand it to its
creators. Unfortunately for them we have caught up with their fraud, and
now their every nove is being watched intensely.
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"W have in our political system a governnent of the United States and

a governnent of each of the several states. Each of these governnents is
distinct from the others, and each has citizens of its own ...." You can't
be faulted for relying upon decisions of the U'S. Suprene Court, and | say

that on the authority of this very same Suprene Court!

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

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osur es
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael
California state

zi p code exenpt

(DW 122. 32)

June 27, 1993
St anl ey Waugh
Nevada Citizen
c/ o general delivery
Reno, Nevada state
Post al Zone 89504/tdc

Dear M. Waugh:

Thank you for your thoughtful letter dated 21 June 1993. | am witing
primarily to respond to your statement:

"Based on this historical documentation, | wonder if you are not naking
too nmuch ado about citizen v.. Citizen and United States v.. wunited
States. Punctuation apparently is not crucial."

As you know, there are lots of historical docunents which evidence the
word "citizen". You included copies of a North Dakota docunent, and the
Treaty of Peace between the United States and King George IIl. These are not
t he documents whi ch count, however

The docunents which count (in my opinion), and the docunents wi th which
I amchiefly concerned, are the Constitution for the United States of Anerica
(because it is the supreme Law of the Land), the Internal Revenue Code
(because it is the subject of my book), and the Code of Federal Regulations
for Title 26 (which are the promulgated rules for interpreting the Interna
Revenue Code).

Now, if you have studied statistics, what | am about to say wll be
entirely fanmiliar to you. If you have not studied statistics, continue
readi ng very carefully. If I flip a coin, what is the probability ("P") of
heads? You will answer "one in two", and that is the right answer. How do
we calculate the value of P in mathematical terns? |It's very sinple. P
equals one divided by the quantity two raised to the power of one, i.e.

l/(21). W raise two to the power of one because there are two outcones to a
"trial" (a head or a tail), and we conduct only one trial, i.e. we flip the
coin only once. The probability P equals 0.50.

Now, continuing along with this approach, what is the probability of
getting heads twice in a row? You will answer "one in four", and that is the
ri ght answer again. How do we calculate the value of P in mathemati cal
ternms? P now equals one divided by the quantity two raised to the power of

two, i.e. l/(22). W raise two to the power of two because there are two
outcones to a "trial", and we conduct two trials, i.e. we flip the coin
twice. The probability P equals 0.250. Continuing along with this sequence,
you can conpute for yourself that the probability of three heads in a rowis
0. 125, and so on.
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What does this have to do with "citizens" and "Citizens", you ask?

Plenty, and here's why. In formal English, a letter of the alphabet is
ei ther upper-case or lower-case; there is no in-between. It's kind of Iike
"heads" and "tails"; the coin is not allowed to land on its side. So, for
every occurrence of this termin law, we will observe either |ower-case "c"

or UPPER-CASE "C', and not hing in-between.

The rules of granmmar and punctuation require that the first letter of
the first word in any sentence be UPPER-CASE, like the "T" in the word "The"
at the beginning of this sentence. You will also very often see UPPER- CASE
letters used in words that are found in titles and paragraph headi ngs, for
exanpl e, the phrase "see Chapter 29: Anerican Citizenship for nore detail s"
m ght be found in sone book or section of |aw The UPPER-CASE "C' is used
because it is proper to do so in such situations.

Now, the crux of the matter is to observe whether |ower-case or UPPER-
CASE is used when there is no other rule requiring UPPER-CASE. For exanpl e,

you m ght encounter the phrase: "If you are a citizen of the United States
o In this phrase, the term "citizen" is not the first word of a
sentence, nor is it part of a title or heading; therefore, it can go either
way. It can be either |ower-case "citizen" or UPPER-CASE "Citizen", just

like the coin flinp.

If you read through the Internal Revenue Code and observe all
occurrences of "citizen", | believe you will find that the only uses of
"Citizen" are found in the first word of sentences and in paragraph headi ngs.
In all other instances, where it can go either way (wi thout the influence of
some other granmar rule), you will find only "citizen" or "citizens" and not
"Citizen" or "Citizens".

Just how many instances of "Citizen" are there, where it can go either
way ? I have observed none of the latter. | strongly encourage you to
conduct your own investigation of this count. How many instances of
"citizen" are there, where it can go either way? 100? 200? Even if there
were only 10, what is the probability P that every one of them would randomy
fall into |ower-case? Using our formula from above, the value of P is

1/(210), right? 2 to the power of 10 is 1,024, therefore P equals 1/1024, or

roughly one in a thousand.

Now try to conpute the value of P when there are 100 trials (coin

flips) which can go either way. You may need a conputer to perform this
cal cul ation, but you already know that the value of P in this instance is an
extremely small nunber. In other words, the probability that 100 random
occurrences of "citizen" wll all evidence a lower-case "c" in the |IRC and

the CFR is practically an inpossibility.

There nust be another explanation for this consistent pattern, other
than chance. | argue that the explanation is design: t he evidence of
consistent |ower-case "c" in "citizen of the United States" is conclusive
proof of a deliberate design and intent to maintain the same spelling
t hroughout the IRC and the CFR Remenber, we are not counting those
occurrences of "Citizen" in paragraph headings and in the first word of a
sentence, where granmar requires that UPPER-CASE "C' be utilized.
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So much for the mathematical proof. | agree that it is infornmative to
conpare other historical and |legal docunents, as you have done. | have done
such a conparison with the organic California Constitution of 1849. Ther e,
you will find references to "citizen of the United States". So, what gives?
Is this a reference to a "federal citizen" or is this a reference to a "State
Citizen", or is this a reference to neither? | have found the answer to this
guestion in two authorities, Ex parte Know es and People v. De La Cuerra (see
encl osed) . Both of these cases, decided by the California Suprenme Court,

agreed that the term referred to a Ctizen of one of the Union States and
that, strictly speaking, there was no such thing as a "citizen of the United
States", at least not before the so-called 14th Amendrment, and certainly not
before the Cvil Rights Act of 1866.

I have concluded from this research that these courts did not observe
t he UPPER/| ower-case convention; they preferred instead to distinguish the
two classes of citizenship by using term nology such as "citizen of a State"
and "citizen of the United States", because the U S. Constitution does nmake a
di stinction between the government of the several "States", on the one hand,

and the government of the "United States", on the other hand. The court
records appear to indicate that judges were not always sensitive to the
anmbiguity and nultiple meanings that attach to the term "United States". O

course, the Hooven case, and Black's Law Dictionary since Hooven, constitute
conclusive proof that the term "United States" is definitely anbiguous and
for this reason the term "united States" is a unique way to identify the
Uni on States.

Nevertheless, | ~contend that the Framers of the Constitution did
observe the UPPER/ | ower-case convention, and so did the authors of the IRC
and CFR Specifically, in authenticated copies of the U S. Constitution you
will find consistent references to "Citizen" and "Citizens", for exanple, in
the constitutional qualifications for President, Senator and Representative.
These provisions have never been |awfully anended and, for this reason al one,
the original meaning and intent of these provisions is decisive (see "the
proper construction and comon understanding" in Ex parte Knowes, a very
crucial authority in this debate).

To add further fuel to the fire, | have located unofficial copies of
the U.S. Constitution which utilized |ower-case "c" in the qualifications for
Presi dent, Senator and Representative. Mreover, simlar results obtain from
the use of "Person" and "person"; prior to the so-called 14th Anendrment, the
U.S. Constitution utilized "Person", as in "free Persons" (see 1:2:3). Are
you a "free Person", or are you a 14th Anendrment "person"?

The vol umi nous research now assenbled by Richard MDonald proves,
beyond any shadow of doubt, that there is an enornmous difference between the
two statuses. Since the Slaughter House Cases, the Suprene Court has
consistently cited them as the sem nal authority for the fact that there are
two classes of citizenship, which correspond to the two governnental
jurisdictions: federal and State. There are State Citizens and there are
federal citizens. I am strongly urging that we now observe this UPPER/ | ower
case convention, in order to be clear about which class we are referring to
in witten English. In spoken English, we can be clear by naintaining the
distinction between "State Citizens" and "federal citizens", and by avoiding
any other substitutes or synonyns for these terns. O course, there are
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t hose people (sone of whom are undercover agents) who prefer to confuse and
obfuscate this crucial distinction by using anbi guous, undefined |anguage and
by attenpting to argue that there has always been just one class of
citizenship in Arerica. | think it is fair to say that this latter argunent
is sinply not supported by the relevant |egal history.

| am tenpted to digress into a response to your nention of the Free
Enterprise Society and Wayne Bentson. Let ne just say that Wayne has had an
advance copy of The Federal Zone, fourth edition, for several weeks now, and
he has fallen silent. | prefer to let the enclosed materials speak for
t hemsel ves.

| hope this letter and its enclosures have addressed nost, if not all
of the concerns you expressed in your thoughtful letter

Thanks for witing.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
encl osures

P.S. How does Wayne Bentson explain T.D. 23137
It's crucial, wouldn't you agree?
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MVEMO
TO Trusted Col | eagues
FROM Paul Andrew M tchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

DATE: Novenber 4, 1992
SUBJECT: Trusts, Foreign and Donestic

| have recently taken a keen interest in practical applications of The
Federal Zone to trust creation and adninistration. In particular, | now
believe | have enough evidence to prove that the correct distinction between
foreign and donestic corporations is equally applicable to trusts. The

purpose of this neno is to share some of this evidence with you, in order to
chal lenge your thinking on this subject and possibly to open new
possibilities for trust creation and adm nistration

Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, is a good place to begin. In
this dictionary, we find the follow ng inportant definitions:

Foreign situs trust. A trust which owes its existence to foreign |aw.
It is treated for tax purposes as a non-resident alien individual

[ enphasi s added]

Foreign trust. A trust created and adni ni stered under foreign | aw

Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, defines "foreign state" very clearly,
as foll ows:

The several United States*** are considered "foreign' to each other
except as regards their relations as comon nenbers of the Union

[ enphasi s added]

| have added three asterisks ("***") after "United States" in order to
enphasi ze that the "United States" in this context refers to the 50 States of
t he Uni on.

Now exanmine the definition of "foreign estate or trust" in the
definitions section of the Internal Revenue Code, as foll ows:

Foreign Estate or Trust. -- The terns "foreign estate" and "foreign
trust" nean an estate or trust, as the case nmay be, the incone of
whi ch, from sources without the United States which is not effectively
connected with the conduct of a trade or business within the United
States, is not includible in gross income under subtitle A

[1RC 7701(a) (31)]
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Do a bit of granmmtical reconstruction, so as to elinmnate the
references to "foreign estate", and you get the follow ng:

The term "foreign trust" neans a trust, the inconme of which is not
includible in gross incone under subtitle A The incone of a foreign
trust is not includible in gross income when it derives from sources
which are without the "United States" and which are not effectively
connected with the conduct of a trade or business within the "United
States”.

Recall the definition of "foreign situs trust" from Black's supra. Now
conpare the IRC definition of "foreign trust" with the IRC definition of
"gross incone" for nonresident alien individuals. Notice the conponent
criteria of gross income for a nonresident alien individual, and their close
simlarity to the same criteria for foreign trusts:

In the case of a nonresident alien individual, except where the context
clearly indicates otherw se, gross inconme includes only --

(1) gross incone which is derived from sources within the United
States and which is not effectively connected with the conduct of
a trade or business within the United States, and

(2) gross income which is effectively connected with the conduct of a
trade or business within the United States.

[IRC 872(a), enphasis added]

It is crucial to renenber that the term "United States", as used in
these sections of the IRC, neans the federal zone, i.e., the territory over
whi ch Congress has exclusive legislative authority. I ncone which is derived
from sources without the "United States"” is not included in gross incone for
nonresi dent aliens. Likew se, incone which is effectively connected with the
conduct of a trade or business without the "United States" is not included in
gross incone for nonresident aliens. Therefore, | have proven that the
following rule has identical application to nonresident aliens and foreign
trusts:

Income is excludible from the conputation of "gross incone" if it
derives from sources which are without the "United States" and which
are not effectively connected with the conduct of a trade or business
within the "United States".

Now, let's dig a little deeper in order to determine if this finding is
supported by other sections of the IRC. Find the heading "foreign trusts" in
the Topical Index of the IRC as published by Conmerce C earinghouse. There
you will find references to "situs" at 402(c) and 404(a)(4). Read these
sections carefully:
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Taxability of Beneficiary of Certain Foreign Situs Trusts. -- For
pur poses of subsections (a) and (b), a stock bonus, pension, or profit-
sharing trust which would qualify for exenption from tax under section
501(a) except for the fact that it is a trust created or organized
outside the United States shall be treated as if it were a trust exenpt
fromtax under section 501(a).

[ RC 402(c), enphasis added]

Trusts Created or Organized Qutside the United States. -- If a stock
bonus, pension, or profit-sharing trust would qualify for exenption
under section 501(a) except for the fact that it is a trust created or
organi zed outside the United States, contributions to such a trust by
an enpl oyer which is a resident, or corporation, or other entity of the
United States, shall be deductible under the preceding paragraphs.

[ RC 404(a)(4), emphasis added]

It is a well established principle of law that the 50 States are "foreign"
with respect to each other, just as the federal zone is "foreign" wth
respect to each of them (In re Merrianmis Estate, 36 NE 505 (1894)). The
status of being foreign is the same as "belonging to" or being "attached to"
anot her state or another jurisdiction. The proper legal distinction between
the terms "foreign" and "donestic" is best seen in Black's definitions of
foreign and donestic corporations, as foll ows:

Foreign corporation. A corporation doing business in one state though
chartered or incorporated in another state is a foreign corporation as
to the first state, and, as such, is required to consent to certain
conditions and restrictions in order to do business in such first
state.

Donestic corporation. Wen a corporation is organized and chartered in
a particular state, it is considered a donmestic corporation of that
state.

[ enphasi s added]

In light of all the above, | now contend that untold nunmbers of trusts
have been created on the basis of a belief that they are donestic trusts
when, in fact, they are foreign trusts, as the terns "donestic" and "foreign"
are defined in the IRC and in the law dictionaries. The Internal Revenue
Code was witten under authority granted to Congress for the exercise of
exclusive legislative jurisdiction over the federal zone. Accordingly, the
50 States and their respective laws are actually foreign with respect to the
federal zone. The 10th Anendnent nmekes it very clear that powers not
specifically delegated to the United States by the Constitution, nor
prohibited to the States by the Constitution, are reserved to the States or
to the people. A common-law trust situated in California exercises rights
which are reserved to the people, because California is a conmon-law State
and because the U S. Constitution specifically reserves such rights to the
peopl e.
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael

California state
Post al Zone 94901/tdc

February 15, 1993
Dagny Sharon
Attorney-at-Law
c/ o general delivery
Tustin, California state
Postal Zone 92680/tdc

Dear Dagny:

| appreciated the opportunity to nake your acquaintance at the
Li bertarian Party Convention in Sunnyvale this past weekend. | also regret
that we didn't have a chance to spend nore tinme together. Your videotape is
quite original and light-hearted; | hope it brings you much success.

Had we found a way to spend nore tinme talking with each other, there is
one inportant matter which | would definitely have wanted you to consider
nore carefully. During our conversation in the bar, while | was eating
lunch, you inplied that one of your goals is to work towards a "denocracy"
for Anerica. Whet her you intended it this way or not, such a goal directly
contradicts Article 4, Section 4 of the Constitution for the United States of
Anerica, to wt:

Section 4. The United States shall guarantee to every State in this
Uni on a Republican Form of Government

What exactly is a "Republican Form' of governnent? It is one in which
the powers of sovereignty are vested in the people and exercised by the
people. Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition, nmakes this very clear:

Republ i can government. One in which the powers of sovereignty are
vested in the people and are exercised by the people, either directly,
or through representatives chosen by the people, to whom those powers
are specially delegated. In re Duncan, 139 U S. 449, 11 S. Ct. 573, 35
L. Ed. 219; Mnor v. Happersett, 88 U S. (21 Wall.) 162, 22 L.Ed. 627.

Both the California State Constitution and the U S. Constitution state
that the latter shall be the supreme Law of the |and. In the US.
Constitution, Article 6, C ause 2 states:

This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be
made in Pursuance thereof; and all Treaties mamde, or which shall be
made, under the Authority of the United States, shall be the suprene
Law of the Land; and the Judges in every State shall be bound thereby,
any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to the Contrary
not wi t hst andi ng.

At the turn of the century, the U S. Suprene Court issued a series of

controversial cases now known as The Insular Cases. These cases were
predicated, in part, on the principle that the Constitution for the United
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States as such does not extend beyond the boundaries of the States which are
united by and under it. Accordingly, this principle set a crucial precedent
whereby Congress was free to establish a legislative denocracy within the
federal zone, instead of a constitutional republic.

The federal zone is the area over which Congress exercises exclusive

| egi slative jurisdiction; it enconpasses the District of Colunbia and such
areas as Guam and the Virgin Islands. Even nore inportant is the fact that
this exclusive legislative jurisdiction extends to all persons who are

subject to it, regardless of where they may reside. As such, the status of
"citizen of the United States" (also known as "U. S. citizen") causes one to
be subject to the letter of all nunicipal statutes, rules and regulations
whi ch Congress enacts wunder this exclusive legislative authority. The
constitutional definition of this second class of citizens is alleged to be
the so-called 14th Amendnent. However, two standing decisions of the Uah
Supreme Court have struck down the ratification of this anendnent. Coupl ed
with all the evidence which that Court utilized to arrive at these deci sions,
we have therein good cause to conclude that the so-called 14th Anendnment is
null and void for fraud and duress. My book The Federal Zone di scusses the
so-cal l ed 14th Anendnent as foll ows:

Not only did this so-called "amendment" fail to specify which neaning
of the term "United States" was being used; like the 16th Amendnent,
it also failed to be ratified, this time by 15 of the 37 States which
existed in 1868. The House Congressional Record for June 13, 1967,
contains all the docunentation you need to prove that the so-called
14th Anendnent was never ratified into law (see page 15641 et seq.).
For exanple, it itenizes all States which voted against the proposed
amendnment, and the precise dates when their Legislatures did so. "

cannot believe that any court, in full possession of its faculties,
could honestly hold that the anmendnent was properly approved and
adopted." State v. Phillips, 540 P.2d. 936, 941 (1975). The Ut ah

Suprenme Court has detailed the shocking and sordid history of the 14th
Anendrent's "adoption" in the case of Dyett v. Turner, 439 P.2d 266,
272 (1968).

Wth this background knowl edge firmly in hand, it is easy to explain
why the federal government would reiterate the thene of "denocracy" and
"denocratic institutions" over and over in its nedia propaganda. It is now
obvious that such progranming has been entirely successful; wi tness the
|arge percentage of "Libertarians" who nake repeated reference to their
political goal of "denocracy" for America. Perhaps w thout knowing it, they
are participating in the slow but steady denise of the nation synmbolized by
the Stars and Stripes, "the Republic for which it stands, one Nation, under

CGod, indivisible, with liberty and justice for all." The Insular Cases made
it possible for Anerica to beconme divisible into a constitutional republic
and a |egislative denocracy. It is the strategy of "divide and conquer",

being applied once again with nuch success, this tine to our very own
honel and.

| hope | have given you a few things to think about.
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Si ncerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

encl osures: Peopl e v. Boxer pl eadings
"Citizen is a Term of Municipal Law'

copy: Jerry Collette
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael

California state
Post al Zone 94901/tdc

February 7, 1993
John Voss, Director
N. C. B. A
c/ o general delivery
Longnont, Col orado
Post al Zone 80502/t dc

Dear John:

Thanks so much for all the materials which you recently sent, with a

copy of your letter to Mtchell Beals. Tinme pernitting, | do intend to do a
t horough analysis of the witten opinions. | am very disappointed, but not
surprised, that the appellate decisions were "not for publication". | took

all the decisions to the law library yesterday, but sinply ran out of tine.
Encl osed are the prelimnary results of that one afternoon at the library.
Neverthel ess, a distinct pattern is energing already.

Item #1: 28 U S . C 297. Assi gnment of judges to courts of the freely
associ at ed conpact states

This statute was part of the conprehensive "Judicial |nprovenents Act"
submtted to Congress by Peter F. Rodino, Jr., Chairman, Conmittee on the

Judi ciary, House of Representatives. It went into law on Novenber 19, 1988
(P.L. 100-702, copy attached). Notice that subsection (a) refers to "the
freely associated conmpact states" and to "the |laws of the respective conpact
state". In and of thenselves, these references are significant because |I was

unable to find any discussion of the legislative history for this specific
statute; the material cited in U S Code Cong. and Adm News skipped any
mention of it. The statute is also too recent for any case law to have
devel oped, and nuch too recent for the term "freely associated conpact
states" to appear in Wrds and Phrases, C.J.S., or Am Jur, although "conpact"
has several neanings in Black's Law Dictionary.

