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THE EIGHT TRUTHS

1. The United States is a quasi entity with dual capacity. The United States and the United States
of America are not the same. United States of America is the Republic: everybody collectively, the
people. It is the people. The United States is a single quasi entity that operates in two capacities,
depending on what it can get away with: in commerce (the public/commercial sphere, where it
rules), and sovereign in certain aspects, when it is not violating anyone and is actually doing what
it says it will do. But it is no more sovereign than a private assembly, just as sovereign as anyone
who creates an assembly and takes their rights from God. It is not the people and not the
Republic. The District of Columbia could be viewed as a corporate seat; it is a sovereign
geographic location where the United States is physically located: the only place it has in-rem
jurisdiction. They are not America, and they are not the United States of America.

2. Bounded jurisdiction. The corporation's own true jurisdiction is the District and the
public/commercial sphere. Outside that, it acts only by the people's consent/admission, or against
the uninformed. It does not enter the private sphere absent a true living victim and a real
emergency.

3. Least-intrusive response only. Even in an emergency, the response is limited to the least
intrusive measure needed to stop the condition. Anything more is a color-of-law violation,
answerable in an Article Il court.

4. The club and its members. The corporation's rules bind only its own organization (the club),
including those it assumes into membership from birth ("US Citizens"). That assumption holds
only until jurisdiction is challenged. The President is its chief executive, and his directives operate
at the federal/District level, not over the private person.

5. Article Il is the one independent venue. Only Article Il courts (life-tenured, independent) can
give a real, final remedy for violations of private rights. The rest of the courts are the
corporation's own forums: the trap. The private person who stays correctly in the private is never
in the system to be rejected.

6. The vocabulary is the trap. "Citizen," "person," and "human being" even "income" are loaded,
circularly defined, and weaponized. The correct operation refuses the loaded vocabulary, keeps
the older controlling definitions, and speaks in terms of the true living person, the private sphere,
the victim, the emergency, and consent.

7. Sovereignty is inherent in the private, conditional in the government. The private sphere's
sovereignty does not depend on any constitution; the government's authority does, and it is
forfeited when the grant is violated. The corporation is a sovereign republic only in the limited
sense that any assembly is: it is not our sovereign republic.

8. Receipted, factual, and unbiased. Everything is to be proven with primary receipts and stated
without bias or borrowed language.
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CHAPTER 1

THE WARNING LABELS

This book did not start with the Constitution. It started with the United States government's own
warning labels.

The spark was a stack of official documents explaining a new threat category: DVE (Domestic Violent
Extremism), and inside it, a stranger label: SCVE, the "Sovereign Citizen Violent Extremist." The
government says these people are dangerous, deluded, and growing. Fair enough, except the
government's own documents, read in order, tell a different story than the one on the cover.

Three documents, three dates, one disappearing line.

2010: FBI Intelligence Assessment, "Sovereign Citizens: A Growing Domestic Threat to Law
Enforcement." In the very document that launches the threat, the FBI admits (in its own words) that
the "indicators" it is teaching officers to watch for, including the ALL-CAPS name, "may also be
indicative of lawful, innocent conduct and in some instances may constitute the exercise of rights
guaranteed by the United States Constitution."

2015: FBI Counterterrorism Analysis Section, "Sovereign Citizen Extremism: A Primer." The admission
is now bolder: "It is not illegal to advocate sovereign beliefs." No single indicator should be the sole
basis for suspicion. It is not illegal to file lawsuits. The primer even quotes UCC § 1-308 verbatim and
describes the public/private sphere distinction as real. The tools it lists are "legitimate legal tools."

2021: FBI/DHS, "Strategic Intelligence Assessment and Data on Domestic Terrorism." The same
conduct that was "lawful, innocent, protected" in 2010 is now a "Domestic Terrorism" category. The
report even tags a non-violent tax-evasion case as an SCVE "incident."

No new law. No new facts. No changed conduct. Only the label moved. In eleven years the same
activity migrated from "lawful and constitutionally protected" to "domestic terrorism", while a
declassified CIA memo from 1967 documents that this is exactly how a "kill-switch" label is
engineered to work. A label that moves like that is not a description. It is a weapon.

That inconsistency launched a multi-year investigation: into who writes the labels, who the labels
protect, what "the courts" actually do when the label is invoked ("these theories should be rejected
summarily, however they are presented", a standing instruction to dismiss without reading), and
what is really on the private side of the line the government keeps trying to redraw. Every receipt in
this book exists because the government's own documents couldn't keep their story straight.

Chapter sources

official text 3

1. Sovereign Citizens: A Growing Domestic Threat to Law Enforcement
2. Sovereign Citizen Extremism: A Primer

3. Strategic Intelligence Assessment and Data on Domestic Terrorism
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CHAPTER 2

THE MAKING OF THE BEAST

Long before the label "sovereign citizen" existed, a ten-mile square of borrowed land was quietly
turned into the one place in America where the rules are different. The whole timeline is on the
record.

1783: Why it exists. Four years before the Constitution, Pennsylvania refused to protect Congress
from an angry mob, and Congress fled. The seat of government that came next was built so that no
state could ever touch it again: it would answer to no one but itself.

1787: The one sentence that set it up. Article I, Section 8, Clause 17 of the Constitution gives
Congress "exclusive Legislation in all Cases whatsoever" over a future federal district, "not exceeding
ten Miles square," carved from land ceded by the states. One sentence. Total, permanent legislative
power over a place the size of a small county. There is nothing like it anywhere else in the country.

1790: The bargain. The capital's Potomac location was not chosen by geography. It was traded, in the
famous dinner-table bargain: Hamilton's national bank and debt system in exchange for a southern
capital. The founding of the city and the founding of the money system are the same deal, on the
record, in the Residence Act of July 16, 1790.

1791: The survey and the stones. Washington picked the land himself: the farms of nineteen private
proprietors, bought face-to-face (he called one holdout "Obstinate Mr. Burnes"). The survey was run
by Andrew Ellicott with Benjamin Banneker; the first cornerstone went in at Jones Point on April 15,
1791, with the Alexandria Masonic Lodge in attendance. Forty boundary stones were set around the
square, each carved "Jurisdiction of the United States" on the inward face; thirty-six still stand today,
the oldest federal monuments in the country. On September 9, 1791, the commissioners named it:
the city of Washington, in the Territory of Columbia.

1792-1793: Cornerstones under apron. The White House cornerstone was laid in a Masonic
ceremony. The Capitol's was laid by Washington himself, in full Masonic form, dated in the
ceremony's own words "the year of Masonry 5,793." The two buildings that would rule the country
were consecrated by the club's own inner rituals.

1801: The moment the people disappeared. The Organic Act of February 27, 1801 organized the
"District of Columbia", and quietly cut its residents off from Maryland and Virginia. From that day they
were voters in no state, with no replacement representation offered. "Taxation without
representation” did not begin with 1871. It began here. Madison himself had promised the residents
would keep a voice and a locally elected government; Congress simply never honored it, for 173
years.