What nakes this term even nore significant is the reference to it that
is found in subsection (b), to wit:

The Congress consents the acceptance and retention by any judge so
aut horized of reinbursenent from the countries referred to in
subsection (a)

[ enphasi s added]

I am going on nenmory now, but | do seemto recall a key exception to
the definition of "state" once found in Title 28. The exception was to
anot her provision of Title 28 which utilized the term"State court”. | think

this exception has since been renoved by subsequent anendnent, but the pre-
anmendnment version clearly inplied that the neaning of "state" as found in the
standard definition was different from the neaning of "state" as intended by
the term "State court" (hence the need for the "exception" clause).
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Therefore, the standard definition inplied a federal state, not a Union
St ate.

In section 297 supra, we are faced with a choice between two
conflicting and nutually inconpatible interpretations of the term "freely

associ ated conpact states". If these states are Union States, then the
"conmpact" may well be the U S. Constitution and Congress has admtted openly
that Union States are the "countries referred to in subsection (a)". | f

these states are other nations in the famly of nations (e.g. China, Japan),
then the "countries" referred to in subsection (a) are these other nations,

and | can only speculate about the "conpact" to which Section 297 refers.
Could it be the UN charter? If not, what else could it be? sone
international treaty? | wonder if there is a way to inquire of the House

Judiciary Conmittee without tipping our own hands and giving the Comittee a
reason to obfuscate the real answer. O, what about the Library of Congress,
or Congressional Research Service? | wouldn't put too nuch faith into the
CRS, in light of the hack job they continue to do on "Frequently Asked
Questions about Federal |ncone Taxes".

This little tidbit is highly significant when placed in the |arger
context of all the research now assenbled into the electronic version of The
Feder al Zone, third edition (disk enclosed). In particular, ny
interpretation of the distinction between "foreign" and "domestic" is anply
supported by the definitions in Black's Sixth Edition, and especially by the
Suprenme Court decision to uphold the New York Court's decision of In re

Merriams Estate, 36 NE 505 (1894). Bl ack's definitions of foreign and
donmestic corporations, in ny opinion, leave little room for doubt about the
correct distinction here. Bl ack's defines "foreign state" very clearly, as
fol |l ows:

The several United States*** are considered "foreign' to each other
except as regards their relations as comobn nenbers of the Union.
[OQne state of the Union is foreign to another.

[ enphasi s added]

Item #2: U S. Code Service, Lawyers Edition, Interpretive Notes

In light of the pivotal inportance of this distinction between
"foreign" and "donestic", it was revealing to discover the nearly total
absence of case law on this question in the U S C S Lawers Edition (where
you would expect a plethora of citations). In the main body of U S C S
dealing with the IRC definitions in 7701, there is only one reference to
"foreign estate" (a revenue ruling) and there are only two references to
"domestic building and |oan association" (a revenue ruling and a district
court ruling). What is even nore revealing is the case of U S. v. Bardina,
the one and only citation to the IRC definition of "United States", to wit:

Even though 26 USCS 7701(a)(9) defines "United States" as including
only United States and District of Colunbia, Puerto Rico is considered
as being within United States for purposes of 6-year statute of
limtations on tax crinmes;

[ enphasi s added]
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Notice the blatant tautology (again). Notice also that this interpretation
flatly contradicts the actual |IRC definition:

(9) United States. -- The term "United States" when used in a
geogr aphi cal sense includes only the States and the District of
Col unbi a.

[IRC 7701(a)(9), enphasis added]

The term "States" is very different fromthe term "United States". And, of
course, the corresponding definition of "State" nmkes absolutely no nention
of any Union States:

(10) State. -- The term "State" shall be construed to include the
District of Colunbia, where such construction is necessary to
carry out provisions of this title.

[IRC 7701(a)(10)]

Moving on to the Cumulative Supplenent for the U S CS  Lawers

Edition, we find a simlar pattern. Here, we find one revenue ruling
concerning a "foreign estate", and four citations to "resident and
nonresident alien", two of which are "TC Menpbs", one of which is a "Private
Letter Ruling", and one of which is a "Revenue Ruling". These are not
exactly sterling authoritiesl! One of these citations concerned a forner
official of a foreign governnent that was overthrown while he was in the
"United States" under diplonatic passport. Anot her concerned a "US citizen
who obtained a US passport before noving to a foreign country". Anot her

concerned a spouse's election to be treated as a resident alien under IRC
7701(b). The last citation is worth investigating:

Status of trust as foreign trust turns upon whether trust is conparable
to nonresident alien individual; trust established and adninistered
under laws of foreign country whose trustee is a foreign entity and
whose corpus is located in a foreign country is nonforeign trust even
though trust is grantor trust and its incone is taxable to grantor who
is United States citizen. Rev Rul 87-61, 1987-2 CB 219.

[ enphasi s added]

It would be revealing to examine the details about the trust in
guestion, i.e., what was the "foreign country" under the laws of which the
trust was established and adm ni stered. If it was a Union State, we have a
bi ngo. Who or what was the "foreign entity" trustee? Were exactly was the
"corpus" |ocated? Notice the term "nonforeign"; | presunme this nmeans
"donestic", based on the IRC definition of "foreign" at 7701(a)(5) (i.e., not
donmestic). Finally, notice that there is a "grantor” who is a "United States
citizen"; this status appears to be the only nmention of any nexus with the
federal zone (if any).

Item #3: United States Code Annotated (U. S. C A)
Again, an identical pattern is found in the annotated version of the

United States Codes. Here, we do find an interesting exception to the
general rule for the federal zone, i.e., a Guam corporation is "foreign" for
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federal inconme tax purposes:

Guam is not a "territory" wthin nmeaning of this section defining
donestic corporation as one created or organized in United States or
under laws of United States or of any state or territory, and Guamis
considered a possession so that its corporations are foreign for
federal income tax purposes. Sayre & Co. v. Riddell, C A GQuam 1968,

395 F.2d 407.

Notice how carefully they skirt the general issue of exclusive
legislative jurisdiction by ruling that Guam is a "possession", and
"possessions” were not nentioned in the IRCs definition of "domestic" at
that time ("or Territory" was deleted in 1977). In other words, in 1968 the
definition of "domestic" nentioned "United States", and "any State or
Territory". Since Guam was found to be a "possession" and not the "United
States", not a "State" and not a "Territory", it was not donestic and

therefore foreign. This is a fascinating little intricacy in this semantic
jungl e.

The only other citation of any interest is the 1944 case which

interpreted the neaning of "includes". | consider this decision to be
erroneous, for reasons which | explain in detail in Chapter 12 of The Federal
Zone, third edition. Specifically, in formal English, a noun is either a

person, a place, or a thing. The I RC specifically defines a trust to be a
"person" as opposed to a "place" or a "thing" (see IRC 7701(a)(1)). The
clarification of "includes" at IRC 7701(c) specifically states that this term
shall not be deemed to exclude other things otherwise within the neaning of
term defined; notice that "persons" and "places" are conspicuously absent
from this clarification of "includes". Therefore, a "trust" cannot be a
thing otherwise within the definition of "transferee" because a trust is a
person, by definition, and a "transferee" is not a person because it is not

nmentioned in the IRC definition of "person". | know this may sound strai ned,
but the IRC definition of "person" clearly enbraces only an individual, a
trust, estate, partnership, association, conpany or corporation; nor eover ,

there is anple evidence that the I RC does obey strictly the rules of fornmal
Engl i sh grammar.

That's it! Now, don't you get the feeling, as | do, that they are
trying their best to avoid these crucial distinctions between "foreign" and
"donestic"? In light of the clarity which is found in Black's definitions of

foreign and donestic corporations, | would be hard pressed to denonstrate a
clear and consistent pattern anpbng these sparse authorities, nany of which
are not even courts. John, | amforced to conclude that some (if not all) of

these cases were contrived, and that a thorough set of consistent Court
authorities is very conspicuous for its absence.

Item #4: MKinley v. United States of America, S.D. Chio, 1992

Time permitting, | wll try ny best to analyze the unpublished cases
whi ch you generously provided to ne. For now, | will take a brief |ook at
McKi nl ey because it will be published, and because there is so little in this
deci sion which is relevant to The Federal Zone, i.e.:
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The Court takes judicial notice that while OGhio is a sovereign state,
it is nevertheless part of the United States and Chio residents are
al so residents of the United States and are subject to taxation. The
Court finds the plaintiffs to be residents of the United States and not
non-resi dent aliens.

[ enphasi s added]

| guess this Court failed to read Hooven or the corresponding
definitions of "United States" in Black's. More inportantly, this decision
flatly contradicts the definition of "United States" at IRC 7701(a)(9).
Sure, Chio is part of the "United States" if "United States" neans the
several States of the Union. However, the |IRC says that "United States"
(when used in a geographical sense) includes only the District of Colunbia
and the States, and "State" shall be construed to include the District of

Col umbia (and nothing else)! Since singular and plural are interchangeable
(per Title 1), since "include" 1is not found in the clarification of
"“includes" and "including® at 7701(c), and since 7701(c) nentions only

"things" and not "persons" or "places", we are entirely justified in arguing
that the term "United States" at 7701(a)(9) onmts any nmention of the Union
States because they were intended to be onitted. The rules of statutory
construction support this inference, as do the changes to 7701(a)(9) & (10)
that resulted from the Al aska and Hawaii Omibus Acts: Al aska and Hawai i
were removed from the IRC definition of "State" when they joined the Union
(of freely associated conpact states). So, as pro bono judge of the
Sovereign Electrical Circuit of Justice, | hereby reverse the holding in
McKinley v. United States of America and remand with instructions to take
explicit judicial notice of the legislative history of IRC 7701(a)(9), in
addition to the well established rules of statutory construction (see
Sut herl and, for exanple).

It em #5: Notes on Decisions re: 1:6:2 and Null and Void LI oyd
These cases are either favorable or neutral. Lloyd, you are a sitting
duck. Notice also the careful IRC distinction between "Secretary of the

Treasury" and "Secretary" at 7701(a)(11). At first glance, this is bad news
for our 7401 challenge, but closer exam nation reveals the follow ng:

(A In General. -- The term"or his del egate" --

(1) when used with reference to the Secretary of the Treasury,
nmeans any officer, enployee, or agency of the Treasury
Department duly authorized by the Secretary of the Treasury
directly, or indirectly by one or nore redelegations of
authority, to perform the function nentioned or described
in the context;

Even though IRC 7401 utilizes the term "Secretary", which means the
Secretary of the Treasury or his delegate, the term "or his del egate" neans
an officer, enployee or agency duly authorized by the Secretary of the
Treasury either directly, or indirectly by one or nore redelegations of
aut hority. In other words, Lloyd Bentsen nust be in the |oop, either
directly, or indirectly by one or nore redel egations of authority. So, it
looks as if Null and Void Lloyd remains in a heap'a trouble; his col orabl e
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acts will spread through the Treasury Departnent |like a conputer virus,
i nfecting everything they touch. We should get an expert on del egation of
authority to see what, if any, redelegations originated from N chol as Brady

and whether they remain valid and in force after Bentsen's reign began
Enough for now. I know you have nothing else to do but read these
technicalities. The devil is always in the details.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
encl osures

copy: Mtchell Beals
(great first nane)
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael

California state
Post al Zone 94901/tdc

February 8, 1993
John Voss, Director
N. C. B. A
c/ o general delivery
Longnont, Col orado
Post al Zone 80502/t dc

Dear John:

In ny letter to you of February 7, ny nenory failed ne when |I referred
to Title 28; the correct reference was Title 8 (I got one nunber right). |
tracked it down today for you, because | am convinced that one of the
"unpubl i shed" cases which you recently sent to ne is conpletely wong for
ruling that Union States are not "foreign countries" for purposes of the IRC
Encl osed is stunning proof of ny position from Anmerican Jurisprudence. I
picked up the trail in Ballentine's Law Dictionary, Third Edition, where it
defines "sovereign state" as follows:

In the United States, each state constitutes a discrete and independent
sovereignty, and consequently the laws of one state do not operate of
their owmn force in any other state. 16 AmJur J2d, "Conflict of Laws",
Section 4.

[Ballentine's Law Dictionary, Third Edition]

I had to go hunting for the corresponding section in Am Jur, because
the reference to Section 4 is a typographical error. I found what | was
| ooking for at Section 2 instead. The key is to understand that the IRCis a
"muni ci pal law' as far as income taxation is concerned (see Conclusions in
The Federal Zone):

"“... [Tl he several states ... are otherwise, at l|least so far as private

internation1L__LauL_Ls__ccnceLnedT__jn the same relation as foreign
countries™y The great majority of [questions of private international

law are therefore subject to the sanme rules when they arise between two
states of the Union as when they arise between two foreign countries
and in the ensuing pages the words "state," "nation," and "country" are
used synonynously and interchangeably, there being no intention to
di stinguish between the several states of the Union and foreign
countries by the use of varying term nol ogy.

[16 Am Jur 2d, "Conflict of Laws", Section 2]

Foot not es:

13. Hanl ey v. Donoghue, 116 U.S. 1, 29 L.Ed 535, 6 S.C 242
Stewart v. Thonson, 97 Ky 575
Enery v. Berry, 28 NH 473
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Notice, in particular, the comment in footnote 11:

In the sense of public international law, the several states of the
Union are neither foreign to the United States nor are they foreign to
each other, but such is not the case in the field of private
international law. Robinson v. Norato, 71 Rl 256, 43 A2d 467, 162 ALR
362.

Not to be outdone, Black's Sixth Edition chimed in with the following simlar
nessage:

The term "foreign state," as used in a statenment of the rule that the
| aws of foreign nations should be proved in a certain manner, should be
construed to nmean all nations and states other than that in which the
action is brought; and hence one state of the Union is foreign to
another, in the sense of that rule.

[Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition]

Further stunning proof of The Federal Zone thesis is found in the
Immigration and Nationality Act (see attached), where Congress slipped by
including a key exception in its statutory definition of "State" at 8 USC
1101(a) (36). Prior to an anendnent in 1987, this definition included the
| anguage "(except as used in section 310(a) of title Il [8 USCS Section
1421(a)])". At that tine, Section 1421(a) of Title 8 referred to courts "in
any State" and "all courts of record in any State". | failed to pull the
current text of 1421(a), but the current 1101(a)(36) renoved the exception
cl ause! I would bet that 1421(a) now has a special definition for the term
"State", because 1421(a) nust be talking about courts of the Union States.
For corroboration, | have enclosed a page from the California State
Constitution (1879), wherein California Superior Courts are given clear
original jurisdiction to naturalize and "to issue papers therefor".

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

encl osures: photocopi es of evidence
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c/ o general delivery
San Raf ael

California state
Post al Zone 94901/tdc

February 1, 1993
Rich Pralle, CFS
R D P & Associ ates
c/ o general delivery
Santa Rosa, California state
Post al Zone 95404/tdc

Dear Rich

I may have m sunderstood sonething which you said about the Interna
Revenue Code. Am | correct in renmenbering you say that |IRC 6672 concerned
"wi t hhol di ng agents"? Wen | returned hone, | |ooked up this section:

Section 6672. Failure to Collect and Pay Over Tax,
or Attenpt to Evade or Defeat Tax

(a) CGeneral Rule. -- Any person required to collect, truthfully
account for, and pay over any tax inposed by this title who willfully
fails to collect such tax, or truthfully account for and pay over such
tax, or willfully attenmpts in any manner to evade or defeat any such
tax or the paynment thereof, shall, in addition to other penalties
provided by law, be liable to a penalty equal to the total anount of
the tax evaded, or not collected, or not accounted for and paid over.
No penalty shall be inposed under section 6653 or part |l of subchapter
A of chapter 68 for any offense to which this section is applicable.

[RC 6672, enphasis added]

As you can see, there is no explicit nmention of "w thholding agents" in IRC

6672. The section to which | was referring in our conversation was |RC

7701(a)(16):

(16) Wthholding Agent. -- The term "w thholding agent" nmeans any

person required to deduct and w thhold any tax under the provisions of
section 1441, 1442, 1443, or 1461

[IRC 7701(a)(16), enphasis added]

Sections 1441, 1442 and 1443 are too long to reproduce here. Their
headi ngs provi de sone indication of their contents:

Section 1441. W thhol ding of Tax on Nonresident Aliens

Section 1442. W thhol di ng of Tax on Foreign Corporations

Section 1443. Foreign Tax- Exenpt Organi zations

The following is the entire text of |IRC 1461. This section is

i nportant because it specifically makes "w thhol ding agents" liable for the
t axes they deduct and withhol d:

Page P - 46 of 118



Appendi x P

Section 1461. Liability for Wthheld Tax

Every person required to deduct and w thhold any tax under this chapter
is hereby made liable for such tax and is hereby indemified against
the clains and demands of any person for the anpbunt of any paynents
made in accordance with the provisions of this chapter.

[ RC 1461, enphasis added]

In other words, the persons from whom they withhold are not liable for
the taxes which they w thhold. That is to say, nonresident aliens are not
liable for the taxes that are withheld from the dividends they receive from
stock issued by donestic corporations (see Treasury Decision 2313).

So, we can link 1461 and 6672 because withholding agents are liable for
the taxes they deduct and withhold, i.e., they are required to collect and
pay over the tax inposed by 1461 (conbining the |anguage of 6672 and 1461);
if they don't pay the taxes they deduct and w thhold, then they would be
liable to the penalty defined in 6672.

Qur research indicates that "wi thhol ding agents" are the only ones who

are specifically made liable by the IRC for the paynent of incone taxes. |If
you can find another |IRC section which specifically makes anyone else liable
for the paynment of incone taxes, | would appreciate getting the exact

citation from you.

On another subject, | have several serious problenms with the T.A G
flyer entitled "Are You Really Liable?" One excerpt fromthis flyer reads:

Section 7701(a) (1) defines the term person as:

"The term 'person' shall be construed to mean and include an
i ndividual, a trust, estate, partnership, association, conpany or
corporation.”

Well now, that certainly seens easy enough and section 7701(a) (1) nekes
no nmention of the term "US. [Individual". Now, |ook at section
7701(a) (30):

"The term'United States person' neans -

(A a citizen or resident of the United States,
(B) a donestic partnership,

(O a donestic corporation, and

(D) any estate or trust "

There is no nention of the term"U. S. Citizen"; "I ndi vidual", or "U.S.
I ndi vi dual ".

Assuming the term "U S." neans United States, then the 1040 would be
for a "United States Individual", the 1120 for a "United States
Cor poration".
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In my opinion, this sequence of logic is msleading. The flyer assunes
that the term "U S. neans United States". Fai r enough. If it doesn't nean
"United States", the flyer does not tell us what else it mght nmean. So, for
purposes of this analysis, the term"U S." neans "United States".

However, the flyer also states that there is no nention of the term
"U S. Ctizen". This is technically correct, because the IRC never utilizes
a capital "C' when it refers to "citizens of the United States" or "United
States citizens" (except when a capital "C' is required in the first word of
a sentence or heading). But, this is also nisleading, because the sane flyer
guotes section 7701(a)(30) which does nention "citizen or resident of the
United States", i.e., "citizen of the United States" or "resident of the
United States".

The flyer also states that there is no nention of the term "Individual"
or "U S. Individual". Again, this is technically correct, because the IRC
utilizes the lower-case "i" when it refers to individuals. But, for simlar
reasons, the flyer is msleading because "citizens of the United States" and
"residents of the United States" are anong the "individuals" to whomthe IRC
refers. This is so because "person" neans and includes an "individual"; it
al so means and includes a trust, estate, partnership, association, conpany or
cor porati on. Therefore, an "individual" is a person in the sane way that a
horse is an aninal; nmoreover, using permissible substitution, the term
"United States person” neans and includes a "U. S. individual". The "U. S.
i ndi vidual s" to whom the IRC refers are the "citizens of the United States”
and "residents of the United States". This can be confirnmed at 26 CFR 1.1-1
et seq.

For simlar reasons, | also consider the followi ng excerpt of the flyer
to be nisleading and erroneous:

At section 6011, when required by regulations prescribed by the
Secretary any person made liable for any tax inposed by this title
shall nmake a return. Did the Secretary prescribe by regulations that a
citizen of the United States was liable for filing? No, of course not.
[ enphasi s added]
Here's the correspondi ng section of the CFR
1.6011-1 General requirenent of return, statement, or |ist.
(a) CGeneral rule. Every person subject to any tax, or required to
collect any tax, under Subtitle A of the Code, shall nake such
returns or statenents as are required by the regulations in this

chapter. The return or statenent shall include therein the
i nfornmati on required by the applicable regulations or forns.

Anot her inportant regulation is the follow ng:
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1.6012-1 I ndividuals required to nake returns of incone.
(a) I ndi vidual citizen or resident --
(1) In general. Except as provided in subparagraph (2) of this
paragraph, an incone tax return must be filed by every
individual ... for each taxable year beginning after

Decenber 31, 1972, during which he received $750 or nore of
gross income, if such individual is:

(i) A citizen of the United States, whether residing at
horme or abroad,

(ii) Avresident of the United States even though not a
citizen thereof

So, | think the T.A G flyer is entirely wong when it states that "of
course" the Secretary has "not" prescribed by regulations that a citizen of
the United States was liable for filing. | have just proven that the

Secretary has prescribed regulations which require a "citizen of the United
States" to make an inconme tax return, provided that his "gross incone"
exceeds the specified dollar threshold. The conputation of gross incone for

nonresident aliens is defined at |IRC 872(a); in nost situations, that
conputation results in a gross incone of zero. Frank Brushaber's "gross
income" was not zero because he received a dividend from a "US.
corporation", nanmely, the Union Pacific Railroad Conpany. It was a U'S

corporation because it was incorporated by Congress.