1820: The Court writes it down. Loughborough v. Blake: the District "is not less within the United
States, than Maryland or Pennsylvania", inside the country, and taxable by Congress, while its people
still hold no vote. The anomaly was now fixed in case law: inside, but voiceless.

1846: The first shrink. Alexandria and its county were handed back to Virginia, a third of the District,
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in part because the slave-trade port feared abolition inside the District. The rural residents protested
the deal as unconstitutional, in writing, on the record. The retrocession happened anyway.

1848: The star is stood up. On July 4, 1848, the Freemasons (Washington's own brotherhood) laid the
cornerstone of the Washington Monument: the 555-foot Egyptian obelisk that would stand at the
dead center of the plan. The club kept consecrating, a half-century after the city was born.

1871: The label appears. The Organic Act of February 21, 1871 erased the separate cities and, in the
Supreme Court's own quoting of it, "created [the District] into a government by the name of the
District of Columbia, by which name it is hereby constituted a body corporate for municipal
purposes." In their own words, in their own statute: a body corporate. Section 18 kept Congress's
power absolute: "as if this law had not been enacted." The city is a corporation, and Congress holds
the whole leash. Three years later the club's own spending bankrupted it, Congress dissolved the
elected government, and the people did not elect their own local government again until 1973.

The threads left lying around: Roman names for Roman reasons (the Capitol is named for Rome's
Capitoline Hill), Columbia named for a Genoese explorer, the first Catholic bishop in America founding
Georgetown University inside the future capital while his brother served as one of its three
commissioners, and the capital-for-bankers trade of 1790. The record supports each of those threads.
It also says plainly what it does not support, and this book does the same.

The last entry: 2025. On August 11, 2025, the President federalized the D.C. Metropolitan Police
under §740 of the Home Rule Act, by executive order. The constitutional anomaly (total power over a
city of nearly 700,000 voiceless people) was made operational. The Beast doesn't need to hide
anymore. It just exercises the one sentence from 1787.

Chapter sources

case law 2

1. Loughborough v. Blake, 18 U.S. 317 (1820)
2. Organic Act of 1871, §81 & 18 (as quoted in Stoutenburgh v. Hennick, 129 U.S. 141 (1890))

official text 6

3. U.S. Constitution, Art. I, §8, cl. 17

. Federalist No. 43

. Residence Act of 1790

. District of Columbia Organic Act of 1801

. Memorial of the Citizens of Alexandria County to the Virginia House of Assembly
. Executive Order 14333

O N O U b

book 3
9. Centennial Anniversary of the Laying of the Cornerstone of the National Capitol, September 18, 1793

10. History of the Washington National Monument and of the Washington National Monument Society
11. A History of the Washington Monument, 1844-1968

web 4
12. Boundary Stones of the District of Columbia

13. United States Capitol cornerstone laying
14. History of the U.S. Capitol Building (Architect of the Capitol)
15. Washington Monument
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news article 1

16. Trump says he's placing Washington police under federal control and activating the National Guard
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CHAPTER 3

THE MASONIC CAPITAL

The record on Freemasonry and the capital is not hidden. It is celebrated, displayed, and scheduled in
advance.

The man himself. George Washington was initiated a Freemason in Fredericksburg in 1752. The first
president was a lodge man, and he never hid it.

The boundary stone (Apr 15, 1791). The very first cornerstone of the capital (Jones Point) was placed
with the Alexandria Masonic Lodge in attendance.

The White House (Oct 13, 1792). Its cornerstone ceremony was Masonic.

The Capitol (Sept 18, 1793). Washington himself, in full Masonic apron, laid the cornerstone alongside
Joseph Clark, Grand Master of Maryland. Three Worshipful Masters carried corn, wine, and oil.
Washington struck the stone three times with the gavel, the assembled Masons chanted, a
fifteen-gun salute fired, and a 500-pound ox was slaughtered and roasted. The silver plaque
dedicated the building "in the year of Masonry 5,793." None of this is secret: it is the official record,
and the government's own history celebrates it.

The tools are still in service. Washington's ceremonial gavel still exists, kept in a bank vault and
brought out for cornerstone ceremonies at other great buildings, including the Washington Monument
and the National Cathedral. His trowel sits on display at the George Washington Masonic National
Memorial in Alexandria.

The Washington Monument (July 4, 1848). Its cornerstone was laid by the Freemasons, "the same
organization to which Washington belonged," as the record puts it.

The ritual never stopped. The Capitol ceremony was re-enacted at the centennial in 1893, and again
at the bicentennial in 1993, when the sitting Architect of the Capitol was made a Mason-at-Sight so
he could take part. The tricentennial is already on the books: September 18, 2093.

What the record supports and what it doesn't. The record supports all of it: a Masonic president,
Masonic cornerstones, Masonic tools still in ceremonial use, and an unbroken three-hundred-year
calendar of Masonic ritual around the seat of government. What the record does not support is any
evidence that the street grid was drawn as a pentagram, or that the rites were anything more than
the era's standard civic ceremony. What is undeniable is this: the people who built the capital
consecrated it in their own lodge's rituals, openly, repeatedly, and at least three hundred scheduled
years deep.

See it for yourself. Open any maps app. Type "Dupont Circle." The five circles (Dupont, Logan, Scott,
Mount Vernon Square, with the White House) connect by avenues into a five-pointed star. Whether
drawn that way on purpose or not, the city itself keeps the shape.

The Ten-Mile Square. Located inside America, but is not part of America. It is an independent
sovereign geographic location where the "United States" is physically situated, and the only place the
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United States holds in-rem jurisdiction.

The United States is not the people, not the Republic, not America, and not the United States of
America. In its commercial/federal capacity, the "citizen" status it assumes is a legal fiction (a
chattel-like commercial status), distinct from the living person.

Chapter sources

book 4
1. Centennial Anniversary of the Laying of the Cornerstone of the National Capitol, September 18, 1793
2. History of the Washington National Monument and of the Washington National Monument Society
3. A History of the Washington Monument, 1844-1968
4. The Constitutions of the Free-Masons (1723; 1734 Philadelphia ed.)

web 6

5. Boundary Stones of the District of Columbia

6. United States Capitol cornerstone laying

7. History of the U.S. Capitol Building (Architect of the Capitol)
8. Washington Monument

9. Freemasons

10. History of Freemasonry (United Grand Lodge of England)
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CHAPTER 4

SPLIT PERSONALITIES OF THE CLUB

THE REPUBLIC (THE PEOPLE)

sources: Amend. |

The Republic: formed by the people, collectively; the true assembly of the people. It is the people,
powered by natural, living men and women.

THE UNITED STATES (THE CLUB)

sources: Organic Act 1871, Amend. I, NAACP v. Alabama, Roberts v. Jaycees, Boy Scouts v. Dale, Tillman v.
Wheaton-Haven, 42 USC § 2000a, FAA 9 USC § 2, ICWA 25 USC § 1911(d)

The United States and the United States of America are not the same thing: they are two distinct
formations.