Finally, | realize that the California voter registration form does say
"For U.S. Citizens Only" in red letters across the top of the form However,
the affidavit on that registration formis the statement that matters:

READ THI S STATEMENT AND WARNI NG PRI OR TO SI GNI NG

| ama citizen of the United States and will be at l|least 18 years of
age at the time of the next election. | amnot inprisoned or on parole
for the conviction of a felony. | certify under penalty of perjury

under the laws of the State of California that the information on this
affidavit is true and correct.

WARNI NG

Perjury is punishable by inprisonnent in state prison for two, three or
four years. Section 126 Penal Code

[enphasis in original]

I contend that the "citizen of the United States" to which this form
refers is the sanme "citizen of the United States" to which the Internal
Revenue Code refers, to which the Code of Federal Regulations refers, and to
which the so-called Fourteenth Anendrment refers. If you are interested, we
have now | ocated two U ah Supreme Court cases which struck down the so-called
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Fourteenth Anmendnent. The |anguage of Section 1 of that anendnent is al nost
identical to the definition of "citizen" that is found in 26 CFR 1.1-1(c).
G ven that the so-called Fourteenth Amendnment was never properly approved and
adopted, the earliest definition of "citizen of the United States" that we
have been able to find in lawis found in the 1866 Civil Rights Act.

Thanks for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,
/'s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

copy: Rlieen Joy
Don Fl et cher
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

Decenber 22, 1992
Andr ew Mel echi nsky
Constitutional Revival
c/ o general delivery
Enfi el d, Connecticut
Post al Zone 06083/tdc

Dear Andy:
Thanks very nmuch for your unsigned note, postmarked Decenber 16, 1992.

In response to ny previous question concerning 1:8:17 in the US.
Constitution, you wote the follow ng:

Answer . It is self evident that no state or any other governing body
is authorized to nmeke laws for the District of Colunbia or other
encl aves which belong to the United States. It should be obvious that

this provision of the Constitution was designed to make Congress the
equi valent to the Enfield Town Council or the Podunk Board of Sel ectnen
for the purpose of governing those areas.

[ my enphasi s]

| couldn't agree nmore with your answer. In fact, it is uncanny how
close our thinking is on this question. In nmy research and witings, | often
refer to Congress as "City Hall" for the federal zone. In other words, if
Congress wants to pass a "dog leash" law for D.C., it is authorized to do so
by 1:8:17 in the Constitution. This dog leash |law would apply only inside
D.C., and nowhere else, right?

Now, let's use a simlar exanple, only this time let's incorporate a
tax in our exanple. Let's say that Congress wants to tax the sale of dog
| eashes inside D.C. This is an excise tax, right? Congress is enpowered to
| evy excise taxes, right? But, here's the rub: nust the tax rate be uniform
t hr oughout the 50 States?

Wait a minute, you ask, the question of wuniformty only applies to
federal excises levied inside the 50 States. This tax on the sale of dog
| eashes only applies inside the District of Colunbia. The 50 States are
irrelevant to the application of this tax and, therefore, the issue of

uniformty is also irrelevant, is it not? Such an excise tax need not be
uni form throughout the 50 States, because it has no application anywhere
inside the 50 States. It is a "municipal" tax. No State or any other

governing body is authorized to levy such a tax inside D.C., just as Congress
is not authorized to |l evy such a tax outside D.C. and inside the 50 States.

The key court decision on this question is Downes v. Bidwell, which is
one of The Insular Cases, as they are called. You might also read the
several articles which appeared in the Harvard Law Review on these cases. |
have enclosed a neno which | wote sone tine ago on exclusive authority as
applied to direct taxes.
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You also wote that "it takes a wld imgination to visualize the
District of Columbia as a second 'United States'. Even if it was, it would
still be subject to the constraints of the Bill of Rights." Let's postpone
correspondence on the Bill of R ghts until you and | <can clarify our

respective positions on federal taxing authority, OK? In this context, the
key question is this: are federal nunicipal taxes subject to the unifornity
and apportionnent rules found in the Constitution? M answer is this: no,
because those restrictions only apply to federal |aws which are |evied inside
the 50 States. One of the Suprene Court's best statenments on this dual or
het erogeneous attribute of federal laws is the following excerpt from the
Hooven case:

[Tlhe United States** mmy acquire territory by conquest or by
treaty, and may govern it through the exercise of the power of Congress
conferred by Section 3 of Article IV of the Constitution ....

In exercising this power, Congress is not subject to the sane

constitutional limtations, as when it is legislating for the United
States***. ... And in general the guaranties [sic] of the Constitution,
save as they are Ilimtations upon the exercise of executive and

| egi slative power when exerted for or over our insular possessions,
extend to them only as Congress, in the exercise of its legislative
power over territory belonging to the United States**, has nade those
guaranties [sic] applicable.

[ Hooven & Allison Co. v. Evatt, 324 U S. 652 (1945)]
[ enphasi s added]

Now, let's inmagine, just for the sake of argument, that the incone tax
provisions in the Internal Revenue Code are nunicipal statutes, which are
"not subject to the same constitutional I|imtations" which apply when
Congress "is legislating for the [50] United States" of Anmerica. You will
notice that the IRC s petroleum taxes are uniform throughout the 50 States,
and in those provisions the term "State" is defined to include the 50 States.
However, when it conmes to the graduated incone tax, the term "State" is
defined to include only the District of Colunmbia (and none of the 50 States).
Isn't this odd? Not really, when you realize that the graduated incone tax
is, indeed, a nunicipal statute which is unaffected by the unifornty and
apportionment restrictions in the Constitution, for the reasons discussed
above.

Last but not least, we have in Anerica a governnent of the "United
States" and a governnent of each of the several States; each has citizens of

its own. Therefore, we have State Citizens, and we have federal citizens
(also known as "citizens of the United States"). See the Slaughter House

Cases for the seminal authority on this dual citizenship. Now, the exercise
of State Citizenship is an unalienable right, endowed by the Creator (see the
Decl aration of |ndependence). But, and this is inmportant, even crucial to
the issue of taxation, federal citizenship is a statutory privilege, the
exercise of which can be taxed with an excise tax wthout wunifornity

t hroughout the 50 States. The term "citizen of the United States" was first
expressed in law by the CGvil Rights Act of 1866. Some people say that it
was put into the Constitution by the so-called 14th Amendnent, but we have
now | ocated two (2) Uah Supreme Court cases which found that the Anendnent
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was not properly ratified. Therefore, the status of "United States citizen"
is at best the creation of Congressional I|egislation -- endowed by Congress
and NOT by the Creator.

So, think of federal citizens as citizens of the federal zone. The
taxation of their incones is a nunicipal excise tax, just like the tax on dog
| eashes di scussed above. The "incone" is not the subject of the tax; t he
subject of the tax is the exercise of the statutory privilege known as
federal citizenship (also known as "U.S. citizenship"). The "income" is
sinply the neasure of the tax.

| hope | have nmde some sense out of the jungle of legal jargon and
double-talk which gets in the way of clear thinking on this subject.
Admittedly, the whole situation is made inmensely conplicated by the
del i berate vagueness and confusion which were incorporated into the Interna
Revenue Code and its regulations in the CFR But, | am confident we have
now proven that the graduated incone tax provisions of the IRC are nunicipa
statutes which apply only to the federal zone (e.g. federal enployees) and to
the citizens of that zone, no matter where they might "reside". In fact, to
be a "resident" of California, strictly speaking, neans that one is a federa
citizen who resides outside the federal zone and inside California.
Technically speaking, a State Citizen does not "reside" in the State of his
domicil e.

I would appreciate getting your witten comrents on all the above. In
the meantime, thanks for your continuing work to benefit the Freedom Myvenent
in Arerica today.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/tdc
Novenber 4, 1992

Karl Loren, Author

c/ o general delivery

Bur bank, California state

Postal Zone 91504/tdc

Dear Karl:

Thank you for the conplinmentary copy of Verity, Volune 2, Nunber 10
dated November 1, 1992. Although | do not care to get embroiled in the trust
controversy described in this issue of Verity, your newsletter does contain
the followi ng paragraphs which, in my hunble opinion, contain serious errors.
Nurmbers in [brackets] are ny paragraph nunbers, for ease of reference:

[1] W in the United States tax U S. Citizens on their income whether they
live in the US or in a foreign country. W tax those U S. Citizens
regardl ess of residence, on their incone whether they received it from
within the United States or fromoutside the United States.

[ 2] W even go so far as to tax aliens who reside within the United States
-- on their income fromeither within the U S. or outside the U S

[ 3] A U S. Supreme Court case [Cook v. Tait, 265 U S. 47 (1924)] requires
the U S. Citizen abroad to pay taxes in the U S.

[ 4] The Supreme court ruled in this case that the United States has the
power to tax its citizens on their worldw de inconme solely by reason of
their citizenship.

[ 5] "No other mmjor country in the world taxes its nonresident citizens on
their foreign-source inconmes at all" according to Marshall J. Langer,
Professor of Law, Mam University, author of Practical International
Tax Planning. There is even a tax law that makes it illegal to change
your U S. citizenship for the purpose of avoiding taxes! [citing IRC
Section 877(a)]

[ 6] W even go so far as to tax nonresident aliens who reside outside the
U S., but who receive incone FROM within the United States. [citing IRC
Sections 871(a) and 871(b)]

[7] But, the IRS certainly does not try to collect incone taxes from a
nonresi dent alien who receives his ONLY incone from sources without the
Uni ted States.

[ 8] It would be ludicrous to even pause to consider the possibility of the

United States claimng tax jurisdiction over a nonresident alien
earni ng i ncome froma non-US Source!
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| am somewhat chagrinned to be witing this letter in the first place,
because you purchased The Federal Zone sone nonths ago, and your witten
conmuni cations to ne seened to inply that you understood, and agreed with,
t he book. The above quoted paragraphs from Verity, dated Novenber 1, 1992,
now | eave ne wondering just how nuch of The Federal Zone you actually read
and under st ood. Let nme proceed with an analysis of your statenents,
par agr aph- by- par agr aph:

[1] The Internal Revenue Code (IRC) and the regulations which
promul gate that Code (26 CFR) do not inpose federal incone taxes on
"U S Citizens". The regulations at 26 CFR 1.1-1(b) and (c) state that
income tax liability is inposed on the worldw de incone of "citizens of

the United States" and "residents of the United States”. In English,
there is a world of difference between a proper noun and a conmmon noun.
Proper nouns are capitalized; comon nouns are not. |If you think this

distinction is irrelevant or nmerely academic, then it is now incunbent
upon you to carry the burden of finding and denonstrating one single
reference to "US. Citizens" in the IRC and its regulations.
References to "Ctizen" or "Citizens" in the first word of a sentence,
or in paragraph headi ngs, do not count, because formal English requires
that terms in such granmatical positions be capitalized.

Moreover, the Hooven case quoted and discussed in The Federal
Zone proves that the term "United States" has at least three different
nmeanings in law. This fact is supported by the sanme neani ngs which are
found in Black's Law Dictionary, Sixth Edition. The late John Knox
once confided to ne that the Solicitor CGeneral in De Linma v. Bidwell
actually argued that the term "United States" has at least five (5)
different nmeanings in the Constitution. | am also told that James
Madi son anticipated the anmbiguity found in the term "United States",
and docunented this anbiguity in his notes on the Constitutional
Convention. These notes were reportedly published in 1840, but to date
I have been unsuccessful in locating a copy of these notes. Your
paragraph [1] is anbiguous for failing to define precisely which of
these several nmeanings you are utilizing. This is crucial because you

make the all-inportant distinction between inconme derived from sources
within the "United States" and incone derived from sources without the
"United States". A precise definition of "United States" is therefore

pivotal to any and all discussions of federal tax |aw

Moreover, the 50 States are considered to be "foreign countries"”
with respect to the "United States", for purposes of federal taxation,
because the regulations clearly define the "United States" to be the
territory over which the federal government has exclusive rights. This
is the very sane termthat is found in 1:8:17 in the Constitution and
for this reason "exclusive" is also a pivotal term The 50 States of
the Union retain all rights not reserved by the people and not
explicitly enunerated for the federal governnent by the Constitution
(see the 9th and 10th Anendnents for proof).
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[3]

[4]

[5]

The Federal Zone:

Again, this paragraph fails to provide a precise definition of

"United States". Moreover, it makes reference to "aliens" who "reside
within the United States". If you study IRC 7701(b)(1)(B) very
carefully, you will discover that an "alien" is an individual who is
not a "citizen of the United States" and a "nonresident” is an
i ndividual who is not a "resident of the United States (within the
nmeani ng of subparagraph (A)". I RC 7701(b)(1)(A) is inmportant because
it defines the three tests which distinguish "resident aliens" from
"nonresident aliens". These three tests are the only ways in which an
"alien" can be a "resident alien". Therefore, these three tests define
"resi dence" for purposes of federal incone taxation. See also IRS
Publ i cation 519: "For tax purposes, an alien is an individual who is
not a US. citizen." Therefore, a State Citizen who is not also a

federal citizen is an alien for federal tax purposes. Your paragraph
[2] is vague and therefore void.

Again, you nake reference to a "U S. Ctizen". See discussion of
par agraph [1] above.

Now you make reference to the "United States", "its citizens" and
“"their citizenship". Oddly, this paragraph is grammatically and
legally correct, because the Congress does have exclusive |egislative
jurisdiction over its own federal citizens, no matter where on planet

Earth they may "reside". The enclosed materials go into great depth to
explain the distinction between federal citizens and State G tizens, so
| won't belabor this distinction here. It is inportant to realize that

the distinction between these two classes of citizenship is as
i mportant and fundanmental as the distinction between the State and

federal governments. See the Crui kshank case, K Tashiro v. Jordan,
and Ex parte Knowl es for proof. The Sl aughter House Cases are the
sem nal decisions in this area. |If you fail to educate yourself about
this inportant legal history, you will continue to propagate the Kkind

of confusion which is evident in Verity for Novenmber 1, 1992.

Here again you are back on track, but it is not clear whether you

are back on track knowingly and intentionally, or not. Congress has
authority to tax its own federal citizens, wherever they reside and
wherever the source of their incomne. Therefore, "resident citizens"

and "nonresident citizens" are treated the same in federal tax |aw
because the worl dwi de income of both groups is taxed. Your paragraph
[5] does nmke a grievous error, however, by stating that the tax |aw

makes it illegal to change your "U.S. citizenship" for the purpose of
avoi di ng taxes. Your paragraph [5] then cites IRC 877(a). This is not
what Section 877(a) says, nor is expatriation made illegal by any
subpar agraphs of Section 877. Read them |RC 877 nerely discusses the
rules which shall govern federal tax liability when expatriation
occurs. It does not outlaw expatriation
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This paragraph is also correct on its face, but it too suffers
for lacking a precise definition of "United States" and "U S "
Sections 871(a) and 871(b) are governed by the statutory definition of
"United States" that is found at IRC 7701(a)(9). This definition, in
turn, is governed by the statutory definition of "State" that is found
at I RC 7701(a) (10). IT IS VERY | MPORTANT TO TAKE CAREFUL NOTE OF THE
EXACT WORDI NG OF 7701(a) (10):

The term "State" shall be construed to include the District of
Col unbi a, where such construction is necessary to carry out the
provisions of this title.

[ enphasi s added]

Now, it is true that the terms "includes" and "including" are
qualified by IRC 7701(c), but notice that "include" is not qualified by
| RC 7701(c). This may seem like nit-picking, but the published rules
of statutory construction do apply here. Specifically, the rule of
inclusio unius est exclusio alterius (the inclusion of one is the
exclusion of others) states that an irrefutable inference nmust be drawn
that what is onmtted or excluded from a statutory definition was

intended to be omtted or excluded. The term "include" is excluded
from 7701(c). The term "California" is excluded from 7701(a)(10).
Therefore, all by itself, this rule of statutory construction allows us
to infer that "include" is not expansive and "California" is excluded

fromthe statutory definition of "State" found at 7701(a)(10).

There are other rules of statutory construction which produce the
sanme result, e.g., ejusdem generis (the federal zone and the 50 States
are not in the sane general class of entities because the 50 States are
nmenbers of the Union, while the areas within the federal zone are not).
Now the burden is upon you to prove otherw se. Don't forget that any
doubt must be resolved in favor of those upon whomthe tax is sought to
be laid; the Suprenme Court has said so, nore than once!

The IRS nobst certainly does try to collect inconme taxes from
nonresi dent aliens who receive their ONLY inconme from sources without

the "United States". For purposes of income taxation, the "United
States" as defined in the IRC is no larger than the territory over
whi ch Congress exercises exclusive legislative authority, i.e., the
federal zone. If you study Treasury Decision 2313 carefully, you wll
cone to discover that Frank Brushaber was classified by the Treasury
Departnment as a nonresident alien. His court docunents prove that he

claimed to be a State Citizen who lived and worked in New York City.
Therefore, State Citizens who are not also federal citizens are
"nonresident aliens" as far as federal incone taxes are concerned. How
many nillions of Americans have been victimzed by the deliberate and
crimnal confusion which has been fostered by vague and anbi guous terns
in the IRC? | say at least 100 million, counting all those who have
paid i ncomre taxes and passed away since 1913.
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[ 8] It certainly is ludicrous for the "United States" to claim tax
jurisdiction over nonresident aliens who earn incone from "non-US"
sources, but |IT nakes this claim all the tine. By IT | nean the

authority granted to Congress by 1:8:17 and 4:3:2 in the US.
Constitution, which authority MJST be lawfully delegated to the
Internal Revenue Service (a private nmercantile organization which
collects interest paynents for the Federal Reserve banks).

The evidence is overwhelm ng that Congress sinmply does not have
exclusive l|egislative authority over the 50 States. The study entitled
“Jurisdiction Over Federal Areas Wthin the States" makes this case
over and over and over. At last count, this study cites nore than 700
federal and state court cases which all found the sanme thing: Congress
does not enjoy exclusive legislative jurisdiction inside the boundaries
of the 50 States wuntil and unless a State Legislature cedes its
sovereign jurisdiction to Congress, and does so for a specific parcel
of land (called an "encl ave").

At this point in the ganme, Karl, you can no longer claim
i gnorance of this massive body of case |aw. Congress cannot inpose a
direct tax on State Citizens unless that tax is duly apportioned. The
earnings of State Citizens are exenpt from taxation by the fundamental
law. The apportionment rule is found in the fundamental |aw, but there
are no apportionnent provisions anywhere in the Internal Revenue Code.
The burden is now upon you to prove otherw se!

A man with your intelligence should not hesitate to admt that the

anbiguities in the IRC had to be intentional. We know that the Treasury
Department can be clear when it needs to be clear. The nost inportant
anbiguity is found in the several neanings of "State" and "United States" in
the statute and its regulations. There is an obvious reason why the

definitions are not crystal clear and conpl etely unanmbi guous, and that reason
is MONEY. A crystal clear and conpletely unambi guous definition of federal
incone tax jurisdiction would linmit the definition of "United States" to the
federal zone and no nore. There is a massive anmount of case |aw which proves
that Congress does not exercise exclusive legislative jurisdiction upon any
of the Citizens or the territory of the 50 States.

In support of all nmy observations above, | have enclosed for your
information the drafts of several chapters from the third edition of The
Federal Zone, which has not yet been published. | strongly encourage you to
devour this material, and also the court cases and other publications cited
t her ei n. If you persist in claining that there is nothing to be nade of
di fference between "Citizens" and "citizens", particularly in the face of all
the evidence which | am now sharing with you, then | wll be forced to
conclude that you and | going in opposite directions. At the very |east, |
will be forced to conclude that your understanding of federal tax |aw does
not warrant the high costs you are charging for your trust advisory services.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

encl osur es
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

Cctober 1, 1992

H John,

I've continued to think about De Ganay v. Lederer, 250 U S. 376.
Here's a decision table to help us organize our thoughts. It is not
necessarily rigorous or exhaustive, but provides a useful framework. For

what it's worth, this table distinguishes stockholder dividends from
corporate profits, as foll ows:

Case 1:
Bot h st ockhol der and corporati on are overseas.

Plaintiff Def endant 16'" Result

Over seas over seas yes Congress cannot tax at all because
NRA corp. both are beyond its jurisdiction.
over seas over seas no Congress cannot tax at all because
NRA corp. both are beyond its jurisdiction.

The decisive factor here is territorial jurisdiction. The 16th Anendnent is
irrelevant.

Case 2:
Corporation is chartered by a Union State (a/k/a "State corp."). The tax on
st ockhol der dividends is a "direct" tax, per Poll ock.

Plaintiff Def endant 16'" Result

over seas State yes Congress can tax wi thout apportionnent
NRA corp. because stockhol der is not protected by
the Constitution.

over seas State no Congress can tax w thout apportionnent,
NRA corp. because stockhol der is not protected by
the Constitution.

State State yes Congress can tax wi thout apportionnent
Ctizen corp. if both are inside a Union State.