A quasi-entity with dual capacity: it operates as two different things, depending on which posture lets
it get away with more:

In commerce, it claims to operate in the public/commercial sphere, because that is the domain where
it rules. In their own words they say "the United States is a municipal corporation” (Organic Act of
1871, 16 Stat. 419, as quoted in Stoutenburgh v. Hennick, 129 U.S. 141 (1890); quoted at length in
the Creation of the Beast section).

In sovereign matters, it may act as sovereign, but only when it is violating no one and genuinely
doing what it claims to do.

Limited sovereignty: its sovereignty is no greater than that of a private assembly. It is just as
sovereign as, and no more powerful than, any private assembly that asserts its rights from God.

Every assembly is a sovereign republic in its own right.
The federal receipts, quick blast: the blow-off valves for assemblies:

First Amendment: "the right of the people peaceably to assemble" is a listed right, not a privilege the
club grants.

NAACP v. Alabama (1958): the Supreme Court held the association itself is protected: the state could
not even force the NAACP to hand over its membership list.

Roberts v. U.S. Jaycees (1984): association is protected in two forms: intimate association and
expressive association. The Court, in its own words: freedom of association "presupposes a freedom
not to associate."

Boy Scouts v. Dale (2000): the Supreme Court protected a private association's right to define its own
membership and its own message.
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42 ¥.S.C. § 2000a(e): the federal public-accommodations law itself writes the line in plain words: it
"shall not apply to a private club or other establishment not in fact open to the public." The
government's own statute fences off the private. You do not fence off territory you already control.

The trap for non-private assemblies: how the club tricks people across the line:

The Jaycees trap (Roberts, 1984). The Jaycees called themselves a private club and lost, because the
test is not what you call yourself, it is what you are in fact. Their chapters were "neither small nor
selective," they recruited anyone, and their activities were open to strangers. The Court's contrast:
the Kiwanis Club, with a formal, selective membership procedure, stayed private. The rule: private is
proven by selectivity and actual exclusion, not by the word "private" on the door. Sell memberships
like a product, open the doors to the public, take the club's tax exemption or its grant money, and
you have stepped into the U.S. Club's market, where their rules reach. Think how freemasons gain
members while not knowing each other initially, the key is intention however complex.

Justice O'Connor said the whole trick out loud: "An association must choose its market. Once it enters
the marketplace of commerce (public) in any substantial degree, it loses complete control over its
membership."

The incorporation trap. Form an LLC or a corporation and you have asked the state to create you: you
become its creature, existing at its pleasure: the same creature-of-the-grantor relationship as a
franchise. Even when it was created, it was created under duress (the monopoly left no alternative),
and with no meeting of the minds: two more voids on the deal.

The tax trap. Take a 501(c) exemption or federal grant money, and the strings come with it: filings,
disclosure, their rules inside your door. You stay completely separate, interacting with them only
under duress and through strategic means. Remember: it's your narrative and your record. Tell the
story as you go, and leave the trail, slow and certain, like an evidence snail.

The trust trap: the classic bait. A revocable trust protects nothing: you keep control, so it is still yours,
still your property, still taxable to you, still reachable. It sounds like protection and is none. An
irrevocable trust is the reverse trap: it only works because you have given the property away and
surrendered control, and if you keep acting like the owner while calling it irrevocable, the courts and
the tax man ignore the paperwork and treat it as yours anyway. A private irrevocable trust (declared
privately, never registered in their system) stays private only so long as it actually stays private: no
one treats it as a personal pocketbook, no one acts as owner. The government's rules bind the
entities registered under them; the trap is that most "trusts" people get sold are one of the first two.

The true power move is to name your trust-like structure what you choose (never what was
predetermined), and when you describe it, always say what it is not. The trap only closes when you
accept their word for the thing you built. Because the word is not just a label: the word carries their
assumptions with it, and the moment their word leaves your mouth, their assumption enters the
room. That is the beginning of the cascade they try to bring on you, slowly, quietly, like a snake
beginning to coil.

Understand this: you will never find a paper that says these assumptions exist, or that this is their
plan. Nobody wrote that down. What you find instead are the other vectors (this statute, that ruling,
that footnote), each one innocent on its own. But each vector points, and the final vector is the one
you never see. It is the one you cannot help but arrive at, because every visible road bends toward it.
Seeing that invisible last vector is the whole point of this book: to gather enough vectors that they
become concrete evidence, if not admissible in their courts, if not acknowledged by them, then at the
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very least yours.

One example already exists in the open. The private depository association handled what the
chartered bank handles (deposits, the movement of money), but only for private memberships,
outside the chartered system. It started as one idea among a few people, and grew massive, the
same arc as the Freemasons, who began as a small lodge and became one of the largest private
assemblies on Earth. An assembly does not need the club's charter to be real, or to be big. It needs
members, and an idea.

One more note on all those court cases. Look at every case just cited: NAACP, Jaycees, Boy Scouts,
Dale. Every one of them was a fight inside their courts. The associations won some and lost some,
but they all played on the club's floor, in the club's venues, under the club's rules, which is the only
reason those cases exist as "case law" at all. That is the very premise this book challenges. The
correct operation is not a better argument inside their courtroom; it is questioning whether their
courtroom was ever the room to be in. Challenge from inception: jurisdiction never attaches without a
victim, a wrong, and a real predicate, and the only room where that question gets an honest hearing
is an Article Ill court, with you standing sui juris, never pro se. Going forward, that is the move behind
every page of this book: never accept the premise that you belong in their room.

The club's own federal rule proves a private forum can surpass their courts. The Federal Arbitration
Act (their statute, their law) commands their own judges to enforce agreements to settle disputes
privately, and to stand aside while a private assembly's chosen forum decides the matter. The private
body replaces the courtroom entirely, and the judge's only remaining job is to rubber-stamp what the
private forum decided. Read it plainly: in their own federal code, a private assembly's forum outranks
the club's courtroom. If private arbitration can push the court aside in commercial matters, then the
private forum was never beneath the court at all: the court only walks in where the private has been
abandoned.

Sit with the whole point of that rule. Its entire effect is to validate, in itself, the power of an
assembly's Grand Jury (or what you choose to call it), to say that what a private assembly decides in
its own forum trumps the power of their own courts, and that their judges' hands are tied from
touching it. That is not us saying it. That is the club's own federal law saying it. A heavier admission is
hard to imagine: the club, in writing, ranks a private assembly's forum above its own courtroom.

Example already running: Indian reservations. A U.S. citizen who steps onto tribal land (or does
business there) is pulled into the tribe's own jurisdiction: their courts, their rules, their process. When
that tribal court hands down its finding, the courts here honor it and enforce it. The club's own courts
treat the reservation's verdict as solid. Same admission, standing in real time: the club defers to an
assembly's forum, on the assembly's own ground, every day. It is written down: federal statute orders
every court in the country to give full faith and credit to the judicial proceedings of any Indian tribe.

Step back and see what all of this is really saying. An assembly. A nation. A people. These are not
different things; they are different words for the same thing: a group of people who came together
around a shared mind about something, called themselves something, made a declaration about
what constitutes them and where they stand, and who take it so seriously they would carry it to the
grave, whether that thing saves the world, destroys it, or whatever other motive they hold. That is all
any of these formations ever was. The real question is what creators of the club came together
around, and whose grave the promise gets carried to.

The United States Club is not the sovereign republic it claims to be. Its sovereignty is conditional and

Shield of Souls Assembly - shieldofsouls.com poweroftheparallel.com



The Power of the Parallel Page 14 of 95

forfeitable: it is only sovereign so long as it stays within the bounds of its grant from the people. Like
any sovereign, if it violates the terms of its authority (the constitution), it loses its sovereignty.

COLOR OF LAW (THE CLUB'S RULES)

sources: Organic Act 1871

The United States executive orders, its policies, its laws bind only those within its own organization:
the club. This includes people it assumes are members from birth, whom it designates "US Citizens."
But that membership is an assumption, not an established fact. It holds only until the question of
jurisdiction is actually challenged. Outside the club, the authority to bind anyone rests on consent
(the people's admission), or on rights the uninformed have given up without knowledge. Absent
consent, there is no valid claim of jurisdiction over a person in the private sphere.

THE PRESIDENT AS CEO

sources: Organic Act 1871

Most know the President as the Commander and chief. While the evidence points to the President
being more the chief executive officer of a corporate entity, though the United States never admits
this plainly, therefore rendering it more of a factual metaphor. Make a note that a corporation refers
to their CEOs and presidents and the US president is referred to as the chief (and commander) make
this more of a corporation with a deadly side (the military).

The point is not to prove the President is "a CEO" as an insult or a legal label; the point is structural.
His directives do not apply to the people generally, and do not even necessarily apply to the
corporation's own nominal citizens. They operate at the federal and District of Columbia level, the
level of the corporate entity itself. His authority is executive authority over the corporation, not
authority over the private person.

ARTICLE Ill (THE ONE HONEST ROOM)

sources: 42 USC § 1983

The phrase "the courts," as used in mainstream discussion, refers to the courts that serve the club.
We all know that each court has it own purpose, but only one exists to serve "the people".

There is a real, structural distinction between Article Il courts (constitutional courts with life-tenured,
salary-protected judges who are less likely to depend on external revenue) and the
legislative/administrative courts created by statute and existing to maintain the power and control of
the mechanisms that maintain the color of law.

Article Il courts are the one venue that does not cater to the club; the remaining courts (the
legislative courts, including those of the District of Columbia, which serve by the grace of Congress)
are the club's own forums.

Only Article 11l courts can give a real, final, independent remedy for violations of private rights. Other
Federal and Local courts are classified as non-Article Ill courts, and that in itself should expose this
whole system we explain as truth of what it really is. See in their own words how they describe this
court:
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§1983. Civil action for deprivation of rights

Every person who, under color of any statute, ordinance, regulation, custom, or usage, of any State
or Territory or the District of Columbia, subjects, or causes to be subjected, any citizen of the United
States or other person within the jurisdiction thereof to the deprivation of any rights, privileges, or
immunities secured by the Constitution and laws, shall be liable to the party injured in an action at
law, suit in equity, or other proper proceeding for redress, except that in any action brought against a
judicial officer for an act or omission taken in such officer's judicial capacity, injunctive relief shall not
be granted unless a declaratory decree was violated or declaratory relief was unavailable. For the
purposes of this section, any Act of Congress applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia shall
be considered to be a statute of the District of Columbia.

Chapter sources

case law 5

1. Organic Act of 1871, §§1 & 18 (as quoted in Stoutenburgh v. Hennick, 129 U.S. 141 (1890))
2. NAACP v. Alabama ex rel. Patterson, 357 U.S. 449 (1958)

3. Roberts v. U.S. Jaycees, 468 U.S. 609 (1984)

4. Boy Scouts of America v. Dale, 530 U.S. 640 (2000)

5. Tillman v. Wheaton-Haven Recreation Assn., 410 U.S. 431 (1973)

official text 5

6. U.S. Constitution, Amendment |

7. 42 U.S.C. § 2000a - Public Accommodations (private club exemption)
8. Federal Arbitration Act, 9 U.S.C. § 2

9. Indian Child Welfare Act, 25 U.S.C. § 1911(d)

10. 42 U.S.C. § 1983 - Civil Action for Deprivation of Rights
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CHAPTER 5

THE LINE THEY CAN'T CROSS

The corporate entity's own true jurisdiction is confined to the District of Columbia and to the
public/commercial sphere. Its authority outside that sphere exists only by the consent or admission of
the people, for emergencies, when granted by a person, or by the acquisition of rights from those
who are uninformed.

Its reach is limited to public and commercial matters; it does not enter the private sphere unless two
conditions are both present: a true living victim, and a real emergency. Even then, the response is
strictly limited to the least intrusive measure necessary to stop the condition causing the emergency.

The sovereignty of the individual in the private sphere is inherent, as or more powerful then the clubs
(U.S.) and does not depend on any grant from a constitution; the club's authority, by contrast, is
wholly derivative: it exists only to the extent the constitution grants it, and if the club violates that
grant, it loses its authority (color of law) and sovereign protection.

This is not a claim that enforcers have no authority, Instead that their authority is bounded: full in the
public/commercial sphere, and absent in the private sphere over a person who acts correctly and
stays there, absent a victim and a real emergency.

When the club or its agents exceed the least-intrusive measure (acting beyond the scope of any real
emergency, without a victim, or outside their public/commercial jurisdiction), they are acting under
color of law in violation of it. For such violations they are accountable, individually, in an Article Ill
court. The accountability venue for color-of-law violations is Article Ill: the federal-question
jurisdiction and the civil-rights statutes are the hooks that put those claims exactly there.

Watch how the joining actually happens, because it never happens with one blow. The club does not
pull you into its frame with a warrant. It pulls you in with a word and a signature, one at a time, and
each one looks harmless alone. You say "citizen" in their room, and the word carries their definition in
with it. You sign the return, accept the license, click the box, register the plate, and each one is a
joinder, each one read as an admission that you are inside the club and consenting to its rules. That
is the machine this whole section describes: vocabulary on one side, action on the other, and the
person is joined into the frame without ever being asked.

The non assertion of rights completes the joinder. A private person who stands inside their frame and
never reserves anything is read as accepting everything. Their own maxim says it plainly: silence
where a duty to speak exists is consent. Sign without reservation, and the clean signature is read as
agreement. Accept without condition, and the acceptance is read as total. Never state the standing,
never demand the predicate, never write the reservation, and the assumption ripens into a record
that looks like consent. It is not real consent, because consent under duress is not consent, and the
monopoly left no other door. It is manufactured consent, built out of your silence, and their own rules
make it enforceable once it is on paper.

The counter move is the same shape in reverse, and it costs almost nothing. Refuse their vocabulary.
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Use the older controlling words, the true living person, the private sphere, and never their loaded
labels. Reserve your rights on every paper you are forced to sign, under protest, all rights reserved,
which their own statute protects. Challenge the predicate every time: who is the victim, where is the
injury, show the chain. State the standing once, in writing, on your record, and keep it stated. Every
one of those moves is the opposite of a joinder, and every one leaves a receipt. The person who
keeps that record cannot be quietly joined, because the joining is never loud. It only works while no
one is saying no on paper.