State State no Congress cannot tax w thout apportion,
Citizen corp. Congress can tax with apportion,

if both are inside a Union State.
The decisive factor here is the protection afforded by the applicable

Constitution(s), if any. Note that a ratified 16th Amendnent nakes a
difference for State Citizens, but not for overseas NRA's.
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Case 3:
Corporation is chartered by a Union State (a/k/a "State corp."). The tax on
corporate profits is always an "indirect" tax:

Plaintiff Def endant 16'" Result

ei t her State yes Congress can tax if tax is uniformand
NRA corp. corporation is inside a Union State
ei t her State no Congress can tax if tax is uniformand
NRA corp. corporation is inside a Union State

The decisive factor here is that profit generation by State corporations is a
revenue-taxable activity because corporations are privileged creations of
governnent (they enjoy the privilege of limted liability). The tax rates
nmust be uniform however.

Case 4:
Corporation is chartered inside federal zone (a/k/a "donestic").
The tax on corporate profits is always an indirect tax.

Pl ai ntiff Def endant 16'" Result

ei t her donestic yes i nsi de federal zone, Congress can tax
NRA corp. wi t hout uniformity or apportionnent
ei t her donestic no i nside federal zone, Congress can tax
NRA corp. wi t hout uniformity or apportionnent

The decisive factor here is that profit generation by "donestic" corporations
is a revenue-taxable activity because these corporations are privileged
creations of Congress. Tax rates need not be uniform or apportioned,; only
majority rule needs to be satisfied.

Sumary

Thus, if ny analysis of corporate profits is <correct, the 16th
Anendrment is not relevant, even if the corporation is chartered by a Union
State. Congress is free to define a tax on corporate profit as an excise

tax, and Congress need only satisfy the unifornmity rule if the corporation is
chartered by a Union State. Congress need only satisfy majority rule if the
corporation is chartered inside the federal zone (see Chapter 13, 3rd
edition).

The situation is a bit different if the subject is dividends. The
status of dividend recipients then becones relevant, as does the ratification
of the 16th Anendnent. | distinguish dividends from profits because they can
be taxed separately. There is no conpelling logical reason why dividend
payors mnust be held liable for the tax on dividends; di vi dend recipients
could be designated the liable party (if not the wi thhol ding agent).

So, the De Ganay case does not represent a threat to the thesis of The
Federal Zone after all. This is so because the dividend recipient was
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unprotected by the Constitution and the corporation was engaged in a
privileged, revenue-taxable activity, even if it was chartered by the
Conmmonweal t h of Pennsyl vani a.

If this analysis does anything, it reveals a need to distinguish
overseas NRA's (like Emily De Ganay) from State Citizens (like Frank R
Br ushaber). The current Internal Revenue Code does not rmake this

di stinction, however.

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

Account for Better Citizenship
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Conklin Rebuttal (briefly)

by

Paul Andrew M tchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

July 4, 1992

Liability of Individuals

Conklin is saying that nobody is nmade |iable for income taxes. His ad in The
Connector of May 1992 stated: "My nane is Bill Conklin and | have searched
the Internal Revenue code for twelve years: it is nmy opinion after extensive
research that there is no statute that makes anyone liable for the incone tax

." [enmphasis added]. This statement is wong; "wi t hhol di ng agents" are
specifically nade liable by Sections 1441 and 1461 of the Internal Revenue
Code (IRQ).

Ef fect of Regul ations

Conklin has witten privately that Congress cannot pronulgate regulations
whi ch exceed the statute and that a regulation cannot exceed the linitations

created by the statute. The preponderance of case law proves that the
regulations in 26 CFR do have the force and effect of law See 2 Am Jur 2d
Section 289 et seq. See also the Federal Register Act and Adninistrative

Procedure Act. The regulations in 26 CFR are not so easily swept away.

In re: Becraft

This is not a good decision because Becraft's research concludes that only
"aliens here and citizens abroad" are liable for federal incone taxes. This
conclusion is easily disproven by 26 CFR 1.1-1(b), one of the key regul ations
whi ch define the incone tax liability of individuals:

In general, all citizens of the United States**, wherever resident, and
all resident alien individuals are liable to the incone taxes inposed
by the Code whether the income is received from sources wthin or
wi thout the United States**.

[26 CFR 1.1-1(b), enphasis added]

Moreover, that court reduced Becraft's argunent to one el enental proposition,
and rejected it for "absurdity" and "frivolity":

The Sixteenth Amendnent does not authorize a direct non-apportioned
income tax on resident United States citizens [sic] and thus such
citizens are not subject to the federal incone tax |aws. We hardly
need coment on the patent absurdity and frivolity of such a
proposi tion.
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Vel |, the Brushaber decision found otherw se. Moreover, the Becraft court
uses the term "resident United States citizen", which manifests a |ack of
understandi ng of the relevant regulations and their legislative history. The

citizen/alien dinension is a birth status (or naturalization status). The
resi dent/nonresident dinension is a |ocation status. The term "resident
United States citizen" only nakes sense if one intends to distinguish it from
"nonresident United States citizen", "resident alien" and "nonresident
alien". The Becraft court would benefit enornously by mastering The Matrix
as explained in The Federal Zone. Their failure to define ternms is a

serious, if not fatal flaw

US v. Collins

* By citing Collins as an authority for defeating The Federal Zone
t hesi s, Conklin confuses judicial jurisdiction wth |Ilegislative
jurisdiction. The two are obviously different: district court

jurisdiction is created by statute, legislative jurisdiction is created
by the Constitution.

* Collins ruled: "The argunent that the sixteenth anendnent does not
authorize a direct, non-apportioned tax on United States citizens
simlarly is devoid of any arguable basis in |law' [enphasis added].
This statenment is denonstrably false because the Brushaber decision
supports this argument.

* Collins also ruled: "For seventy-five years, the Suprene Court has
recogni zed that the sixteenth amendment authorizes a direct
nonapportioned tax upon United States citizens throughout the nation,
not just in federal enclaves, see Brushaber ...." Brushaber is NOT an
authority for this statenent; Brushaber ruled that incone taxes are
indirect taxes and the only effect of the 16th Anmendnent was to
overturn the Pollock principle. Read it!

The exi stence of one or nobre apparently unfavorable cases does not invalidate
The Federal Zone (see Unfavorable Case Law bel ow).

Si xt eent h Amendnent

Most federal courts refuse to recognize the nmountain of material evidence

whi ch inpugns the ratification of the so-called 16th Anendnent. However, the
judge in U.S. v. Benson adnmitted, on the record, that there is no lawif Bill
Benson is correct. By citing Collins, Conklin is siding with irresponsible
judges who |abel the evidence a "political" question. Wwell, it wasn't a
"political" question in the years imediately after the amendment was
"declared" ratified. Both the Collins and Becraft decisions are badly

defective because they attenpt to sustain the obvious fiction that there is
no material evidence against the 16th Amendnent. M. Conklin needs to choose
between fact and fiction. (Racing firenmen don't stop for curb dogs.)
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Treasury Deci sion 2313

This Treasury Decision is crucial evidence that The Federal Zone's status and
jurisdiction argunents are valid. Frank Brushaber declared hinmself to be a
citizen of the State of New York, and a resident of the Borough of Brooklyn,
in the Gty of New York. Both the federal courts and the Treasury Depart nent
found that Frank Brushaber was a NONRESI DENT ALIEN, according to their own
rules! The Secretary of the Treasury had no basis for extending T.D. 2313 to
those who were not parties to the Brushaber case. Frank Brushaber did err in
assum ng that his defendant was a foreign corporation; the Union Pacific
Rai | road Conpany was a donestic corporation, because it was originally
created by an Act of Congress. Conklin has neglected to nention T.D. 2313
anywhere in his published and private communi cati ons.

The Three United States

The Hooven case is standing authority for the fact that the term "United
States" has three separate neanings, all different from each other. Federa

courts had an excuse before this decision; but after Hooven, courts have no
excuse for failing to specify which of these three neanings they intend, with

each and every use of the term This lack of specificity leads to
uncertainty, which leads in turn to court decisions which are also void for
vagueness. The 6th Anmendnent guarantees our right to ignore vague and

anbi guous laws, and this nust be extended to vague and anbi guous case | aw.
Moreover, Hooven is also standing authority for the principle of territoria
het erogeneity, an inportant thene in The Federal Zone which Conklin ignores
al nrost conpl etely. Simlarly, Conklin has failed even to nention "The
I nsul ar Cases" or to deal with the obvious relevance of Downes v. Bidwell
namely, excise unifornmty doesn't rule inside the federal zone; the majority
rul es inside the federal zone.

Know edge of the Book

Conklin has not purchased The Federal Zone, and has yet to adnit that he has
even read the book. The failed ratification of the Sixteenth Anendnent
figures prominently in the book's main logic. Territorial heterogeneity is a
thene which Conklin ignores alnost conpletely. The "void for vagueness"
doctrine affords all of us an opportunity to agree, on the vagueness at
| east. If the statute is clear, then why did Conklin fail to find the
sections that nake wi thholding agents liable? He had 12 years, and he stil
nm ssed them The Spreckels case ruled that "doubt is to be resolved in favor
of those upon whom the tax is sought to be laid." Wggleswrth ruled that,
in case of doubt, statutes |evying taxes "are construed nost strongly against
the Governnent, and in favor of the citizen". The continuing debate on all
sides is inmportant enpirical proof that the IRC should be nullified for
vagueness. |f the Supreme Court cannot be clear, then nobody can; and their
titles are Justice.
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Unf avor abl e Case Law

The exi stence of one or nobre apparently unfavorable cases does not invalidate
The Federal Zone, particularly when those cases are predicated on rebuttable
assunptions (like the 16th Anendment, or “"clarity" in the statute, or
arbitrary definitions of "incone"). The book proves that chaos exists in the
rel evant federal cases: the Supreme Court has clearly contradicted itself
when defining the effects of a ratified 16th Anmendnent. "The devil can quote
scripture for his purpose,” wote WIIiam Shakespeare. Wth courts in
conflict, one can cite authorities for either side of any such unresolved
debates. The Prince of Darkness is also the Prince of Lies.

Private Law

There are nany nysteries which are amazingly clarified by The Federal Zone

including the "private law' nature of the IRC The IRC is a nunicipal
statute for the federal zone. Congress is the sovereign nunicipal authority
for the federal zone. If Congress had intended the IRC to apply to all 50
States, Title 26 should have been enacted into positive, "public" |aw It

was not. (For details, see Super Gun by Lori Jacques, pages 74-81.)

Uni f orm Comer ci al Code

The UCC is precisely on point, because federal tax returns are "foreign bills
of exchange" which are subject to rules, regulations and case |aw which have
built up around the UCC The 50 States are "foreign" with respect to each
other, just as each is foreign with respect to the federal zone (see In re
Merriam. The UCC has explicit provisions for reserving the unalienable
rights of those who enter such contracts, including but not linmted to the
right to due process and the immunity against self-incrimnation. Mor eover,
the UCC has a guarantee that statutes must be construed in harnony with the
Conmon Law. The U.S. Constitution is the last vestige of the Compbn Law at
the federal |evel

The Snoking Gun

The Federal Zone docunents the "snoking gun" -- awesone proof that the
vagueness, deception, confusion and jurisdictional anmbiguities in the
I nternal Revenue Code were deliberate.
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MEMO

TO John Voss, Director, N C B. A
other interested parties

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

DATE: June 9, 1992

SUBJECT: Do the regulations in 26 CFR

have the force and effect of |aw?
The debate fostered by the clains on N.C B A's $50,000 Reward appears to
have reached the followi ng point of departure:

M. Conklin has argued that the |IRC nakes nobody liable for federal
i ncone taxes.

This argunent was defeated by reference to clear sections of the IRC
whi ch make "withhol di ng agents" liable for federal inconme taxes.

| do not as yet know if M. Conklin is a w thhol ding agent.
In a private comunication, M. Conklin has also argued that the
regulations in 26 CFR create no liability because "a regulation cannot

exceed the limtations created by the statute.”

The purpose of the remminder of this neno is to cite sone of the case |aw
which is relevant to the questions of validity, and of the legal force and

effect, of regulations pronmulgated by the Secretary of the Treasury. The
attached abstracts from American Jurisprudence reveal a substantial body of
case law which is not always entirely consistent on this question. For
exanpl e:

A regul ation cannot supply onissions of the statute.

[2 Am Jur 2d, Section 289]
- but -

A regulation which fulfills the purpose of the |aw cannot be said to be
an addition to the | aw.
[ibid., Section 300]

The following are notable excerpts from the attached Am Jur sections that
deal with the effect and validity of rules:

Rul es, regulations, and general orders enacted by admnistrative

agenci es pursuant to the powers delegated to them have the force and
effect of law. [page 119]
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There have been applied to administrative regulations the principles
that everyone is presuned to know the law or that ignorance of the |aw
is no excuse, and the courts will take judicial notice of them [page
120]

[Tlhere is no violation of the Federal Constitution in an act of
Congress which provides for a defense to an action under the statute
based on good faith reliance upon any admnistrative regulation
[ page 120]

Admi nistrative regulations are held to be "laws" for various purposes
including jurisdiction of courts and crimnal liability. I f Congress
i mposes crimnal sanctions for disobedience of regulations, it can
hardly be contended that such regulations are not a "law' for the
purposes of the Crimnal Code. [page 121]

Conpliance with valid admnistrative regulations is conpliance wth
| aw, as has been held where it was sought to induce actions contrary to
the regulations or to inpose liability for actions which accorded with
regul ations. [page 122]

Valid administrative rules or regulations are generally regarded as
| egi slative enactnents, and have the sanme effect as if enacted by the
| egi slature. They have the force of a statute and the sanme effect as
if part of the original statute. They becone integral parts of the
statutes, particularly where they are legislative in nature -- that is,
are called for by the statute itself. [page 122]

While in the strict sense of the term an adninistrative regulation is
not actually a "statute" but is at nobst an offspring of a statute, a

regul ation may be deened to come within the term"statute." [page 123]
...[Rlules and regulations will be upheld where they are wthin the
statutory authority of the agency and reasonable, ... they nust be

sustained wunless unreasonable and plainly inconsistent wth the
statute. [page 123]

Only when discretion has been arbitrarily exercised, resulting in
injustice or unfairness, do the courts intervene to strike down a rule
promul gated by the proper agency designed to give appropriate effect to
the provisions of the act involved. [page 124]

Admi nistrative regulations which go beyond what the legislature can
aut horize are void and nay be disregarded. [page 124]

Regul ations which are legislative in character should not be overrul ed
by the courts unless clearly contrary to the will of the |egislature.
[ page 124]

Thus there are applicable the rules in regard to presunption of
validity and partial or entire invalidity; and, just as in individua
cases hardship and loss nmay flow from legislative acts which are
neverthel ess valid, so administrative regulations may also operate.
[ page 125]
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Admi nistrative rules and regulations, to be valid, nust be within the
authority conferred upon the admnistrative agency. A rule or
regul ation which is broader than the statute enpowering the neking of
rul es, or which oversteps the boundaries of interpretation of a statute
by extending or restricting the statute contrary to its neaning, cannot
be sustained. [page 127]

They are valid and binding only when they are in furtherance of the
intention of the legislature as evidenced by its acts, and a
regul ation, valid when pronul gated, becomes invalid upon the enactnent
of a statute in conflict wth the regulation. However, an
admnistrative regulation wll not be considered as having been
inmpliedly annulled by a subsequent act of the legislature unless the
two are irreconcilable, clearly repugnant, and so inconsistent that
t hey cannot have concurrent operation. [page 127]

Admi nistrative regulations which go beyond what the |egislature has
aut hori zed, which violate the statute, or which are inconsistent or out
of harmony with the statute conferring the power, have been said to be
void. [page 128]

[Aldmi nistrative regulations, to be valid, are required to be

appropriate, reasonable, or not inconsistent with |aw A rule or
regulation which is wthin the broad rulemaking powers comonly
conferred on adnministrative agencies will be sustained by the courts.
[ page 128]

[A] regulation which fulfills the purpose of the |aw cannot be said
to be an addition to the |aw Before a rule or regulation nmay be
declared void it must be definitely in excess of the scope of
authority, or plainly or palpably inconsistent with [aw. [page 129]

[Aln admi nistrative agency nmay not create a criminal offense or any
liability not sanctioned by the lawraking authority, wespecially a
liability for a tax or inspection fee. [page 129]

. [1]ssuance of regulations is in effect exercise of delegated
| egi sl ative power. [page 770]

Admi ni strative Procedure Act ... and Federal Register Act ... set up
procedure which nust be followed in order for agency rulings to be
given force of law. [page 770]

Contents of Federal Register are judicially noticed and may be cited by
vol ume and page nunber. [page 772]

[Flederal courts are required to take judicial notice of contents
of Federal Register. [page 772]

Code of Federal Regulations being nothing nore than supplenenta
edition of Federal Register, court is entitled to take judicial notice
of cited regulation in brief of prosecution[,] and conviction of
def endant thereon is not precluded by government's failure to introduce
such applicable section in evidence. [page 772]
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Court was required to take judicial notice of the Federal Register and
t he Code of Federal Regul ations. [page 772]

In closing, the followi ng excerpt from an unpublished treatise by attorney
Lowel | Becraft is extrenely relevant to the force and effect of regul ations:

CONSTRUCTI ON OF REGULATI ONS

In 5 US.C, section 301, heads of Executive departnents are
given authority to make and publish regulations. It has been
previously denonstrated how the current federal income tax laws in
qguestion today relate back to the 1916 incone tax act. Section 15 of
that act defined the terns "State" and "United States" in clear
jurisdictional terms. Al'l income tax acts passed by Congress have
authorized the Secretary of the Treasury to promulgate regul ations,
whi ch he has done since the first incone tax act in 1913. Al of the
i ncome tax regulations published since January 28, 1921, have defined
the people subject to the tax as "citizens of the United States subject
to its jurisdiction.” Thus, this phrase has been a part of the
regul ations for sone 67 years, and applied to the 1918, 1921, 1924
1926, 1928, 1932, 1934, 1936 and 1938 acts, as well as the 1939 and

1954 Codes.

The Secretary of the Treasury and the United States are firmy
bound by these prior regulations as well as the current Treasury
Regul ation 1.1-1(c), which defined the subject of the current tax as a
"citizen subject to its jurisdiction." A long line of Suprene Court

cases holds that an executive departnent head such as the Secretary of
the Treasury is bound by the regulations he so pronulgates and
publishes ....

And the Suprene Court has found that regulations consistently
promulgated in the sane |anguage for repeatedly re-enacted laws are
very significant. In dd Colony R Co. v. Conmission of Internal
Revenue, 284 U.S. 552, 52 S. Ct. 211 (1932), the Suprene Court held that
such regul ations are given an inplied | egislative approval :

"The repeated re-enactnment of a statute without substantia
change may anount to an inplied legislative approval of a
construction placed upon it by executive officers," 284 U S., at
557

[ enphasi s added]

This brings us to the following regulation; it mentions liability explicitly:

In general, all citizens of the United States, wherever resident, and
all resident alien individuals are liable to the incone taxes inposed
by the Code whether the income is received from sources wthin or
wi thout the United States.

[26 CFR 1.1-1(b)]
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MEMO
TO John Voss, Director
Nati onal Conmodity and Barter Association
FROM Paul Andrew M tchel |, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
DATE: June 7, 1992
SUBJECT: Federal Income Tax Liability
As distinct fromthe regulations published in 26 CFR, does the Interna
Revenue Code itself specifically nmke anybody liable for federal incone
taxes? Answer: a "w thholding agent" is specifically named as a "person" who
is mde liable for such a tax. The proof is found in the conbination of

Sections 1441 and 1461 of the IRC, as foll ows:
Section 1441. Wthhol ding of Tax on Nonresident Aliens.

(a) CGeneral Rule. -- Except as otherwi se provided in subsection (c)
all persons, in whatever capacity acting ... having the control
recei pt, custody, disposal, or paynent of any of the itens of
i ncome specified in subsection (b) (to the extent that any of
such itenms constitutes gross incone from sources wthin the
United States), of any nonresident alien individual or of any
foreign partnership shall ... deduct and withhold from such itens
a tax equal to 30 percent thereof, except that in the case of any
item of incone specified in the second sentence of subsection
(b), the tax shall be equal to 14 percent of such item

Section 1461. Liability for Wthheld Tax.

Every person required to deduct and w thhold any tax under this chapter
is hereby nade liable for such tax and is hereby indemified against
the clainms and demands of any person for the amount of any payments
made in accordance with the provisions of this chapter

[ enphasi s added]

Therefore, if Bill Conklin is a withholding agent, then he is liable for the
federal incone tax on the anmount he withholds. The question now becones: |Is
Bill Conklin a w thholding agent? Yes or No? It is inpossible to answer
this question from your $50,000 Reward advertisement, and | cannot tell from
any of the written comunications | have received fromhimto date.

Now, permit nme to specify the conditions under which Bill Conklin would
actually be liable for such a tax, by wusing a practical and realistic
exanple. Let us say that Bill Conklin has a good friend nanmed Sam who is an
Air Force budget analyst. This friend is responsible for a governnent
research budget, which provides grants for research in various areas of hunan
resources. Samis inpressed with Bill Conklin's know edge of the IRC. Wth
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Bill's consent, Sam agrees to hire Bill under contract to the Air Force to
provide tax consulting to other Air Force budget analysts |like Sam When
Bill gets this noney, he calls his colleague Johnny to help himwrk on this

project, and agrees to pay Johnny a flat rate of $60 per hour from the
research grant.

Johnny, by the way, is a nonresident alien, as confirmed by a recent

formal affidavit served on the Secretary of the Treasury. Havi ng accept ed
funds fromthe Air Force, Bill is thereby receiving noney from a source that
is "inside the United States". Rat her than paying Johnny the full $60 per
hour, the statute requires Bill to withhold 30 percent from Johnny's wages,

per Section 1441 of the IRC Moreover, Bill Conklin is the "person" who is
liable for this tax, not Johnny. However, Johnny would be required to file a
"return" on Form 1040NR, because he had "gross income" as defined in Section
872(a), to show that the tax had already been withheld and therefore paid.
The tax is actually paid by the "person nade |iable", that is, Bill Conklin.

Now, to elaborate this exanple just a little nmore, Bill hires two nore
peopl e, both of whom declare thenselves to be "United States citizens" and
both of whom conplete and sign a valid W4 certificate. By law, Bill is also
required to act as their "withholding agent", albeit at rates that are

different from the flat 30 percent Ilevied against the gross incone of
nonresident aliens. Gaduated tax rates are applied to their taxable incone.
Once again, as their withholding agent, Bill is also liable for the ampunts
whi ch he withheld fromtheir pay, as authorized by W4 certificates that were
lawfully and validly executed. The tax is actually paid by the "person made
liable", that is, Bill Conklin.

Incidentally, the above Sections are listed in the IRC definition of
"wi t hhol di ng agent", as foll ows:

(16) Wthholding Agent. -- The term "wi thholding agent" neans any
person required to deduct and wthhold any tax under the
provi sions of section 1441, 1442, 1443, or 1461.

[IRC 7701(a) (16)]
[ enphasi s added]

John, maybe | should withdraw nmy original claim and subnmt another one
for the full $50,000 anount. This is ny formal notice to you that | have
reserved nmy right to do so, even though and regardless of the fact that |
have already filed one claimfor $1 of this reward.

As | wite this, | must add that ny colleague John C. Alden just now
informed nme that recent N.C.B.A literature admts that w thholding agents
are specifically defined by statute to be liable for federal income taxes.
For the record, | have not yet read your literature on this subject, and

honestly heard about the literature for the first tine fromJohn C Al den.

Thank you very much for your consideration.
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Si ncerely yours,

/'s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
copi es: John Pl easant

Brett Brough
other interested parties
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MEMO
TO John C. Alden, MD.
FROM Paul Andrew M tchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
DATE: June 7, 1992
Let's conbine two recent analyses into one: the "liability" question and The

Matrix "chain" of |ogic.

It is interesting that the only "person" actually nmade liable by the statute
is a wthhol di ng agent.

When you go to the sections listed in the definition of "wthholding agent",
the term"nonresident alien" is nentioned.

When you go to the definition of "nonresident alien", the termis defined as
"not a citizen" and "not a resident".

The terns "citizen" and "resident" are entirely dependent on the neaning of
"United States".

The definition of "United States" is dependent on the neaning of "District of
Col unbi a" and the "States".

The definition of "States" is dependent on the neaning of the "District of
Col unbi a" and "include". And so on.

Notice how the thread from "liability" takes you right back down the same
path already traversed in ny original claimto the $50,000 reward. |It's like
a pile of spaghetti, only the strands nerge.

That is, "include" may be expansive, but it can only enconpass territory over
which the "United States" is sovereign.

For purposes of acquiring citizenship at birth, a person is born subject to
the jurisdiction of the "United States" if his birth occurs in territory over
which the "United States" is sovereign (from Am Jur).

W end up at the same place -- sovereignty -- which vaults us into the
domain of the study entitled Jurisdiction over Federal Areas within the
States (see Chapter 11 and al so Becraft's excellent brief on jurisdiction).

As you may already know, there is a large nunber of cases which define the
res judicata of sovereignty. W are right where we want to be!
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MENMD

TO John C. Alden, MD.

FROM Paul Andrew M tchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

DATE: May 28, 1992

SUBJECT: Sovereignty and The Matri x

| want to try some logic on you; it's an extension of the matrix logic
di scussed in The Federal Zone. Let's use the following schema, in order to
devel op a "chain" of |ogic:

c a
==l -

R| Re | Ra| R
ERRRIEEN

N| Nc| Na| N
EERRIEEEN
c a

Use capital letters to identify one matrix dinension, and snall letters to

identify the other matrix di nension.

Now, take an index card and cover up row 1 (the "Resident" row). This
| eaves only row 2 (the "Nonresident" row), colums 1 and 2. If you are a
"Nonresident", then it is inmportant to know whether you are a "citizen" or
not . If you are a "citizen", then you are an "Nc" and you pay tax on your
worl dwi de "inconme". If you are not a "citizen", then you are an "alien" and
you are an "Na". The definition of "citizen" is therefore pivotal.

Now, nove the index card so it covers only colum 2 (the "alien"

col um) . Whet her you are a "Resident" citizen ("Rc") or a "Nonresident"
citizen ("Nc"), you are still a "citizen" and you pay tax on your worl dwi de
"income" regardl ess of where you "Reside". The definition of "citizen" is

agai n pivotal.

Once again, nove the index card so it <covers only row 2 (the

"Nonr esident" row). Whether you are a Resident "citizen" ("Rc") or a
Resident "alien" ("Ra"), you are still a "Resident" and you pay tax on your
wor |l dwi de "incone" regardless of your status. Now the definition of

"Resi dent" becones pivotal.

Finally, nove the index card so it covers only colum 1 (the "citizen"

colum). If you are an "alien", then it is inportant to know whether you are
a "Resident" or not. If you are a "Resident", then you are an "Ra" and you
pay tax on your worldw de "inconme". |If you are not a Resident, then you are
an "Na". The definition of "Resident" is again pivotal.

We deduce from the above that the definitions of "citizen" and
"Resident" are both pivotal. Are these two definitions related in any way?
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Yes, they both refer to the same thing, nanely, the "United States". |If you
are not a "citizen" of the "United States", then you are an alien wth
respect to the "United States". If you are not a "Resident" of the "United
States", then you are a Nonresident with respect to the "United States". The
definitions of "citizen" and "Resident" thus pivot around the same term
"United States".

Al though Becraft's essay does an excellent job of describing the

jurisdiction of the "United States", it lacks the necessary rigor to define
precisely the status of its "citizens". As a result, his discussion of tax
"subjects" is vague and confusing (e.g., "aliens here, citizens abroad").

This is surprising, since our logic proves that the terms "citizen" and
"Resident" both pivot around the nmeaning of "United States", the jurisdiction
of which Becraft appears to understand quite well, but the citizens of which
Becraft appears to m sunderstand. Hi s confusion night have been elimnated
by better research into the exact definition of "citizen".

Conpare his discussion of tax "subjects" with the key we have found in
Aneri can Juri sprudence:

"A person is born subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, for
purposes of acquiring citizenship at birth, if his birth occurs in
territory over which the United States is sovereign ...."

| keep conming back to this statenent, because it is so clear and unequivocal .
It's too bad that Becraft didn't quote this definition and incorporate it

into his treatise. A "citizen of the United States" is a person who was
either born or naturalized in the "United States" and is also subject to its
jurisdiction. Thus, you are a "citizen of the United States" if you were

born in the "United States"” and you are subject to its jurisdiction. You are
also a "citizen of the United States" if you were naturalized in the "United
States" and you are subject to its jurisdiction. Pure logic allows for the
following two pernmutations: (1) you were born in the "United States" but you
are not now subject to its jurisdiction and (2) you were naturalized in the
"United States" but you are not now subject to its jurisdiction.
"Expatriation" is the |legal way of accounting for these two pernutations.

There are three official definitions of "United States", only two of
which are singular nouns (the nation and the federal zone). Usi ng
granmatical rules, the term "its jurisdiction" can only apply to the nation
or to the federal zone, but not to the 50 States (because the 50 States are
plural). So, we have to choose between the nation and the federal zone, and
the best way to do so is to understand the neaning of "sovereign" as used
above. The terns "citizen" and "Resident" pivot around the neaning of
"United States", and the term "United States" pivots around the neaning of
"soverei gn". Clearly, that territory over which the "United States" is
sovereign becones logically and absolutely fundanental to the whole
di scussi on.

Having come this far, the door is now open to Becraft's excellent
treatise on jurisdiction, and to the nmyriad of cases which define the
territory over which the "United States" is sovereign. The cases all
denonstrate that this territory does NOT include the 50 States. (I am not
aware of a single case which found otherwise.) Therefore, the term "United
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States" is NOT the nation in this context, because the 50 States bel ong,
wi t hout question, to the nation. The logic is not only correct; it also
conforns to the intent of the Constitution.
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

May 18, 1992
Charles L. Harrison
Correspondi ng Secretary
Monet ary Real i st Society
c/ o general delivery
St. Louis, Mssouri
Postal Zone 63131/tdc

Dear Charl es:

| amwiting in response to a statenent that is made in your bulletin
for April 1992 in the article entitled "He Didn't Do It; | Saw Hmwith M
Own Eyes!". This article nmakes the foll ow ng statenent:

"... the XVIth Anmendnent was never properly ratified by the states, and
thus, there IS no incone tax!"

This statement is incorrect because it is a non sequitor. Encl osed pl ease
find a collection of essays which examine this notion in depth. Wth all due
respect to authors Benson and Becknan, and to the |eaders of Patriot groups
around the country, this assertion is not only msleading, but also the cause
of much unnecessary confusion anpbng the nenbership, and woul d-be nenbership,
of these groups. | believe that, if you take the tinme to review the logic in
the enclosed papers, you will conme to see why there can be an incone tax
wi thout the 16th Amendnent.

In "The Insular Cases" that were decided at the turn of the century, 12
years prior to the so-called 16th Anmendnent, the Suprene Court gave its
bl essing to a doctrine which | have called "territorial heterogeneity" in ny

recent book entitled The Federal Zone. |n exercising its exclusive authority
over the federal zone, Congress is not subject to the sane constitutional
limtations that exist inside the 50 states. Specifically, Congress is not

required to apportion direct taxes levied inside the federal zone, with or
wi thout a 16th Anendrent.

For reasons like this, the areas that are inside and outside the
federal zone are heterogeneous with respect to each other. This difference
results in a principle of territorial heterogeneity: the areas within (or

inside) the federal zone are subject to one set of rules; the areas w thout
(or outside) the federal zone are subject to a different set of rules. The
Constitution rules outside the zone and inside the 50 States. The Congress
rules inside the zone and outside the 50 States.

The 50 States are, therefore, in one general class, because all
constitutional restraints upon Congress are in force throughout the 50
States, without prejudice to any one State. The areas within the federal

zone are in a different general class, because these sane constitutional
restraints sinply do not limt Congress inside that zone. This principle of
territorial heterogeneity is docunented in detail in Chapters 12 and 13 of
The Federal Zone: Cracking the Code of Internal Revenue. It stens from our
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pivotal finding that the IRC is a "nmunicipal statute", the territorial extent
of which is the federal zone. Congress is the "City Hall" for the federal
zone.

Now, there certainly are a host of reasons to believe that a failed
16th Anmendnent nullifies the federal incone tax. Anong these reasons are
statements in the Federal Register by Commi ssioners of Internal Revenue, and
other witten comunications which have issued from the Internal Revenue
Service over the years, that the 16th Anendnent is the federal government's
general authority to tax the incones of individuals and corporations. |f you
are building a reliance defense, the Federal Register statenents are
certainly a good place to start, because of the legal status extended to
noti ces that are published therein.

Neverthel ess, given the huge mass of evidence which seriously inmpugns
its ratification, in the face of which Congress has now fallen silent, the
act of declaring the 16th Anendnent ratified was an act of outright fraud by
Secretary of State Philander C. Knox in the year 1913. Therefore, it is not

surprising that succeeding officials in the federal government, I|ike Donald
C. Alexander in the year 1974, mght also be victins of this fraud, because
the work of Benson and Beckman was not published until the year 1985. It is

entirely possible that IRS officials were acting in good faith when they told
Anerica, for so many years, that the 16th Anendment was their required
authority. That's how sinister Knox's fraud actually was. However, a failed
16t h Anendnent does not nean that Congress now has no authority whatsoever to
levy direct taxes on incones, particularly when those incones derive from
sources that are situated inside territory over which Congress has exclusive
| egislative jurisdiction, i.e., the federal zone.

| sincerely hope that this letter, and the enclosed materials, do
provide you with a satisfactory clarification of the 16th Amendment and the
real constitutional inplications of its failure to be ratified. Thank you
for your consideration.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osur es
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Meno
TO Friends, Nei ghbors, Colleagues

and all interested people
FROM Paul Andrew M tchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship
DATE: April 8, 1992
SUBJECT: The "Key"

In the course of doing further research for the next edition of The

Federal Zone, | was directed by the work of author Lori Jacques to
investigate the reference work American Jurisprudence. I was delighted to

find a definition which provides the "key" we have all been |ooking for.
This key provides yet nore dramatic support for the nmjor jurisdictional
thesis of The Federal Zone, nanely, that the Internal Revenue Code is a
nmuni ci pal statute and "citizens of the United States" are those who are born
or naturalized into this nunicipal jurisdiction. Congress is the "Gty Hall"
for the federal zone. Read the followi ng very carefully:

Sec. 1420. -- Who is born in United States and subject to United
States jurisdiction

A person is born subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, for
purposes of acquiring citizenship at birth, if his birth occurs in
territory over which the United States is sovereign, even though
anot her country provides all governnental services within the territory
and the territory is subsequently ceded to the other country.
[111]

[3A Am Jur 2d, page 1419]

Note that the term "United States" is used in its singular sense, that
is, territory over which the United States is sovereign". This is
crucial evidence to support ny argunent that the term "United States", as
used in the IRC, refers to the second of three official definitions of that

term by the U'S. Suprenme Court. Note, in particular, the pivotal word
"sovereign", which controls the entire nmeaning of this passage. The federal
zone is the area over which Congress is sovereign; it does not include the
50 States because Congress is not sovereign over the 50 States. Chapter 11
in The Federal Zone is dedicated to discussing sovereignty in depth. My
thesis is bolstered even further by the qualifying phrase "... even though

the territory is subsequently ceded to the other country." Governnental

sovereignty over any territory is relinquished when that territory is ceded
to another country, but not before. (See Chapter 11 for details.) An area
of land joins the federal zone if and only if one of the 50 States cedes that
| and to Congress.

Now refer to the definition of "citizen of the United States" as
published in the Code of Federal Regulations for the Internal Revenue Code:
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(c) Who is a citizen. Every person born or naturalized in the United
States and subject to its jurisdiction is a citizen.
[26 CFR 1.1-1(c)]
[ enphasi s added]

Noti ce the singular sense of "its jurisdiction" in this regulation. |If
a person is naturalized in the "United States", he is autonmatically "subject
to its jurisdiction", because the Constitution authorizes Congress to
legislate rules for inmigration and naturalization. On the other hand, a
person is born "subject to its jurisdiction" if his birth occurs in territory
over which the "United States" is sovereign. Therefore, a person is born

subject to the jurisdiction of the "United States" if his birth occurs inside
the federal zone.

Notice also that the letter "c" in "citizen" is in lower case. This is
the case that is used in the word "citizen" throughout the Internal Revenue
Code and throughout the regulations. Those who argue against the upper/| ower
case distinction are overlooking this remarkable consistency, spanning nore
than 8,000 pages of law and regul ations. Such amazing consistency could
never have happened by accident; the odds against such an accident are
astronomical. W nust discount all references to "Citizen" in the first word
of any sentence, because English grammar requires that it be capitalized in
that position. The other occurrences of "Citizen" are found in the first
word of headi ng phrases, for exanple:

(b) Citizens or residents of the United States liable to tax.

[26 CFR 1.1-1(b)]

What ever anmbiguity this usage nay create is totally elimnated by the
statutory definition of "United States" in the |RC It is now conclusive
that the term"United States", as defined in the IRC, is the federal zone.

The above citation from American Jurisprudence is the key we have all
been looking for: it is succinct, unequivocal, and razor sharp. It is the
key which unlocks the chains that bind our freedom the chains which now
bel ong on the Congress of [belonging to] the united States of Anmerica.

Account for Better Citizenship
c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California state
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

April 7, 1992
Free State Constitutionists
c/ o general delivery
Bal ti nore, Maryl and
Postal Zone 21228/tdc

Dear Free State Constitutionists:
| have recently received fromyou a docunent entitled:

VE CHALLENGE ANYONE TO DI SPROVE
THESE FACTS ABQUT | NCOVE TAX LAW

| hereby accept this challenge, in good faith and with a sincere intent to
get to the bottom of this nmess we call federal income taxation. A docunent
very simlar to yours has been disseninated by the Save-A-Patriot Fellowship
for sone years.

Your docunent is erroneous because it is based on obsolete technol ogy
and an evident failure to penetrate the intentional deceptions which are
built into the Internal Revenue Code and its regulations. See encl osed
docunents. For exanple, your Fact #1 states:

RESI DENTS OF THE STATES OF THE UNION ARE NOT REQUI RED BY LAW TO FILE
FORMS 1040 AND THEY ARE NOT LI ABLE FOR THE PAYMENT OF A TAX ON "I NCOVE"
UNLESS THEY ARE W THHOLDI NG AGENTS.

This statement is erroneous because all "US. citizens" are liable for
federal taxes on their worldw de income, regardless of where they "reside"
and even if they are "residents of the States". | assune by "States" you

nean the 50 States of the Union. See 26 CFR 1.1-1 et seq. Congress has the
power to delegate to the Secretary of the Treasury the authority to issue
regul ations which have the force and effect of |aw Therefore, it 1is
somewhat msleading to argue that the statute does not contain this or that
speci fic provision when the regul ati ons do.

Moreover, if a "resident of the States" should receive dividends from
stocks and/or interest from bonds issued by "donestic" corporations, the
i ncome derived therefrom would be included in the quantity "gross inconme" as

defined at IRC 872(a). The payor of the dividends or interest is the
"wi t hhol di ng" agent, not the recipient. This is explained clearly in
Treasury Decision 2313. Frank Brushaber declared hinself a citizen of the

State of New York, and a resident of the Borough of Brooklyn, in the city of
New York. As such, T.D. 2313 designated him a nonresident alien. Any other
al | egations about his citizenship and residence assune facts that were not in
evi dence.

For your information, | have enclosed a nunber of other letters, and a

menorandum to individuals at the Save-A-Patriot Fellowship. | have heard
nothing fromthemin response to ny nenorandum
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| have also enclosed an order form for ny recently published book
entitled The Federal Zone: Cracking the Code of Internal Revenue. The
followi ng succinct statement is directly over the target (which explains to
me why we are getting so nmuch flak about our understanding of the statute and
its regul ations):

3A Am Jur 1420, Aiens and Citizens, explains: "A Person is born
subject to the jurisdiction of the United States, for purposes of
acquiring citizenship at birth, if his birth occurs in territory over
which the United States is sovereign ..."

[quoted in A Ticket to Liberty, Novenber 1990, page 32]

This statement, in and of itself, has enough power to unlock the entire
puzzle of federal incone taxation. When you understand sovereignty as it
applies to federal and State jurisdiction, you will own the key. And then
you can share this key with others. You would expect the government to
create a flood of propaganda and other diversions in order to distract
everyone from the core of their deception. This core is found in the

statutory definitions of "State" and "United States".

The constitutional authority for the IRC is 1:8:17 and 4:3:2. The
Suprenme Court gave its blessing to a |legislative denocracy inside the federal
zone in the case of Downes v. Bidwell (see enclosed). Accordingly, within
the federal zone, Congress is not restrained by the apportionment rule for
direct taxes, nor by the unifornmity rule for indirect taxes. The "mgjority"
rules inside the federal zone, not the constitution.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

encl osur es
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 27, 1992
Bill Conklin
N. C. B. A
c/ o general delivery
Denver, Col orado state
Post al Zone 80231/tdc

Dear Bill:

This is ny sincere attenpt to claim the $50,000 Reward which you have

recently publicized in newspapers around the country. Before | detail ny
claim | wish to express ny solemm intent to rebate $49,999 back to the
N.C.B.A., in the event that | earn the reward. Thus, you will owe ne $1.00
if 1 win, and | will gladly pay you $1.00 if | lose. By the way, who are the

judges in this contest? Are they unbiased? Are they federal?

1. What statute nakes Bill Conklin liable to pay an incone tax?

Before | can address this question, | need to know your answers to the
foll owi ng two questi ons:

(a) Are you a "citizen of the United States"?
(b) Are you a "resident of the United States"?

If your answer to either of these questions is YES, then you are liable for
federal taxes on the income which you derive from worldw de sources, as
fol |l ows:

In general, all citizens of the United States, wherever resident, and
all resident alien individuals are liable to the incone taxes inposed
by the Code whether the income is received from sources wthin or
without the United States. ... As to tax on nonresident alien
i ndi vidual s, see sections 871 and 877.