Chapter sources

case law 1
1. Organic Act of 1871, 8§81 & 18 (as quoted in Stoutenburgh v. Hennick, 129 U.S. 141 (1890))
official text 3

2. 42 U.S.C. § 1983 - Civil Action for Deprivation of Rights
3. 28 U.S.C. § 1331 - Federal Question
4. UCC § 1-308 - Reservation of Rights
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CHAPTER 6

THE EMERGENCY THAT NEVER ENDS

the club has never once turned the emergency off.

Since the National Emergencies Act was passed in 1976, the United States has declared 90 national
emergencies, the overwhelming majority of them in the last four decades. More than 50 are still
running today, each one renewed like clockwork every single year. The oldest one, the "lIran
emergency," was declared on November 14, 1979 and it has been renewed every year since, for over
45 years without a single interruption.

The club's own Congress proved it decades ago: the Senate's Special Committee on the Termination
of the National Emergency found that the country had been in an unbroken state of emergency going
back to 1933. That is not an emergency. That is a switch left on. An "emergency" that never ends is
not a response to a crisis: it is the normal operating condition, kept running so that the extraordinary
powers never have to be given back.

This is why: one live emergency unlocks more than 150 standby statutory powers, a whole shelf of
authorities that stay dormant until the switch is flipped. With the switch on, the President can freeze
assets and cut off transactions without a court (the IEEPA, 50 U.S.C. §§ 1701-1707), reroute military
construction money that Congress refused to give (10 U.S.C. § 2808, exactly how the border wall got
funded), seize or take control of ships (46 U.S.C. § 70051), shut down or commandeer radio stations
and communications (47 U.S.C. § 606), and prosecute people under emergency-only criminal statutes
(18 U.S.C. §§ 2153, 2154). These are not powers they always have: they are powers they have
waiting. The permanent emergency is the master switch that keeps the entire shelf live.

Strip away the crisis language and what's actually left is this: the emergencies are the excuse. Each
declaration is a reason to grab more power, a standing justification to violate more rights, and a
built-in defense for doing it, because when they are finally called to answer for it, they answer in their
own courts, under their own emergency statutes, in front of their own judges, who have their own
backs. The emergency powers, the yearly renewals, and the courts that bless them are all one loop:
the club writes the excuse, the club wields the power, and the club grades its own homework.

The emergency-excuse machine has a showcase product. A nation in shock is the perfect audience:
people don't ask questions while they're scared, and that fear was converted into law with
astonishing speed: 45 days after 9/11 came the USA PATRIOT Act (October 26, 2001), a bill so long
that members of Congress openly admitted they hadn't read it before voting. In that one package:

Section 215: the FBI can apply for an order to produce "any tangible things (including books, records,
papers, documents, and other items)", from banks, libraries, medical files, for a foreign-intelligence or
international-terrorism investigation, with no warrant and no probable cause. The statute is not
limited to citizens; its words reach anyone's records, and the only guardrail written into it is that an
investigation may not be run of a U.S. person solely on the basis of First Amendment-protected
activity.

National Security Letters: self-issued demands for data, sent to banks, phone carriers, and internet
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providers, with a gag order: the company that is served is barred from telling anyone it was served,
and the person whose data is taken is never told at all.

Roving wiretaps: one warrant covering every device a person touches, instead of one specific phone.

Sneak-and-peek searches: authorities enter and search, and only tell you afterward.

Look at who the demand actually lands on: banks, doctors, libraries, all of them already inside the
club. Banks exist only by the club's charter and licenses. Doctors practice only under a license the
club issues and can track. Libraries stay open through the club's grants and funding. The club never
has to reach into the private sphere at all: it just orders its own licensed, registered, grant-funded
franchisees to hand over your records, and you are never told it happened.

None of that had anything to do with the attack it was sold to answer. Here is the tell: the "temporary
emergency measures" of 2001 are still on the books today, renewed again and again, long after the
emergency was declared over. Same pattern as the emergency list: a shock happens - the excuse is
grabbed - the power is made permanent - the excuse is never let go. The emergency was never the
reason. It was the cover story that keeps people from freaking out while the powers get taken.

The way out is made of their own material. We make them let go by turning their own powers back
on them (their own statutes, their own courts, their own forms and rules), and by opening the
blow-off valves: the release exits they were forced to build for themselves when the pressure got too
high. Vermont's cannabis legalization is one of them, but the clearest proof of the valve is the ritual
that happens every year in New York City: chickens killed in the open streets, blood running in the
gutters, and the police don't ticket anyone, they set up the barricades for it. They use their discretion
not to get sued by the chicken murders. Bigger point, when enough people stand correctly in the
private and stop consenting, the club doesn't explode: it vents.

Chapter sources

official text 7

1. Senate Report 93-549 - Special Committee on Termination of the National Emergency
. International Emergency Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. § 1701

. 10 U.S.C. § 2808 - Emergency Military Construction

. 47 U.S.C. § 606 - Emergency Control of Communications

. 46 U.S.C. § 70051 - Seizure and Control of Vessels

. USA PATRIOT Act, Pub. L. 107-56

. 50 U.S.C. § 1861 - Business Records (Section 215)

N OO 1 A W N

report 2

8. A Guide to Emergency Powers and Their Use

9. Declared National Emergencies Under the National Emergencies Act, 1978-2018
news article 2

10. The U.S. Has Been in a Constant State of National Emergency Since 1979

11. America's perpetual state of emergency
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CHAPTER 7

YOU HAVE THE POWER

A person can still use the club's system (its currency, its roads, its courts), while reserving their
rights. Using the tools is not consent. The club would love to read any use of its system as an
admission of its jurisdiction: "you used the dollar, so you're in." But that assumption dies on contact
with the truth: we have no choice. The club runs a monopoly. Every exchange is denominated in its
currency, every alternative has been legislated away, and no one asked us before the deal was
made. Using the system under a monopoly is not consent: it is duress.

The club even admits it in its own words: the U.S. government's claim to eminent domain is, in fact,
an admission that we are under duress. Only an authority holding people under duress would need a
power like that, the power to take, from people who cannot realistically refuse.

Chapter sources

official text 1

1. UCC § 1-308 - Reservation of Rights

web 1

2. Cornell Wex - Duress
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CHAPTER 8

BRASS TAX FACTS

WAR OF WORDS

sources: IRC § 61, IRC § 6001, IRC § 6012, IRC § 7701, Black's 4th, IRC § 3401, Butchers' Union, Eisner v. Macomber,
Glenshaw Glass

The word itself is the first trap: "income" is defined by pointing at itself. The statute opens with a
circle: 26 U.S.C. § 61 says gross income "means all income from whatever source derived" (the word
defined by the word), and then § 61(a)(1) fills the circle with "compensation for services." It never
defines what a living person's labor is worth; it only asserts that whatever they call wages, they will
call income.

"Person, person, person" and never you. Watch who the tax code aims its duties at. Every one of
them is aimed at a "person": § 6001, "Every person liable for any tax imposed by this title", and §
6012, "Persons required to make returns of income." Never "human being." Never "private person."
The code's own dictionary (§ 7701(a)(1)) makes "person" mean an individual, a trust, an estate, a
partnership, an association, a company, a corporation, a list of containers. Black's told us why the
word works this way: "A person is such, not because he is human, but because rights and duties are
ascribed to him." The duty is ascribed to the container. The statute addresses the person they
presume over the living man, never the man himself. The private person, in the same dictionary, is
"an individual who is not the incumbent of an office", no office, no statutory duty aimed at him. The
whole filing machine runs on the assumed person. Dissolve the assumption, and the statute has no
one to attach its duty to, only a living man, standing in the private, whom the code has never named
at all.

The Supreme Court once defined income the other way, and that definition has never been
overturned. Eisner v. Macomber (1920): income is "gain derived from capital, from labor, or from
both combined." Gain. A gain means you came out with more than you put in. Trading an hour of
your life for its fair value is not a gain: it is an even exchange. The club does not like that word, so in
Glenshaw Glass (1955) the Court broadened it to "undeniable accessions to wealth, clearly realized,
and over which the taxpayer has complete dominion", the door every circuit has walked through
since. Non article 3, circuit courts apply the broad version, and they will sanction you for arguing
otherwise. But the gain test was never erased, only avoided. This is something to bring up against
them in the correct venue.

That is why the taking only works inside one of their containers. The chunk gets taken where the
club's own bookkeeping applies: the LLC, the W-2, the registered "employee" under their statutory
definitions of "employee" and "wages" (§ 3401), the containers you form or join under their charter.
Inside the container you are inside their rules, and they take their cut by their own system. Outside
the container, the question changes entirely, because the labor itself is not theirs to begin with. Their
own courts said so: property in your own labor is "the most sacred and inviolable" there is (Butchers'
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Union Co. v. Crescent City Co., 1884).

Here is the duress blow-off. If you had to form the LLC (because the monopoly left no other door to
eat through), and you can articulate that duress on the record, then the container itself can be
walked into the private: formed under compulsion, operated on private terms, holding only a quasi
connection to their commerce system, a connection you control, and can turn back on them. The trap
only holds the ones who never say out loud that they were forced into it. Say it, on the record, every
time, and the container becomes evidence instead of consent.

THE POWER OF KNOWLEDGE

sources: Bailey v. Alabama, U.S. v. Kozminski, 32 VSA § 9771, IRC § 1001

I have never filed or paid income taxes, ever, in my entire life. | have owned multiple LLCs, | have sat
and talked directly with the IRS, and | have explained to them exactly what this chapter explains.
They agreed, and canceled my sales and use account from the day it was created. Read that
carefully: the account was not canceled going forward. It was canceled retroactively, from creation,
because the position was never invalid; it was only unstated. Here is the mechanic, so you can see
the shape of it.

| bought cell phone parts, and at purchase the sales tax was already paid, because the seller collects
it on every sale. On paper, the parts are taxed goods. But | never resold the parts. | gave them away
you could technically say as part of my labor, and charged only for the labor itself, the parts folded
into the labor cost, because that is what they were: my labor. Sales and use tax reaches the sale of
goods, not the labor of a man. The account died because there was no sale to tax, only a man
working.

The same shape fits landscaping: the plants and stone are taxed at purchase, and what is charged
over them is labor.

Construction: the lumber is taxed at purchase, and the hands that build with it charge for the hands.
The tax rides on the thing sold (never on the man selling his labor), because they cannot tax you on
your labor. That would literally be slavery.

Example of their own laws laying it out, a Vermont statute that is still on the books: sales and use tax
reaches tangible personal property and enumerated services, pure labor is not on the list (32 V.S.A. §
9771). Keep the line sharp: that was the sales and use account, a smaller room, and the smallest
room proved the principle.

But understand what that means for the bigger one: the income tax is even less proven. Income is
not capital gain (the gain test is exactly what it says, gain), and the statute never actually defines the
word income at all. It points at itself. If they cannot define the word, there can be no meeting of the
minds, and a contract with no meeting of the minds is void from conception. Taxing labor itself is not
taxation. It is slavery, wearing arithmetic. The only reason they can tax your labor at all is that you
are an "employee" inside one of their containers, the LLC, the W-2. When you are not an employee,
no one taxes you: it is up to you to assert your rights. You will not be confident doing it until you can
articulate the argument. That is exactly why this book exists.

Where | first learned it. A glass-blowing friend of mine had a CPA who taught him this exact fact (that
labor traded for its own value is not a taxable gain), and it is true. The craftsmen knew it before the
lawyers admitted it. The people who work with their hands and their lungs have always been able to
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see that the club can only tax a number it invented.

The tradesman's arithmetic: in the hole, paid, made whole. Work the trade: you are in the hole, your
life-hours go out, your body wears, your tools wear. You get paid, and the payment makes you whole
again, back to zero: the value you put out, returned to you. Made whole is not gain. Return of capital
is not taxable, even their own code says so (IRC § 1001). So the club has to pretend the even
exchange contains a gain, because without a "gain" the word income has nothing to hold. What is a
system that takes a portion of a man's labor under threat of imprisonment, if the labor was never a
gain? That is the question the 13th Amendment already answered: criminal punishment used to
compel labor is involuntary servitude (Bailey v. Alabama, 1911; United States v. Kozminski, 1988).

LIMITING LABELS

sources: U.S. v. Schiff, Banister (agentfortruth), Dallas Express: Banister, Famguardian: Banister, Banister Interview,
IRS Voluntary Clips

The case they lean on: Porth v. Brodrick, torn open. When the circuits need a citation for "the
Thirteenth Amendment argument loses," this is the one they reach for: Porth v. Brodrick, 214 F.2d
925 (10th Cir. 1954).0pen it and watch how thin it is. A. J. Porth filed a declaration of estimated
income tax for 1951 and paid $135, and filed a refund claim for the same $135 the very same day,
then sued the Collector when it went unanswered.

That is the entire case: a $135 tax-refund lawsuit. His petition attacked the Sixteenth Amendment
from the U.S. Club constitution (meant to hold their own member accountable), itself as "illegal and
unconstitutional" and called the tax laws "a mass of ambiguous, contradictory, inequitable and unjust
rules." A kitchen-sink complaint, in the wrong shape, in the wrong frame, in the wrong venue. The
deepest mistake of all: he filed the return. He filled out the paperwork, signed it, and paid the $135,
and the signature is the obligation. Filing creates the obligation; the signature acquiesces the rights.
He walked into the room, handed them his name on their form, and only then tried to argue he was
never bound. The court's own opinion admits it: Porth's brief conceded that the taxing power may be
levied. He had already signed himself inside before the first page of the lawsuit was ever written.