[26 CFR 1.1-1(b)]

If you have any question as to the meaning of the term"citizen of the United
States", then base your answer on the follow ng definition:

Every person born or naturalized in the United States and subject to
its jurisdictionis a citizen.

[26 CFR 1.1-1(c)]
If you are not a "citizen of the United States", then you are an alien
with respect to the "United States". If you have any question as to the

meaning of "resident alien", then base your answer on the follow ng
definition:
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Definition of Resident Alien and Nonresident Alien. --

(1) In General. -- For purposes of this title (other than subtitle B)

(A Resi dent Alien. --  An alien individual shall be treated
as a resident of the United States with respect to any
cal endar year if (and only if) such individual neets the
requi rements of clause (i), (ii), or (iii):

(i) Lawfully Admitted for Pernmanent Residence. -- Such
individual is a lawful pernmanent resident of the
United States at any tine during such cal endar year.

(ii) Substantial Presence Test. -- Such individual nmakes
the el ection provided in paragraph (3).

(iii) First Year Election. -- Such individual nakes the
el ection provided in paragraph (4).

[IRC 7701(b), enphasis added]

If you are not resident, then you are nonresident. Accordingly, if you
are not a "citizen of the United States" and you are not a "resident of the
United States", then you are a "nonresident alien" by definition:

(B) Nonr esi dent Alien. -- An individual is a nonresident alien if
such individual is neither a citizen of the United States nor a
resident of the United States (within the meaning of subparagraph
(A)). [see above]

[IRC 7701(b), enphasis added]

If you are a nonresident alien as defined, then you are liable for
federal taxes on your "gross incone" as defined:

(a) CGeneral Rule. -- In the case of a nonresident alien individual,
except where the context clearly indicates otherw se, gross
i ncorme includes only --

(1) gross income which is derived from sources wthin the
United States and which is not effectively connected with
the conduct of a trade or business within the United
States, and

(2) gross incone which is effectively connected wth the
conduct of a trade or business within the United States.

[IRC 872(a)]
If you are unclear what is nmeant by the term "United States", you nmay

utilize the general definition found in the Internal Revenue Code, as
fol | ows:
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(9) United States. -- The term "United States" when used in a
geographi cal sense includes only the States and the District of
Col unbi a.

[1RC 7701(a) (9)]

If you are wunclear what is neant by the term "States" in this
definition of "United States", you may utilize the definition found in the
I nternal Revenue Code, as foll ows:

(10) The term "State" shall be construed to include the District of
Col unbia, where such construction is necessary to carry out
provisions of this title.

If you are uncl ear about the operative nmeaning of the term "include" in
the above definition of "State", you may utilize the following clarification
of the ternms "includes" and "including", as foll ows:

(c) Includes and Including. -- The terns "includes" and "including"
when used in a definition contained in this title shall not be
deened to exclude other things otherwise within the neaning of
the term defi ned.

[IRC 7701(c)]
You will note that the term "include" is not mentioned in the definition of
"includes" and "including" at 7701(c). However, words inporting the plural
i nclude and apply to the singular form of those words:

Section 1. Wrds denoting nunmber, gender, and so forth.

In determining the meaning of any Act of Congress, unless the context

i ndi cates otherwise -- words inporting the singular include and apply
to several persons, parties or things; words inmporting the plural

i ncl ude the singular;
[1USC 1]
Thus, the definition of "State" also applies to the neaning of
"States", and the definition of "includes" also applies to "include". The
phrase "It includes ..." is singular in syntax; the phrase "they include
" is plural in syntax. Thus, the term "include" when used in the IRC
shall be deenmed to include other things otherwise within the nmeaning of the
term defi ned. Therefore, the neaning of "State" is not restricted to the

District of Colunbia. To determine what other things are otherwise within
the meaning of the term defined, see the follow ng:

(9) United States. The term "United States" when wused in a
geogr aphi cal sense includes any territory under the sovereignty
of the United States. It includes the states, the District of

Col unbi a, the possessions and territories of the United States,
the air space over the United States, and the seabed and subsoil
of those submarine areas which are adjacent to the territorial
waters of the United States and over which the United States has
exclusive rights, in accordance with international law, wth
respect to the exploration and exploitation of natural resources.
[26 CFR 1.911-2(9)]
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Thus, based upon the preceding, you may define the "United States" to consist
only of the follow ng constituent conponents:

(1) District of Colunmbia ......................... Federal State
(2) Commonweal th of Puerto Rico .................. Federal State
(3) Virginlslands ........... ... .. .. . .. Federal State
(4) GUaAM . . Federal State
(5) ANBrican Sanba .. ......oviii e Federal State
(6) Northern Mariana Islands ................ Federal Possession
(7) Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands .. Federal Possession

I nclusive of the aforenmentioned Federal States and Federal Possessions,
"exclusive federal jurisdiction" also extends over all Places purchased
by the Consent of the Legislature of one of the Fifty States, in which
the Sane shall be, for the FErection of Forts, Mgazines, Arsenals,
dock-Yards, and ot her needful Buil dings.

[see 1:8:17 and 4:3:2 in U S. Constitution]
Therefore, you may, as | have done, define the territory under the

sovereignty of the "United States" to consist of the District of Colunbia,
the federal territories and possessions, and the enclaves ceded to Congress

by acts of State Legislatures (such as nmilitary bases and the like). | have
coined the term "Federal Zone" to refer to all territory which is under the
sovereignty of the "United States”. This interpretation conforns to the

second of three Suprenme Court definitions of the term "United States", as
fol | ows:

The term "United States" nmay be used in any one of several senses. |t
may be nerely the nane of a sovereign occupying the position anal ogous
to that of other sovereigns in the famly of nations. It nay designate

the territory over which the sovereignty of the United States extends,

or it may be the collective name of the states which are united by and
under the Constitution.

[ Hooven & Allison Co. v. Evatt, 324 U S. 652]

[ enphasi s added]

To sunmarize, you are liable for federal taxes on incone derived from
worl dwi de sources if you are either a "citizen of the United States" or a

"resident of the United States" as those terns are defined above. |[|f you are
neither, then you are a nonresident alien and, as such, you are liable for
federal taxes on all incone which is derived from sources within the United
States (as defined above), and on all incone which is effectively connected

with the conduct of any "United States" trade or business. For example, if
you are enployed by the federal government, your pay cones from a source

inside the United States (as defined). Simlarly, if you receive dividends
from bonds issued by the federal government, or by corporations chartered in
the District of Colunbia (i.e., "donestic" corporations), this "incone"

derives froma source that is within the United States (as defined) and it is
taxable. See Treasury Decision 2313 for a clarification of the taxability of
bond interest and stock dividends issued by donestic corporations to
nonresi dent aliens.
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If you are unclear as to the neaning of the term "incone", please
understand that the Supreme Court has instructed Congress it cannot by any
definition it nmay adopt conclude the matter (of defining incone), because
Congress cannot by legislation alter the Constitution, from which alone it
derives its power to legislate, and within whose [imtations alone that power
can be lawfully exercised. Even though the 16th Anmendnent was never ratified
and the word "income" is not found in the Constitution, Congress has
continued to obey this prohibition. Nevert hel ess, the Suprene Court has
i ssued nunerous official definitions of the term "income", perhaps the nost
fanbus of which is the decision which issued this prohibition, nanmely, Eisner
v. Maconber, 252 U.S. 189. The Supreme Court has had to define "incone" so
many tines, it decided that the definition was finally settled in Merchant's
Loan & Trust v. Snmietanka, 255 U. S. 5009.

Finally, the 16th Amendnment is not the constitutional authority for the
I RC. That authority issues from 1:8:17 and 4:3:2 in the U S. Constitution.
The IRC is a "nunicipal" statute which is not affected by either the

apportionnent rule or the wunifornmty rule in the Constitution. Thi nk of
Congress as "City Hall" for the federal zone. Congress has exclusive
| egislative authority within the federal zone (see Downes v. Bidwell, 182

U S. 244, which is discussed in the attached nenorandum to staff mnenbers of
the Save-A-Patriot Fellowship). The operant "rule" that applies to the IRC
is mpjority rule. If you want to change the IRC, then change the conposition
of the Senate and House of Representatives.

2. How can Bill Conklin file a tax return wthout waiving his Fifth
Anendrent protected Rights?

Sign your nane with the follow ng phrase above your signature:

with explicit reservation of all nmy unalienable rights and without
prejudice to any of ny unalienable rights UCC 1-207

In order to informthe world as to the nmeaning of this phrase, you nmay opt to
attach an explanation |like the follow ng:

My use of the phrase "WTH EXPLICIT RESERVATION OF ALL MY RIGHTS AND
W THOUT PREJUDICE UCC 1-207" above nmnmy signature on this docunent
indicates: that | explicitly reject any and all benefits of the Uniform
Conmmerci al Code, absent a valid comercial agreenment which is in force
and to which I ama party, and cite its provisions herein only to serve

notice upon ALL agencies of governnent, whether international,
national, state, or local, that they, and not |, are subject to, and
bound by, all of its provisions, whether cited herein or not; that ny

explicit reservation of rights has served notice upon ALL agencies of
government of the "Renmedy" they mnust provide for me under Article 1,
Section 207 of the Uniform Conmmercial Code, whereby | have explicitly
reserved ny Common Law right not to be conpelled to perform under any
contract or conmercial agreenment, that | have not entered into
knowi ngly, vol untarily, and intentionally; t hat ny explicit
reservation of rights has served notice upon ALL agenci es of governnent
that they are ALL Iimited to proceeding against me only in harnony with
the Common Law and that | do not, and will not accept the liability
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associated with the "conpelled" benefit of any unrevealed conmercial
agreenents; and that nmy valid reservation of rights has preserved all
nmy rights and prevented the |oss of any such rights by application of
the concepts of waiver or estoppel.

Put sinmply, if you are signing a tax return, you are entering a
commercial agreenent with the "United States". CGovernment officials are
bound by the Uniform Conmercial Code to preserve your rights unless you waive
any of them with knowingly intelligent acts, done with sufficient awareness
of the relevant circunmstances and |ikely consequences (see Brady v. U S., 397
U S. 742, 748 (1970)). This places governnent officials on notice that they
nmust di sclose in advance all terns and conditions attached to that commerci al
agreenent. Your explicit reservation of rights prevents the |oss of any of
your rights, including your Fifth Anendnment protected right against self-
incrimnation, by application of the concepts of waiver or estoppel.

Finally, per 28 U S.C. 1746, if you are a nonresident alien, you should
nodi fy the perjury jurat on all IRS fornms by indicating that you are naking
your affirmation "without the United States, under the laws of the United
States of Anmerica". I have attached the operative statute, for vyour
i nformation. Note also the Form 1040X and 1040NR instructions for foreign
addresses. If you do not follow these instructions, the "United States" is
entitled to presume that you have a "donestic" address and that you are,
therefore, "resident” in the "United States" as defined.

If you have any questions about the above, and/or you w sh additional
clarification, please don't hesitate to contact ne in witing at the above
addr ess. Copi es of The Federal Zone: Cracking the Code of Internal Revenue
have already been forwarded to John Voss, Sharon Voss, and Brett Brough.
Mich additional clarification of ny answers in this letter can be found in
t hat book.

Thank you very much for your interest in the Internal Revenue Code.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
encl osures

copi es: John Voss

John Pl easant
Brett Brough
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 29, 1992
The Soverei gn Advi sor
Comon- Law Service Center HQ
3rd Judicial District
c/ o general delivery
Sacranento, California state

Dear Sovereign Advisor:

| was very happy to receive a conplinmentary copy of The Sovereign
Advi sor recently froma friend and colleague in the freedom novenent. Pl ease
accept ny qualified praise for your first edition, the Decenber |ssue "91".
| amwiting to share with you sone of the many thoughts which occurred to ne
as | was reading this first issue.

First of all, | am alarned by what | <consider to be a glaring
contradiction which is evident in your newsletter. On page 2 in the article
entitled "5, 4, 3, 2, 1, Liftoff!", you state:

There are several groups out there that are deliberately trying to keep
you within the system by claimng you are an American Citizen, this is
a false and misleading term ... Now if you are or claim to be an
Anerican Citizen and you are located within any one of the states of
the union you are a federal citizen, subject to the nunicipal |aws of
the district of colunmbia [sic].

On page 6, in the article entitled "Is the United States Quilty of
CGenoci de?" you state:

The State of California was required to have its own Citizens, who were
first, State Citizens, then as a consequence of State Citizenship were
American Citizens, known as Citizens of the United States, (Capitol
[sic] "C') there were [sic] no specific class as this, but for
traveling and protection by the United States governnent while out of
the country, they were generally called Citizens of the United States.
(capital "C")

It is difficult enough to identify oneself with the freedom novenent in the
United States of America without also having to reconcile the positions of
vari ous organi zations which contradict each other. It is entirely inpossible
to reconcile those sections of your newsletter which flatly contradict each
ot her.

Second, the former paragraph quoted above states that there are several
groups "out there" that are deliberately trying to keep us within the system
by claimng that we are American Citizens. | strongly object to this
statenent, for several reasons. Your statenment inplies that you are privy to
the motivations of individuals and groups who nmake this claim when you are
not. Unless people have actually revealed their notivations to you, | don't
see how you can be so privy to those notivations. Such a statenment in your
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newsl etter suggests a desire on your part to convince readers that you have
all the answers, and that others in the freedom novement do not. This sounds
nore |ike crass conmmercial advertising than serious |egal scholarship, and it
does serious damage to your overall credibility.

I, for one, have been known to utilize the term "American Ctizen" and
| have not done so with the purpose of keeping nyself and others "within the
systenm’ as you put it. If I amnot an Anmerican, then | do not know what |
am | have also distributed a great deal of witten nmaterials, anbng them an
affidavit of revocation, which wutilizes the term "Anerican Citizen" by
defining it clearly to mean a "free sovereign natural born Ctizen per 2:1:5
in the US. Constitution". I would certainly hope that you would have the
courtesy to extend your respect to any of us who take the time to define our
ternms with care, and not accuse us of trying to keep people "in the systent,
even though our choice of definitions may not agree with yours.

Since our nation has been known as the United States of Anerica at
| east since the U S. Constitution was ratified, your definition of "Anerican
Citizens" as federal citizens is nisleading and confusing. There is a
popul ar, colloquial sense in which we are ALL Anericans. | would hesitate to
recormend that any Anmericans stop using that term to identify thenselves,
particularly when The Sovereign Advisor obviously cannot make up its own nind
about the nmeaning of "American Citizens".

El sewhere in your newsletter, you state:

An Anerican Citizen is an Indian who |eaves the reservation; a UsS.
Citizen residing outside the District of Colunbia in one of the federal
judicial districts; an alien residing in one of the several states; a
State Citizen residing outside of the several states of the union.

In this statenent, did you nmean to say that an Anerican Citizen is a "US.
Citizen" or a "US. citizen"? Your use of the phrase "residing outside the
District of Columbia"” is also confusing. The distinction that is nade
between the terns "resident" and "nonresident" at |IRC 7701(b)(1) suggests
that one can be either a "US. Citizen" or a "US. citizen", regardless of
whether one is a "resident" in the District of Colunbia or not. One
attribute is a birth status; the other attribute is a location status. Note,
in particular, your own citation of Cook v. Tait, which stated that "citizens
of the United States wherever they are resident" are subject to the incone
tax, which is based upon citizenship of the United States. The phrase
"wherever they are resident" is very revealing in this context.

I RC Section 7701(b)(1)(B) nmakes it very clear that one is an "alien"
with respect to the "United States" if and only if one is not a "citizen of
the United States". You have used the term "alien" w thout defining it, and
wi t hout proper citations in case |aw (See Treasury Decision 2313.) The
definition found in the IRC nmakes it very clear that one is an alien if and
only if one is not a "citizen of the United States". Therefore, the term
"alien" as defined enconpasses all of the following: State Ctizens, Citizens
of foreign countries like France, and beings from other planets. Very
simply, you are an "alien" if you are not a "citizen", and you are a
"nonresident” if you are not a resident (see IRC 7701(b)(1)(A)-(B)).

Page P - 90 of 118



Appendi x P

Allow ne to offer the following clarifications. | define an "American
Citizen" to nean a sovereign State Citizen. (You are free to disagree with
this definition, but bear with nme for the nonent, please.) As such, a
sovereign State Citizen is identifiable by the term"U S. Ctizen", which is
an abbreviated way of saying "Citizen of the United States of Anerica", or
"Citizen of one of the 50 States of the Union". The term "United States" in
this context means the 50 States of the Union, united by the Constitution.

A sovereign State Citizen is not a "citizen of the United States”
(which is another way of saying "U'S. citizen") because the "United States”
in this context means the subjects and jurisdiction over which Congress has
exclusive legislative authority. In order to solve a very |large nunber of
term nol ogy problens, | refer to this jurisdiction as "The Federal Zone",
nanely, the areas of |and over which the Congress has exclusive |egislative
aut hority. These areas of |and consist of the District of Colunbia, the
federal territories and possessions, and all federal enclaves ceded to
Congress by acts of the State Legislatures. The authority to have excl usive
jurisdiction over these areas of land issues from 1:8:17 and 4:3:2 in the
U. S. Constitution. You may choose to disagree with this interpretation of
the term "exclusive", but in doing so you are disagreeing with the Suprene
Court of the United States (see Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U S 244 (1901)). The
authority for the IRCis not the so-called 16th Anendnent, despite statenents
to that effect which have been published in the Federal Register by former
Commi ssi oners of |nternal Revenue.

Accordingly, an "alien residing in one of the several states" is a
"nonresident alien" with respect to the "United States" as defined in the
IRC, that is, with respect to The Federal Zone, if he was born in one of the
50 States. An "alien residing in one of the several states" is a "resident
alien" with respect to the "United States" as defined by the IRC, i.e., with
respect to The Federal Zone, if he was born in a foreign country like France

and he was lawfully admitted for pernanent residence. Noti ce the phrase
"lawfully adnitted for permanent residence". Birth status and |ocation
status create four different cases: resident citizen, nonresident citizen,

resident alien, and nonresident alien.

Congress has jurisdiction over immMgration and naturalization;
Congress does not have jurisdiction over sovereign State Citizens, because
They created the Constitution, and the Constitution created Congress. I
presume that you are using the term "several states" to nean the 50 States,
even though you have not capitalized the word "states". | prefer to use the
| ower-case "states" to refer to federal territories and possessions and
upper-case "States" to refer to the 50 Soverei gn Menmbers of the Union.

The phrase "State Ctizen residing outside of the several states of the
union" is also anbiguous, because it does not identify whether this "State
Citizen" is residing inside The Federal Zone, or inside a foreign country

i ke France. It nakes a difference. If this "State Citizen" resides inside
The Federal Zone, then he is a "resident alien" by definition (see
substantial presence test at 7701(b)(1)(A)). If he resides inside a foreign
country like France, then he is a "nonresident alien" with respect to The
Federal Zone, but he is still a "Ctizen of the United States of America"

and, as such, Congress does have jurisdiction over himas long as he resides
t her ei n. He could request the protection of the U S State Departnent, for
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exanple, by seeking help from an Anerican enbassy, and his status as a
"Citizen of the United States of Anerica" would entitle him to that
protection.

Finally, | am very concerned about the poor state of grammar, spelling
and punctuation in your newsletter. Any organization which clains to know a
technical subject |ike law, and which clains to know it well enough to
publicize a newsletter on a specialized aspect of law, should be willing to
enbrace the mininum standard for |anguage accuracy. You have nmmde a big
issue of upper and |lower case letters, then you refer to the seat of
governnent and "the nunicipal laws of the district of colunbia". When the

District of Colunbia is obviously at issue here, you should know better than
to refer to the first letter in "Ctizen" as "Capitol C', when the correct

term is "capital C'. Then you refer to "capital C' imediately after
referring to "Capitol C'. (I's it possible that your staff is infiltrated?)
The Congress conducts its business in the "Capitol" building; upper case
letters are referred to as "capital" letters. |If you are attenpting to wite

in an expository style, then do everything to insure that your exposition is
cl ear, unequivocal and precise. QOherw se, you run the risk that a conpeting
group will criticize you for being notivated by an intent to equivocate in
your newsletter, when you are not so notivated (as far as | can tell).

Pl ease accept these criticisms in the constructive spirit in which they
are nade. The issues which you have raised in your newsletter are just too
terribly inmportant to risk any loss of credibility through contradictions and
subst andard English. Qur l|anguage is rich and powerful enough to acconmodate
the nost exacting requirenments of any discipline.

Sincerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 17, 1992
Loui s Wt son
I nternational Tax Technol ogy
c/ o general delivery
San Diego, California state
Postal Zone 92128/tdc

Dear Lou:

Thank you for the time and energy that went into your presentation in

Spar ks, Nevada |ast Friday evening. | have been debating whether or not to
wite you about my experience there. Since | amstill thinking about it, now
four days later, | am taking the chance that you will read this letter wth

an open mnd and an honest interest in what | have to say.