Watch what the non-Article Il court did with it, the equity frame never reached, the club's frame from
start to finish. It never reached the labor question. It never touched the gain test. It dismissed the
petition for vagueness, in the court's own words, "difficult, if not impossible, to determine therefrom
just what the complaint is except that there exists a strong dislike for the taxing procedure." The
entire Thirteenth Amendment answer is one footnote: if the tax laws were servitude, "they would not
be the kind of involuntary servitude referred to in the Thirteenth Amendment", propped on two
citations that are not about labor taxation at all (the Slaughter-House Cases and Marcus Brown
Holding Co. v. Feldman). No reasoning. One sentence, two citations, done. The court leaned on
Porth's own concession that a federal income tax may be levied, so the servitude question was never
actually before it. The room he chose could only ever see artificial persons. Porth walked in as a
taxpayer (the statutory "person" the code names), so the only thing standing before the court was
the container. The living man behind the paper never got asked a single question, because in that
room the living man does not exist and is no different than the fiction.

In plain words. A per curiam (a ruling issued by the court as a whole, unsigned, no judge's name on it,
nobody to answer for it), from one non equity (article 3) circuit, 1954, dismissing a $135 refund
complaint for vagueness, whose only Thirteenth-Amendment content is an unreasoned footnote, that
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is the whole "authority." It did not decide that labor can be taxed. It decided that a rambling petition
attacking an amendment's legality fails to state a claim. The man who lost had already signed
himself into the obligation: he filed the return, and a signed return is an obligation and an
acquiescence; you cannot unsign it by suing for the $135 back. The question this book asks (where is
the gain in an even exchange, and can a tax on labor be anything but servitude?) was never asked in
that room, and never answered.

Understand why there is no real caselaw on that question: no court case would ever exist. The club
does not put its defeats on the record. When the position is pressed correctly, it settles out of court
and signs the silence, non-disclosure agreements that keep the wins invisible. The reported record is
only ever the swats. The swat is all they can show you, and the swat is not a decision: it is a footnote
with no reasoning, cited forever as if it were one. Another scam, this one dressed as precedent.

The club admits it is voluntary, over and over, in its own words. "Voluntary compliance" is their term,
said on the record, in Congress, for decades, IRS commissioner after commissioner, the videos are
everywhere. Read the contradiction everyone trips on: they say voluntary, and then they come for
you when you do not file. The word only seems like a lie until you remember the dual definition of
"person." Voluntary is voluntary, for the living man. The duty they come for is attached to the person,
the assumed, statutory one, the container their § 7701 list describes. Same word, two referents: the
natural man files because he chooses; the person is said to be required. The whole contradiction
hides inside the double meaning of one word. That is why this book repeats the dictionary line like a
heartbeat: "A person is such, not because he is human, but because rights and duties are ascribed to
him." They ascribe the duty to the person, and call the man's participation voluntary, two statements
about two different things, wearing the same name. A system built on a word with two meanings,
where the coercive half always hides behind the other. The clips are collected in the Sources,
commissioner after commissioner, saying it with their own mouths.

The receipts of the men who walked away. Irwin Schiff went to prison, but read what the Ninth Circuit
actually convicted him for: selling kits to file false returns, not for writing a book of tax opinions. The
speech was protected; the commerce was not. Joe Banister did it from the inside. A gun-carrying IRS
Criminal Investigation Division Special Agent and CPA, challenged on a radio show to disprove the
claim that the income tax was being enforced past its lawful bounds. He took the challenge as a man
under oath, spent two years researching on his own time and his own dime, and reached the
conclusion that ended his career: the IRS enforces the tax beyond the laws Congress passed, beyond
the boundaries the Supreme Court itself drew, and the agency's own internal manuals show it knows.
He said it to his supervisor in plain words: "I am putting people in jail based on what | have been
taught." When they suspended him and told him to reconsider his "attitude," he answered that the
matter was not about attitude: it was about legal facts. He resigned February 25, 1999, and they
never answered him.

He is still saying it, on the record, today: "If you're living and working in the United States, you can't
find any law that makes you liable to pay an income tax on ... your earnings." (Going Rogue podcast,
2026.) His research sits in public on his own site, exhibits included: the federal code imposes each
tax by naming the party made liable for it, and in a hundred years of statutes, no law names the
ordinary American living and working in the United States as liable for the income tax. The liability, in
his finding, is created by the filer: the return itself is the agreement that lets the IRS assess. Set that
sentence next to Porth's. Porth signed the return and lost: the signature was the obligation. The
agent who put people in jail for a living went public saying the obligation was never in the law at all.
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It is in the paperwork you volunteer to sign.

The club answered his questions the way it answers everything. It indicted him (four federal felonies,
Sacramento, 2005), and a jury acquitted him of every one. Two jurors said it out loud afterward: "I
looked at the case and asked myself, what the hell is going on here — there's no case!" and "l think
the government's evidence actually worked against them." The receipts stand: a sworn IRS criminal
investigator, who jailed people on the basis of what he was taught, went looking for the law behind
the teaching, and has spent his life on the public record saying he never found it.

THE CLUB BLUEPRINT

sources: Rich Dad Poor Dad, Kiyosaki Admission, Trump & Kiyosaki Video, Kiyosaki Tax Video

The richest man in the room never pays. Robert Kiyosaki (author of Rich Dad Poor Dad, the
best-selling personal-finance book of a generation, Donald Trump's co-author and self-described
friend) said it on camera, in an interview, in his own words: "l don't pay taxes. Question is, how is it |
don't pay taxes? | can tell you." The interviewer asked whether Trump pays: "You think Donald Trump
pays taxes? No... Yeah, | know him. He's my friend. He's my friend. We don't pay taxes." And then,
still on camera, he explained the machine itself, the same machine this whole chapter describes,
spoken by a man who got rich inside it:

"When they tell you get out of debt, that's stupid, because the money is debt. And the only way
money gets out of debt is via taxes."

"Money is debt. | use debt as money and everybody thinks getting in debt is bad. Well, who told you
that?"

He walked the interviewer through the training everyone is given (go to school, get a job, work hard,
save money, pay your taxes, get out of debt, invest in the stock market), and finished it himself:
"That makes you poor." Watch the trap he names: save a dollar, and the banking system lends it out
ten times (the fractional reserve system, in his words), your saved dollar is made worthless ten times
over, they pay you one percent, and then "they tax you on that interest." Save, and they print around
you. Borrow, and the debt is tax-free: "I borrowed 300 million dollars... to buy real estate that made
me rich." And when asked why anyone would save money while it is being printed, he said the quiet
part in one sentence: "That's what happened in 1971 when President Nixon took the dollar off the
gold standard. They can print as much as they like.", the exact year the boat story coming up lands
on.