Please bear in nind that, at least twice during your lecture, you
invited the audience to challenge anything you were saying. Unfortunately
for nme, when | took you up on your offer, your response was anything but
receptive. In fact, after my first question, your volune increased
dramatically and your tone of voice becane defensive and harsh. It is for
this reason that | feel | am taking a chance that you nmay not read this
letter with an open nind and an honest interest in what | have to say.

Let me begin with a sonewhat technical point which, as it turns out, is
representative of the nany problens we all experience with the IRC As you
al ready know, the word "include" and its several variations are utilized in
many key definitions within the IRC. After nuch research and witing on the
subject, | personally believe that it begs the question to nake our point
with a partial quotation from Black's Law Dictionary. If it does anything,
such a partial reading exposes our own biases, nore than anything else.
Fortunately, we can't afford, nor do we need bias to win our argument wth
the IRS and to convince the general public of the validity of our position.

The following is the conplete definition of "include" from Black's, Sixth
Edi tion:
I ncl ude. (Lat. inclaudere, to shut in, keep wthin.) To confine
within, hold as in an inclosure, take in, attain, shut up, contain,
i ncl ose, conprise, conprehend, enbrace, involve. Term may, according

to context, express an enlargenent and have the neaning of and or in
addition to, or nerely specify a particular thing already included
within general words theretofore used. “Including” within statute is
interpreted as a word of enlargenent or of illustrative application as
well as a word of linmitation

[ enphasi s added]

Notice, in particular, that this definition pernits both the expansive

as well as the restrictive neanings. For this reason, it is misleading to
guote only the first definition, "to confine within ...", when we attenpt to
deci pher the IRC definitions of "State" and "United States". Mor eover, the

statute itself manifests an expansive intent when it defines "includes" and
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"including" as foll ows:

Includes and Including. The terns "includes" and "including" when used
in a definition contained in this title shall not be deemed to exclude
other things otherwise within the neaning of the term defined.

[1RC 7701(c)]

I find it quite fascinating that the word "include" is not nentioned in
this definition. Are we therefore justified in arguing that "includes" and
"including" are expansive, but "include" is restrictive? This is not an idle
qguesti on, because the word "include" is used in the definition of "State" at
7701(a)(10), and the word "includes" is used in the definition of "United

States" at 7701(a)(9). Bl ack' s doesn't help us here, because it enbraces
both the expansive and restrictive neanings. How do we resolve this
anbi guity?

One could argue that "includes" is the singular formof the verb, while
"include" is the plural form of the verb. For exanple, the sentence "It
i ncl udes " has a singular subject and a singular predicate. The sentence
"They incl ude " has a plural subject and a plural predicate. An entry in
the Code of Federal Regul ations of 1961 explains how plural forns include the
si ngul ar, and vice versa:

170. 60 Inclusive | anguage.

Wrds in the plural form shall include the singular and vice versa, and
words in the masculine gender shall include the femnine as well as
trusts, est at es, part nershi ps, associ ations, conpani es, and

corporations.
[26 CFR 170.59, revised as of January 1, 1961]

On the basis of this regulation, therefore, one is justified in arguing
that "include" is also expansive because it is merely the plural form of
"includes", which is expansive per 7701(c). | believe that this same rule is
found in Title 1 of the US. Code, but |I can't quite put ny finger on the
citation just now.

It would be nice if this were the end of the story, but unfortunately
for us, it is not. There are other published rules which produce different
results. One well established rule of statutory construction is the rule of
inclusio unius est exclusio alterius. Black's defines this rule as foll ows:

Inclusio unius est exclusio alterius. The inclusion of one is the
excl usion of another. The certain designation of one person is an
absolute exclusion of all others. ... This doctrine decrees that where

| aw expressly describes particular situation to which it shall apply,
an irrefutable inference nust be drawn that what is omtted or excluded
was i ntended to be omtted or excl uded.

Now, the word "include" is omitted from the expansive definition of
"includes" and "including" found at 7701(c), is it not? Using the above
rule, we are pernmitted to draw an irrefutable inference that the word
"include" was omtted or excluded because it was intended to be omitted or
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excluded. Well, if "include" is not anbng the list of terns which are to be
given an expansive neaning, can we infer therefrom that it nust be given a
restrictive neaning instead? |If so, why?

Anot her rule which raises even nore questions is the "ejusdem generis"
canon, defined in Black's Sixth Edition as foll ows:

Under "ejusdem generis" canon of statutory construction, where genera
words follow the enuneration of particular classes of things, the
general words will be construed as applying only to things of the sane
general class as those enunerated.

[ enphasi s added]

Is California in the sane general class as the District of Colunbia?
Is Puerto Rico in the sane general class as California? One of the mgjor
points of ny book is to distinguish the 50 States from the federal zone by
using a principle which | call "territorial heterogeneity". The 50 States
are in one general class, because of the Constitutional restraints under
whi ch Congress nust operate inside those 50 States. The areas within the
federal zone are in a different general <class, because these sane
constitutional restraints sinmply do not Iimt Congress inside that zone (see
Downes v. Bidwell, 182 U S. 244).

This Iine of reasoning allows for an expansive definition of "include",
but expansive only up to a point, and not beyond. What is that point? Refer
now, if you would, to the start of the IRC section on definitions, which
begi ns as fol |l ows:

When used in this title, where not otherwise distinctly expressed or
mani festly inconpatible with the intent thereof--
[ 1 RC 7701]

So, if an expansive definition of "include" results in applying the IRC
to the 50 States, have we not produced a result that is "mnifestly

inconpatible with the intent thereof"? There are no provisions for
apportioning the direct taxes levied by the IRC, and the Constitution stil

requires that direct taxes be apportioned. This fact is dranmatically
reinforced by the 17,000 State-certified documents which have been assenbl ed
by Red Becknan and Bill Benson to prove that the so-called 16th Anendnent was
never ratified. It cannot have been the intent of the IRC to violate the
Constitution. Just how do we resolve this apparent conflict? You already

know the answer: the territorial scope of the IRC is the federal zone; the
political scope of the IRC is the set of persons who are "citizens" of that
zone (whether those persons are natural born, naturalized, or "artificially
born" per the 14th Amendnent).

We could spend even nore tine review ng the numerous decisions of the
Suprenme Court which have adopted either expansive or restrictive definitions
of "include" and its many variations in order to arrive at those decisions.
I am now convinced that this is a waste of tine, because it doesn't settle
t he debate; it only aggravates the debate. If | leave you with any one
single point, I want to stress that the IRC utilizes words that have a |ong
docunmented history of semantic confusion. "Include" and its nany variations
are anong those words:
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This word has received considerable discussion in opinions of the
courts. It has been productive of much controversy.

[ Treasury Decision 3980, Vol. 29]
[ January- Decenber, 1927, page 64]
[ enphasi s added]

Accordingly, | am delighted if you agree with the main thesis of The
Federal Zone, that is, the principle of territorial heterogeneity. But | am
also delighted if you disagree with this thesis, because in doing so, your
di sagreenent constitutes undeni able proof of a parallel thesis of The Federa
Zone, nanely, that the IRC is null and void for vagueness. The "void for
vagueness" doctrine is deeply rooted in our right to due process (under the
Fifth Arendrment) and our right to know the nature and cause of an accusation
(under the Sixth Anmendnent). The latter right goes far beyond the contents
of any crimnal indictnent.

The right to know the nature and cause of an accusation starts with the

statute which any defendant is accused of violating. A statute nust be
sufficiently specific and unanmbiguous in all its ternms, in order to define
and give adequate notice of the kind of conduct which it forbids. If it

fails to indicate with reasonable certainty just what conduct the |egislature
prohibits, a statute is necessarily void for wuncertainty, or "void for
vagueness" as it is usually phrased. Any prosecution which is based upon a
vague statute nust fail together with the statute itself. A vague crini nal
statute is unconstitutional for violating the 6th Anendrent.

For your information, | have enclosed some additional materials which
suppl enent the argunents | have nade in this letter
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
encl osures
copi es: Chris W I der

M chael Thomas
Red Becknman
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

July 24, 1991

Church of Scientol ogy International
c/ o general delivery

Los Angeles, California state
Post al Zone 90028/tdc

Dear Church of Scientol ogy:

Pl ease accept mnmy sincerest praise for the courage and dedication you
have shown by publishing a full-page advertisenment in the July 3, 1991 issue
of USA Today. Your ad, "We Believe A Fair Tax |Is Wrth Fighting For", was
very professional, very informative, and very convinci ng.

| amwiting to take issue with the contents of paragraph three of that
ad, which reads:

This door opened a crack in 1913 with the passage of the 16th Anendnent
to the Constitution, which allowed an income tax to be instituted.
This door has since swng wi de and Americans again are subjected to an
unfair tax system

Attached please find a copy of ny letter dated March 1, 1991 to M.
David M scavige, author of the article "Freeing the U S. Fromthe IRS" which
appeared in Freedom nagazi ne, May 31, 1990. |In ny letter to M. M scavige,
did nmy best to explain briefly how the 16th Arendnent was never ratified; it
was nerely "declared" ratified by Secretary of State Philander C. Knox in the
year 1913, in the face of serious evidence inpugning the entire ratification
process.

Mor eover, Congress never "passed" the 16th Amendnent, because Congress
has never been enmpowered to anend the Constitution. Congress nerely passed
"resolutions" proposing that the State legislatures ratify the text of a

proposed anendnent. Since three-fourths of the States failed to ratify the
text of the proposed amendnent, the proposal never becanme a |law. Therefore
as |law abiding Americans, we nust act as if "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," to quote an Illinois State court.

This issue is not a minor legal technicality. It is msleading to
publish a statement that "the 16th Amendment was passed in 1913," w thout
also referring to docunented historical facts which prove that the proposed
anmendnment was sinply not ratified. This issue is a major constitutional
qguesti on. If any attenpt to anend the Constitution fails to obey the rules
for amendi ng that docunent, which rules are found in the Constitution itself,
then the text of that attenpt cannot in any way be considered a part of the
Constitution and nust be considered null and void.

The United States Constitution is the supreme |law of the land, and any
statute, to be valid, nust be in agreenent with it, and therefore with al
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rel evant provisions for anending it. It is inpossible for both the
Constitution and a law violating it to be valid; one mnust prevail. That
"one" is the Constitution. This is succinctly stated as foll ows:

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

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

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

of the land, it is superseded thereby.

No one is bound to obey an unconstitutional law, and no courts
are bound to enforce it.
[ Si xteenth Anerican Jurisprudence]
[ Second Edition, Section 177]
[ enphasi s added]

| invite you also to review the enclosed letter to the Save-A-Patriot
Fellowship, in which | stress the legal inmportance of being historically
correct about the so-called "16th Amendnent". The preponderance of historical
evi dence proves that the proposal to anend the Constitution failed to obtain
the approval of 36 States, and as such never achieved the status of a
ratified Anendnent and never becanme an Article of that Constitution. It is
not now a law, and never was a law, not in this country, not in all of
recorded history, not on this planet.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 1, 1991
M. David M scavi ge, Chairnan
Rel i gi ous Technol ogy Center
Freedom Magazi ne
c/ o general delivery
Los Angeles, California state
Post al Zone 90028- 6329/t dc

Dear M. M scavi ge:

| enjoyed reading your article entitled "Freeing the U S. Fromthe |IRS
whi ch appeared in the May 31, 1990 issue of Freedom magazi ne.

The article cites numerous excellent reasons for abolishing federal
i ncome taxes. | agree with every one of your conclusions. | cannot,
however, agree wth all of your "facts". Specifically, in your first
par agraph, you wite,

Since 1913, when an incone tax was nade possible by the passage of the
16th Amendnent, Anericans have faced a filing deadline 78 tines. Wen
the constitutional amendment was passed, voters were pronised this new
tax woul d be fairly adni nistered.

I cannot agree with this statenment, because the evidence which is
available to ne indicates that the 16th Amendment was never |lawfully
ratified. It was nerely "declared" ratified by the U S. Secretary of State
in 1913, Philander Knox, in the face of serious evidence inmpugning the entire
ratification process.

Encl osed please find a detailed sunmary of the evidence against the
16th Amendnent, and a brief analysis of the legal and economic inplications
of acting on these facts. That is, as |awabiding Americans, we nust act as
if "the bill never becanme a |law and was as conpletely a nullity as if it had
been the act or declaration of an unauthorized assenbl age of individuals", to
quote an Illinois State court.

I would enjoy hearing fromyou on this inportant question.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

April 10, 1991
Dr. Lois Callahan, President
Col | ege of San Mateo
c/ o general delivery
San Mateo, California state
Post al Zone 94402/tdc

Dear Dr. Call ahan:

I am witing to file a formal conplaint against the offices of
tel evision station KCSM which are located in Building 9 on your canpus.

Last evening, | personally witnessed an act of political censorship by
the staff of station KCSM M colleague, M. Godfrey Lehman, had previously
received a witten invitation to appear on the KCSM program "Legal Currents"”
at 7:30 p.m The scheduled topic was "Incone Tax Filing: What are your
ri ghts? VWere will the noney go?" In addition to a cover letter, the
invitation included two nmaps with directions to KCSM offices, a tenporary
parking pernmit, and wardrobe guidelines. | personally drove M. Lehman and
acconpanied himto this schedul ed event.

After our arrival, the second scheduled guest arrived, M. Larry
Wight, Public Affairs Oficer with the Internal Revenue Service in San
Franci sco. Upon learning of KCSMs plans to air the two guests together, M.
Wight objected to the presence of M. Lehrman on the same program He cited
what he terned a long-standing policy of the IRS to avoid all confrontations
over the tax law outside the court room A KCSM staff nmenber was also
present to hear M. Wight's objections. This staff nenber tried in vain to
persuade the I RS agent to nodify his position.

At this point, the KCSM staff nenber left the roomin order to obtain a
deci sion from her managenent. She returned sonme mnutes later to inform all
of us that M. Wight would be allowed to appear on the program but that M.
Lehnman woul d not be allowed to appear on the program At this point, Godfrey

Lehnman and | obtained pernmission to view the "Legal Currents" program on a
television nmonitor which was already installed in the office where we had
been neeti ng. The aired program offered no explanation for M. Lehman's

absence, offered no apology for the abrupt change of schedul ed progranm ng,
and nmade no reference whatsoever to M. Godfrey Lehman, despite the fact he
had al ready informed nunerous coll eagues of his schedul ed appearance.

Now that | have summarized the relevant facts of this event, | wish to
express nmy outrage at such a blatant act of political censorship by the
managenment of television station KCSM VWen a private Citizen is flatly
deni ed access to public broadcast nedia, while government agents are all owed
to prevail, do we not thereby undernmine the very foundations of our
constitutional republic? Have we not enphatically and dramatically denied
that Ctizen his right to freedom of speech, a right which is explicitly
guaranteed by the First Anendnent to the Constitution of the United States?
Even if the station can be persuaded at some future date to abide by sone
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"equal time doctrine", how can we begin to assess the real damage to that
Citizen's precious civil rights? Wen governnent distortion and intimdation
are sponsored w thout challenge, are we not paving a sure path away from
educated el ectorates, in the direction of police state tactics and
totalitarian control ?

I am asking these questions because | require answers to these
guesti ons. Is it, or is it not the policy of the admnistration of the
College of San Mateo to encourage this brand of nedia censorship? on the
canpus of a public educational institution? in the offices of a publicly

licensed broadcast station? Are you now aware that governnment "public
rel ati ons" agents have been allowed to prevail over the witten invitation to
a private Citizen, a published author and a recognized constitutiona
authority on the federal tax |aw?

I would greatly appreciate your i mediate attention to this inportant
matter. |If | can assist you in any way to investigate this incident, please
don't hesitate to contact ne.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

copy: Board of Trustees,
San Mateo County Comunity Col |l ege District
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 18, 1991
M. Peter Gabel, President
New Col | ege of California
c/ o general delivery
San Francisco, California state
Postal Zone 94102/tdc

Dear M. Gabel

I was shocked to read the recent San Francisco Chronicle article about

the threatened |IRS seizure of one of your classroom buil dings. Wth this
letter, | hope to make you fully aware of the powerful forces which can be
made avail able to defend your college against this unjust and illegal attack.

Permit me to get right to the major points:

Qur research into the U S. Constitution, Congressional taxing powers
and the Internal Revenue Service has uncovered a nountain of nmateria
evi dence whi ch supports the foll owi ng concl usions:

1. Wges are not taxable income, as the term is clearly and
consi stently defined by several key decisions of the U S. Suprene
Court that remain in force today.

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 Anmendnent, the so-called "incone tax" anendnent, was
never lawfully ratified by the required 36 States, but was
declared ratified by the US. Secretary of State in the year
1913.

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.

The docunentary substantiation for these conclusions is found in the
attached formal petition, dated Decenber 24, 1990, to Congresswonan Barbara
Boxer, ny Representative in the Congress of the United States. Rep. Boxer
has, to date, failed to respond to this formal petition. For this reason, we
have recently filed a formal Request for Investigation by the Mrin County
Grand Jury, a copy of which is attached for your review W have requested
the Marin County G and Jury:
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1. to investigate possible obstruction of justice and nisprision of
felony by Rep. Barbara Boxer for her failure, against a spoken
prom se before hundreds of wtnesses at Pt. Reyes Station on
August 22, 1990, to exam ne the material evidence of felony fraud
when U.S. Secretary of State Philander C. Knox declared the 16th
Amendnent ratified,

2. to subpoena or otherwi 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 |Ilega

grievance with agents of the federal governnent,

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

M. Gabel, we have developed a network of constitutional and |ega
experts whose resources can be nmade available to assist you on very short
noti ce. As you can infer for yourself from the attached materials, we see

the IRS attack on your college as an illegal and unconstitutional act by an
agency of the Federal Reserve System This attack is designed to harass and
intimdate an educational institution dedicated to the goals of social
responsibility and progressive change. These goals are inimcal to the
purposes for which the I RS was established. You nust fully appreciate that
the Internal Revenue Service is not a service to the American people. It is
not a service to the U S. Government. It is a service to the Federal Reserve

System which is not an agency of the federal government.

After you have had a chance to review this letter and its attachnents,

may | recommend that we neet privately to discuss your situation and to
consi der the several ways in which we can bring our collective expertise to
bear upon it. For exanple, | amready on short notice to present the results
of our research in a guest lecture to your |aw students and faculty, at no
charge to the College. Simlarly, | am prepared to share with you the
material evidence against the 16th Amendment which | currently hold in ny
possessi on. I should think that a fight for the very survival of your

col l ege woul d provide an excellent notivation for one exciting nmoot courtroom
drama for all faculty nenmbers, students, and staff.

Pl ease feel free to call nme at your earliest convenience. If | have
not heard from you by this comng Friday, | wll contact your office by
tel ephone to discuss this letter and hopefully arrange a neeting. Thank you
very much for your consideration, and good | uck
Sincerely yours,

/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

attachments

copies: selected coll eagues
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

March 25, 1991
Mari on McEwen
FIJA California
c/ o general delivery
Hayward, California state
Postal Zone 94541/tdc

Dear Mari on:

| obtained your nane and address from the Special Conference I|ssue of
The FIJA Activist. | amwiting you to request any advice or assistance you
may be able to provide to nme in a natter of utnpbst inportance to the general
wel fare of all Anerican Citizens.

In the sumrer of 1990, | personally received material evidence that the
16th Anendrment, the so-called incone tax amendnent, was never |awfully
ratified. This evidence indicates that the act of declaring the 16th
Anendrent "ratified" was an act of outright fraud by then Secretary of State
Phil ander C. Knox. In August of 1990, | brought this evidence to the
attention of Congresswonan Barbara Boxer, ny representative in the Congress
of the United States. In front of several hundred witnesses at a conmunity
neeting sponsored by Rep. Boxer, she did agree to examine the evidence to
which | refer. During the next several nonths, | heard nothing from Rep.

Boxer's office on this nmatter.

In Decenber of 1990, | personally prepared a formal, witten petition
to Rep. Barbara Boxer, remnding her of her pronise to exam ne the nmateri al
evi dence against the 16th Amendnent, and reninding her also of her solemm
oath of office, by which she swore to uphold and defend the Constitution of
the United States. A copy of this fornmal, witten petition is enclosed, for
your review. To date, | have received no responses from Rep. Boxer nor from
any of her staff on this matter.

Accordingly, on March 11, 1991, | filed a formal Request for
I nvestigation by the Mrin County Gand Jury. As stated in the summary
section of our conpleted form we requested the Gand Jury to do the
fol | owi ng:

1. i nvestigate possible obstruction of justice and nisprision of
felony by Rep. Barbara Boxer for her failure, against a spoken
prom se before hundreds of wtnesses, to examine the material
evidence of felony fraud when U S. Secretary of State Phil ander
C. Knox declared the 16th Amendnent ratified,

2. to subpoena or otherwise require Rep. Boxer to explain, under
oath, why she and her staff have failed to answer our fornal,
witten petition for redress of this major legal grievance with
agents of the federal governnent,
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3. to review the nmaterial evidence against the so-called 16th
Anendrment which we have assenbled and are prepared to submit in
expert testinony, under oath, to the Marin County G and Jury.

In a witten response dated March 13, 1991, the Marin County Grand Jury
declined to proceed with an investigation. Their reasons were stated as
fol | ows:

In the panel's opinion that subject matter was not wthin its
jurisdiction. W serve in a watchdog nmanner over |local public
departnments and agenci es. As a result of Proposition 115 this G and
Jury is apparently relegated to civil matters, whereas indictnment and
accusation cases are to be handl ed by a special crimnal Gand Jury.

These reasons were cited, despite a recent newspaper article which described
the Grand Jury as follows:

The Grand Jury operates under the auspices of the Superior Court and
has the authority to investigate the personnel and operations of any
county, city or local governnment agency as well as the conduct of any
el ected, appointed or hired official.

[ Coastal Post, March 4, 1991, p. 3, enphasis added]

I do understand from your newsletter that there is a parallel FIGA

(grand jury) organization. Because | intend to wite to them directly, |
woul d appreciate it very much if you could do nore than nerely refer this
letter to them For exanple, | would be very interested to know if there is

any way | can successfully persuade the Marin County Grand Jury to reconsider
their decision to decline the investigation which | have requested.

Pl ease understand that | have no personal vendetta against Rep. Boxer,
nor do | wish to create an enbarrassing situation for her. | agree with her
positions on a nunmber of inportant public policy issues, and w sh her the
best of luck in her bid for a seat in the Senate of the United States.
Nevert hel ess, she is ny elected Representative in the Congress of the United
States, and the First Amendnment to the U.S. Constitution does guarantee ny
right to petition the Governnent for a redress of grievances.

If Rep. Boxer has anyone to fear, it is Rep. Boxer herself. If she or
her staff have, in fact, chosen to ignore this matter, then she is failing to
do the job she was elected to do, and she my in fact be guilty of
obstructing justice and msprision of felony (see attached).

For your information, | am also planning to wite to Supervisor Gary
G aconini of the Marin County Board of Supervisors. In the March 11, 1991
i ssue of the Coastal Post, Supervisor G acom ni was quoted to say:

"It's a bad tine for us that are in government with no nobney comni ng
from Washi ngton or the State. Ni neteen years ago when | got started
the federal governnent paid 34 percent of the county budget. Now they
pay 7 percent. There are dues to pay for the deficit in Washi ngton and
dues to pay for war," he expl ai ned.

[ enphasi s added]
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To many, there is little if any connection between federal inconme taxes
and the current fiscal squeeze on state and |ocal governnents, or the poor
state of the national econony in general. On the contrary, the research |
have done during the past 9 nonths now convinces nme that the connection is
direct. Federal income taxes are used to nmke interest paynents to the
Federal Reserve banks, and their collection agency is the Internal Revenue
Service. The IRS is not a service to the people of the United States. It is
not a service to the governnent of the United States. It is a service to the
Federal Reserve System a private credit nonopoly described as "one of the
nost corrupt institutions the world has ever known" by Congressman Louis T.
McFadden, Chairnman of the U.S. Banking and Currency Commission for sone 22
years. Wtness MFadden's statenent published in the Congressional Record of
June 10, 1932:

M. Chairman, we have in this country one of the nbst corrupt
institutions the world has ever known. | refer to the Federal Reserve
Board and the Federal Reserve banks. The Federal Reserve Board, a
CGovernment board, has cheated the Governnent of the United States and
the people of the United States out of enough noney to pay the national
debt. The depredations and iniquities of the Federal Reserve Board and
the Federal Reserve banks acting together have cost this country enough
noney to pay the national debt several tinmes over. This evi
institution has inpoverished and ruined the people of the United
St at es; has bankrupted itself, and has practically bankrupted our
CGover nrent . It has done this through the defects of the |aw under
which it operates, through the naladministration of that |aw by the
Federal Reserve Board, and through the corrupt practices of the noneyed
vul tures who control it.

Sonme people think the Federal Reserve banks are United States
CGovernment institutions. They are not Governnment institutions. They
are private credit nonopolies which prey upon the people of the United
States for the benefit of thenselves and their foreign custoners;
foreign and domestic speculators and swindlers; and rich and predatory
noney lenders. In that dark crew of financial pirates there are those
who would cut a man's throat to get a dollar out of his pocket; there
are those who send noney into States to buy votes to control our

| egi sl ati on; and there are those who nmmintain an internationa
propaganda for the purpose of deceiving us and of wheedling us into the
granting of new concessions which will pernit them to cover up their

past m sdeeds and set again in notion their gigantic train of crine.

The manipul ations of the Federal Reserve System and their effects on
the entire American econonmy have been shrouded in considerable secrecy for
too many years now. This secrecy has been a conscious and deliberate feature
of its corrupting influence on officials in all branches of the federal
gover nnent . To illustrate nmy point, | have now personally w tnessed
docunents which prove that a federal grand jury in Orem Uah issued two
formal indictnments against the Federal Reserve System but those indictments
were subsequently obstructed by the Departnment of Justice and by the Federa
judiciary. These documents show that the first indictment was issued on or
about February 16, 1982. The second indictnment was issued on or about July
7, 1982. This docunentation can be nade avail able to you upon request.
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| sincerely hope that this letter has provided you with a glinpse of
just how serious and w despread a problem the so-called 16th Amendnent has
created for mllions of Anmericans, a problem that now extends through two
whol e generations of our brief history as a nation. As | nyself have cone to

appreciate the true essence of this problem | have also come to the
conclusion that the mnmllions of hard-working Anericans burdened by this
scourge now deserve an honest explanation. This explanation can only be

forthcoming if we, the people, exercise our unalienable right to correct a
governnent which has now drifted so far off course, it hardly resenbles the
constitutional republic it was designed to be.

| do honestly believe that, whenever any form of governnment becones
destructive of our rights, it is also our right to alter or abolish it, and
to institute a new governnent, laying its foundation on such principles, and
organizing its powers in such form as to us, the US., shall seem nost
likely to effect our safety and our happi ness.

To this end, | dedicate ny life, my fortune, and ny sacred honor.
Wwbn't you pl ease join ne?
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship
copy: Lowell A Airola, Foreperson

Grand Jury of Marin County

Gary G aconini, Menber
Marin County Board of Supervisors
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

April 29, 1991
Di anne Bast
Heartland Institute
c/ o general delivery
Chi cago, Illinois
Post al Zone 60605/tdc

Dear Di anne:
At the request of ny colleague, Kirby Ferris, enclosed please find a
collection of papers and letters which sumarize our continuing research and

political action with respect to the 16th Anendnent and rel ated subjects.

It has been difficult obtaining reliable information on the Federal
Reserve System because this syndicate has been shrouded in alnbst total

secrecy since its creation. Even though | take exception to the religious
prejudi ce he sonetimes exhibits, author Eustace Millins does appear to have
the inside track on the origins and developnment of this syndicate. In

particular, the enclosed quote from A Wit for Martyrs is the npbst succinct
statenent of "The Problen that | have been able to find anywhere.

Interestingly, the enclosed quote by Eustace Millins is entirely
consistent with statements by Beardsley Runml in the January 1946 issue of
Anerican Affairs nmagazine. M. Ruml, Chairman of the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York at that time, was the person who devised the incone tax withholding
system In this article, he wote,

By all odds, the npbst inportant single purpose to be served by the
i nposition of federal taxes is the nmmintenance of a dollar which has
st abl e purchasi ng power over the years.

In other words, federal incone taxation is the counterbal ance to the
fl ood of paper noney which pours into the econony as the Fed creates it "out
of thin air". Wthout this counterbal ance, inflation would skyrocket. "
[Without the use of federal taxation all other neans of stabilization, such
as nonetary policy and price controls and subsidies, are wunavailing,"
concl uded Ruml [enphasis added].

What does all this nean? |t neans that income taxes have nothing to do
with the funding of government services. The report of the Grace Comri ssion
confirmed the same finding. All individual income tax revenues go to pay for
interest on the national debt, which debt is owed to a private credit
nonopoly once described by Congressman Louis T. MFadden as "one of the nost
corrupt institutions the world has ever known".

Therefore, as you study the many problems that exist with the so-called
"ratification" of the 16th Amendment, try to realize the true notives which
underpin the chicanery that occurred in that ratification process. For
exanpl e, the CGovernor of the State of Arkansas vetoed the resolution to amend
the Constitution. The Kentucky Senate Journal recorded a vote of 9 FOR and
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22 AGAINST the resolution. An Illinois State court ruled that "it never
becamre a law, and was as nmuch a nullity as if it had been the act or
decl aration of an unauthorized assenbl age of individuals." Nevertheless, the
U S. Secretary of State in the year 1913, Philander C Knox, "declared" it
ratified anyway. It is no coincidence that this act by Secretary Knox
occurred in the same year the Federal Reserve Act was passed by Congress.

For your information, | have also enclosed a copy of a recent
bi bl i ography which we have assenmbled on the subjects of income taxes, the
16th Anendnent, and the Federal Reserve System These references are an
excellent place to continue your education. |If there is anything else we can
do for you, please don't hesitate to contact us.

Si ncerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

copy: Kirby Ferris

encl osures: bibliography
assenbl ed papers
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/tdc
May 29, 1991

Pr oducers

60 M nutes

c/ o general delivery

New Yor k, New York

Postal Zone 10019/tdc

Dear Producers:

| am witing this letter at the request of ny colleague, M. Godfrey
Lehnman. |In his letter to you dated May 21, 1991, Godfrey has already witten
an excellent sunmary identifying the major problems which his research has
di scovered with federal incone taxes and the Internal Revenue Service.

Do you have any interest in developing a special segnent to discuss the
mass of new evidence which now seriously inpugns the ratification of the 16th
Anendrent, the so-called incone tax anendnent?

The material evidence in our possession proves that the 16th Anendnent
was never lawfully ratified. This evidence indicates that the act of
declaring it "ratified" was an act of outright fraud by Secretary of State
Phil ander C. Knox in the year 1913. You nmay already know that fraud has no
statute of linmitations.

To date, | have already filed four formal petitions for redress of this
maj or grievance with the Congress of the United States. Three were addressed
to Barbara Boxer, the Representative for the Congressional district in which
| reside. The fourth petition was addressed to Rep. Dan Rostenkowski,
Chairman of the House Committee on Ways and Means. Copies of these petitions
are enclosed, for your review, in addition to a collection of letters and
other materials.

To many, there is little if any connection between federal inconme taxes
and the current fiscal squeeze on state and |ocal governnments, or the
disintegration of the national econony in general. On the contrary, the
research | have done during the past year now convinces ne that the
connection is direct.

Federal incone taxes are used to make interest paynents to the Federa
Reserve banks, and their collection agency is the Internal Revenue Service
The IRS is not a service to the people of the United States. It is not a
service to the governnment of the United States. It is a service to the
Federal Reserve System a private credit nonopoly described as "one of the
nost corrupt institutions the world has ever known" by Louis T. MFadden,
Chai rman of the House Banking and Currency Committee, 1927-1933.

The manipul ations of the Federal Reserve System and their effects on
the entire American econony have been shrouded in considerable secrecy for
too many years now. This secrecy has been a conscious and deliberate feature
of its corrupting influence on officials in all branches of the federal
gover nnent .
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This secrecy has also nade it very difficult to obtain reliable
i nfornati on about the Federal Reserve. Even though | take exception to the
religious prejudice he sonetinmes exhibits, author Eustace Millins does appear
to have the inside track on the origins and devel opnent of this syndicate.
In particular, the enclosed excerpt from A Wit for Martyrs is the nost
succinct statement of "The Problent that | have been able to find anywhere
In his recent book The Shadows of Power, author James Perloff puts it this
way:

The year 1913 was an om hous one -- there now existed the nmeans to
| oan the governnment col ossal suns (the Federal Reserve), and the neans
to exact repaynent (inconme tax). Al that was needed now was a good
reason for WAshington to borrow In 1914, World War | erupted on the
Eur opean conti nent. Anerica eventually participated, and as a result
her national debt soared from$1l billion to $25 billion

| sincerely hope that this letter has provided you with a glinpse of
just how serious and w despread a problem the so-called 16th Anmendnent has
created for mllions of Anmericans, a problem that now extends through two
whol e generations of our brief history as a nation. As | nyself have cone to

appreciate the true essence of this problem | have also come to the
conclusion that the millions of hard-working Anericans burdened by this
scourge now deserve an honest explanation. This explanation can only be

forthcomng if we, the people, exercise our unalienable right to correct a
governnent which has now drifted so far off course, it hardly resenbles the
constitutional republic it was designed to be.

Pl ease feel free to contact nme at any time concerning this proposal for
"60 M nutes" coverage of the 16th Anendnment fraud. Thank you very nuch for
your consi derati on.
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osur es
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

May 29, 1991
M. Dennis Bernstein
Radi o Stati on KPFA
c/ o general delivery
Berkel ey, California state

Dear M. Bernstein:

Do you have any interest in developing a segnent to discuss the mass of
new evidence which now seriously inpugns the ratification of the 16th
Anendrent, the so-called incone tax anendnent?

The material evidence in our possession proves that the 16th Anendnent
was never lawfully ratified. This evidence indicates that the act of
declaring it "ratified" was an act of outright fraud by Secretary of State
Phil ander C. Knox in the year 1913. You nmay already know that fraud has no
statute of linmitations.

To date, | have already filed four formal petitions for redress of this
maj or grievance with the Congress of the United States. Three were addressed
to Barbara Boxer, the Representative for the Congressional district in which
| reside. The fourth petition was addressed to Rep. Dan Rostenkowski,
Chairman of the House Committee on Ways and Means. Copies of these petitions
are enclosed, for your review, in addition to a collection of letters and
other materials.

To many, there is little if any connection between federal inconme taxes
and the current fiscal squeeze on state and |ocal governments, or the
disintegration of the national econony in general. On the contrary, the
research | have done during the past year now convinces nme that the
connection is direct.

Federal incone taxes are used to make interest paynents to the Federa
Reserve banks, and their collection agency is the Internal Revenue Service
The IRS is not a service to the people of the United States. It is not a
service to the government of the United States. It is a service to the
Federal Reserve System a private credit nonopoly described as "one of the
nost corrupt institutions the world has ever known" by Louis T. MFadden,
Chai rman of the House Banking and Currency Committee, 1927-1933.

The manipul ations of the Federal Reserve System and their effects on
the entire American econonmy have been shrouded in considerable secrecy for
too many years now. This secrecy has been a conscious and deliberate feature
of its corrupting influence on officials in all branches of the federal
gover nnent .

This secrecy has also nmade it very difficult to obtain reliable
i nfornmati on about the Federal Reserve. Even though | take exception to the
religious prejudice he sonmetinmes exhibits, author Eustace Millins does appear
to have the inside track on the origins and devel opnent of this syndicate.
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In particular, the enclosed excerpt from A Wit for Martyrs is the nost
succinct statement of "The Problent that | have been able to find anywhere
In his recent book Shadows of Power, author Janes Perloff puts it this way:

The year 1913 was an ominous one -- there now existed the neans to
| oan the governnent col ossal suns (the Federal Reserve), and the neans
to exact repaynent (inconme tax). Al that was needed now was a good
reason for Washington to borrow. In 1914, World War | erupted on the
Eur opean conti nent. Anerica eventually participated, and as a result
her national debt soared from$l billion to $25 billion

| sincerely hope that this letter has provided you with a glinpse of
just how serious and w despread a problem the so-called 16th Anmendnent has
created for mllions of Anmericans, a problem that now extends through two
whol e generations of our brief history as a nation. As | nyself have cone to

appreciate the true essence of this problem | have also come to the
conclusion that the mllions of hard-working Anericans burdened by this
scourge now deserve an honest explanation. This explanation can only be

forthcoming if we, the people, exercise our unalienable right to correct a
governnent which has now drifted so far off course, it hardly resenbles the
constitutional republic it was designed to be.

Pl ease feel to contact ne at any time concerning this proposal for KPFA
coverage of the 16th Anendnent fraud. Thank you very nuch for your
consi derati on.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder

Account for Better Citizenship

encl osur es
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
Post al Zone 94901/ tdc

July 21, 1991
Ken Ellis
Mai nt enance Engi neer
KPFA-FM 94. 1
c/ o general delivery
Berkel ey, California state
Postal Zone 94704/tdc

Dear Ken:

| enjoyed our brief conversation after the last neeting of the Free
Enterprise Society in Berkeley. Enclosed is a copy of nmy letter of May 29,
1991 to Denni s Bernstein.

For your infornmation, Lewis v. United States, 680 F.2d 1239, June 24,
1982 is the Ninth Circuit Court decision which proves that the Federal
Reserve is a private corporation.

Two full pages are dedicated to the details of this ruling in Al an
Stang's excellent book entitled Tax Scam published by Munt Sinai Press, P.
O Box 1220, Alta Loma, California 91701, tel ephone (714) 980-3165. Stang's
mailing address is 4770 West Bellfort, #269, Houston, Texas 77035. Quot i ng
Stang from page 232:

M. Lewis was hit by a truck owned by the Federal Reserve Bank of San
Franci sco, so he sued. The trouble was that he sued the US
governnent under the Federal Tort Claims Act, in the belief that the
bank is a government agency. The Court ruled against M. Lews,
explaining that he had mistakenly naned the wong defendant, that the
governnent had nothing to do with it -- and that M. Lewis should
have sued the Bank, which is a private corporation.

You know, if | w shed to subvert the nonetary system of any country, |
woul d arrange a secret neeting of finance noguls, require all participants to
use first names only, shield the neeting from the scrutiny of press and
public, draft legislation which was too long for experts to understand
wi thout lengthy study, and ram it thru Congress two days before Christnmas,
after donating first class travel fare to all ny opponents, glossing over
dozens of mmjor differences between the House and Senate versions, and
scheduling a vote at 1:30 in the norning, after all nmnmy opponents were
scattered to the four w nds.

Those who prefer to regard the events at Jekyll Island as an
unsubstanti ated conspiracy appear, to nme, very simlar to those who even now
retain their belief that Lee Harvey GCswal d was the | one assassin of President
Kennedy. If there were no conspiracy, then why all the evidence indicating
that there was? One can argue that sone author doesn't have his facts
strai ght because that same author harbors a prejudice or two, but to argue
this way in the face of incrimnating facts really begs the question that is
raised by the facts thenselves. The secrecy alone is sonething which |
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personally find abhorrent to our principles of due process, representative

government, and freedom of the press. If anyone can produce a credible
chal l enge to the facts we allege, then let's hear fromthem Until then, the
facts as we know them speak for thenselves. All by itself, the fraud

surrounding the 16th Anendment is substantiated by 17,000 State-certified
docunent s.

Isn't this mass of evidence enough to justify nmaybe even a brief
mention on a publicly funded radi o station?
Sincerely yours,
/s/ Paul Andrew Mtchell, Founder
Account for Better Citizenship

copy: Dennis Bernstein
i nterested col |l eagues
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c/ o general delivery
San Rafael, California
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August 23, 1990
Edi t or
Poi nt Reyes Light
c/ o general delivery
Pt. Reyes Station, California state
Post al Zone 94956/t dc

Dear Editor:

Oh the evening of August 22, 1990, in Point Reyes Station,
Congresswonan Barbara Boxer publicly consented to inspect personally the
evi dence against the 16th Amendnent to the U S. Constitution (1913 |ncome
Tax). This evidence shows that the 16th Amendnment was fraudulently ratified.
We applaud her courage and her willingness to pursue the truth in this
matter.

Six States are on official federal record as opposing the 16th

Anendnent . If we can prove to Representative Boxer that seven additional
States were so inmersed in fraudulent procedures as to nullify their
ratification proceedings, we wll have produced a total of thirteen votes
agai nst the 16th Anendnent. Such proof wll effectively nullify the I|ncone

Tax in the United States of Anerica, since 36 of 48 States were required to
ratify a constitutional amendment in 1913.

Needl ess to say, this is a nind-boggling assertion, but fraud has no
statute of linitations. W do not ask our neighbors to take our clains
lightly. W do want the opportunity to prove our case to the American
peopl e. Therefore, we will publish the docunent nunbers that are pertinent
in the "dirty seven" States that we have identified. Each and every one of
you will be able to request your own certified copies of these docunents from
the State houses of those seven States.

Rermenber that an income tax is absolutely unnecessary to finance the
U.S. government. From 1787 until 1942 (when the income tax had reached a
nom nal 2 percent on corporations only) our nation denonstrated unprecedented
prosperity. lronically, the national debt has increased as incone taxes have
i ncreased. Before long, the interest on the national debt wll exceed the
total inconme tax revenues collected by the federal governnent. It doesn't
take a genius to figure out what that neans.

Not one penny of your Form 1040 check goes anywhere except into the
vaults of the private banks of the Federal Reserve System (see report of the
Grace Commission). Every penny of income tax is diverted to pay interest to
bankers on the noney they authorize the U 'S. Treasury to print (i.e., create
out of thin air) as Federal Reserve Notes, and then LOAN to us! We advi se
all Anerican Citizens to pay very close attention as this story unfolds.
| magi ne being able to raise your own personal credit linmt sinply by raising
your hand. The U. S. Congress does it all the time when it passes laws to
raise the federal debt linmt.
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Agai n, our thanks to Congresswonan Barbara Boxer for her wllingness to
keep an open nind and to seek the truth in this matter.

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

Account for Better Citizenship
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Reader’s Not es:
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