He even drew the moral for the honest: most people cheat on their taxes because they hate taxes,
but you don't have to cheat, he said, if you understand how the money works. We do not have to
know what he is. Nobody outside his own books knows what he actually does off camera, whether he
is the licensed, public version of the move, a prop they set on camera to make the game look
winnable through their system, or quietly running other maneuvers we will never get to see. It
doesn't matter. What matters is what he said on the record: the game has two tiers: the trained tier,
which works for money, pays taxes, and saves while the money is printed underneath it, and the tier
that holds the debt, because money is debt. The men at the top do not labor inside the containers.
They hold the containers, and the taxes are what the containers get filled with. He said it with his
own mouth: the only way the money gets out of debt is via taxes. Lesson number one of his own
book: rich people don't work for money. The rest of the lesson is the tax system itself.
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He said it again, on camera, alone, laying out the formula himself: "l pay no taxes... Trump pays no
taxes legally. It's a combination of business and real estate that gives us an unfair advantage over
employees." The three moving parts, in his own words: "appreciation, amortization, and
depreciation", the three shelters that only exist for the ones who hold the containers. Then the line
that lands hardest: "The business of McDonald's is not hamburgers. The business of McDonald's is
real estate." You eat the hamburger. They own the ground it stands on, and, as he put it, "McDonald's
owns more real estate than the Catholic Church." The employees make the hamburgers and pay the
taxes; the owners hold the land and hold the depreciation. Same building, two tiers, the whole
chapter, in one drive-thru.

Now pull the McDonald's line apart, because it is the whole trick in one storefront. Watch the actual
machine. A man saves for years, borrows, buys the franchise, builds the store, staffs it, works it, and
believes he is the entrepreneur. But the first cut back to McDonalds goes up to the company, and so
does the cut after that: McDonald's takes a chunk off every single location, forever, and the man in
the apron makes money for McDonald's before he ever makes money for himself. He didn't buy a
business. He bought a job with a logo on it. The franchisee builds the empire for the brand, the same
way the taxpayer builds the treasury for the club.

The government's tax machine is that exact trick, only theirs is fraud and fruit from a poisonous tree:
the government acting as a parent and by their own definition a municipality, tries to franchise itself
out into the states, except the states are really municipalities as well, both a "body politic", so the
club shifts the vocabulary and changes the pitch until the arrangement no longer fits a clean legal
argument.

Then it does the coldest thing of all: it writes down what it is actually doing, but worded in such a way
that when a normal person stands up and says it in plain words (the version any sane person would
say first), their courts call it frivolous and ridiculous. That is not an accident. The plain version is
made ludicrous inside their rooms on purpose, so the only version left standing is the one that is
hardest to articulate. Which means the real rule has two parts, and the wording is only the second.
The first is the room: be in the right court, or the perfect words are just perfect words spoken to the
wrong judge. They stack traps and layers (every door has another door in front of it, another direction
offered, another form, another definition), so you double- and triple-check your direction before you
ever open your mouth.

The "person" definition is the perfect example: one word built to mean two different things, built that
way on purpose, so the ordinary man follows the wrong branch and gets lost in the complication. Why
would they make it so complicated? So you would. The complication is the trap, which means the
discipline is: right room first, then right words, then keep checking the direction while you walk. Once
you see that, you can look at everything they run (every fee, every permit, every tax), critically, and
find the franchise behind every window.

Notice what he will not do, because nobody at that table ever does it fully. He says "l can tell you",
and then he doesn't, not all the way. Watch him in both interviews: every time the question reaches
the actual door, he steps sideways ("that's an intelligent question," then a lesson, a slogan, a
formula), close enough to point, never enough to complete. That is the shape of every real confession
made in public by a man who intends to keep living. The full sentence, spoken plainly and verbatim,
carries a price, and everyone at that level knows what the price is, so they get you to the edge of it,
let you see that the door is real, and then walk you away from it in the wrong direction. Kiyosaki is
doing exactly that, and it is working for us, not against us. He is vague enough that they applaud him,

Shield of Souls Assembly - shieldofsouls.com poweroftheparallel.com



The Power of the Parallel Page 27 of 95

and specific enough that the receipts are ours. He said he doesn't pay taxes. He said Trump doesn't.
He said the money is debt. He said the schools train you into the taxable tier. He said the tax itself is
what services the debt. Then he left the last door closed. He did not need to open it. This book is the
door.

HITS THROUGH TIME

sources: America: Freedom to Fascism, Titanic, Encyclopedia Titanica, Creature from Jekyll Island, Fed Reserve Act
1913

Aaron Russo: the filmmaker who put it all on camera. America: Freedom to Fascism (2006) is the
documentary where a Hollywood producer read the IRS's own publications on camera ("voluntary
compliance," in the agency's own words), and asked why a system that calls itself voluntary sends
men with guns. Joe Banister, the agent from two pages back, is interviewed in it. The film hits every
beat of this chapter: no law making the average American liable, the Federal Reserve as a private
cartel running the money, the National ID (REAL ID) rolled out as identity control, and the slide Russo
named in the title, freedom, to fascism, which he called the merger of corporation and state. Russo
carried one more receipt: his account of being befriended by Nick Rockefeller, of being told (years
ahead) that an event was coming (he said eleven months out), that afterward they would go into
Afghanistan, then Iraq, then come home and put a chip in everyone. He repeated it on camera and in
interviews for the rest of his life, and he died in 2007 still telling it.

The boat, the bankers, and the note that came after. Every line verified: J. P. Morgan's shipping trust,
International Mercantile Marine, owned the White Star Line, the company whose ship the Titanic was.
Morgan had a suite booked on the maiden voyage and canceled at the last minute; the ship sailed
without him. On April 15, 1912, she went down, and on the passenger list, gone, were John Jacob
Astor IV, Isidor Straus, and Benjamin Guggenheim, three of the richest men in the world.

On December 23, 1913 (twenty months later), the Federal Reserve Act was signed, and the new
central bank existed. The quip that made the rounds in Washington when the bill finally passed:
"Cash missed the boat." The Fed-critique record reads it plainly: the men who went into the water
were the ones who would have stood in the way of the central bank, and the road from the secret
Jekyll Island meeting of 1910 to the Act of 1913 runs straight through that wreck. The straight facts:
the record proves the ownership, the cancellation, the deaths, and the dates. It does not prove the
sinking was arranged, and this book does not pretend it does. But notice what needs no conspiracy at
all: the central bank's creation is bracketed by the wreck (secret meeting, sinking, statute), and the
gold in this story is the gold standard itself, which is exactly what the new machine was built to
outlive. 1933, they took the gold. 1971, they cut the rope. The boat that sailed without its owner is a
better symbol than its owners ever wanted.
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CHAPTER 9

YOUR BODY, YOUR HOME, YOUR GROUND

THE FIRST PRIVATE GROUND

sources: Amend. IV, Locke: Second Treatise, Smithsonian: Zip Code, McNutt v. GMAC, Schneckloth v. Bustamonte,
Bumper v. North Carolina

Your body is the first private ground, and it stays private even in public. Your pockets, your car, your
home, your land: those are the obvious ones. The one people forget is the one that never leaves the
private: the body itself is a bubble of private that moves with you through every public place.
Standing in a crowd changes nothing about what you are. The founding paper lists it in order: "The
right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and effects", the person first, before
the houses. To reach into that bubble the club needs a real predicate (a true living victim, a real
emergency, or a warrant sworn on an actual injury), and even then the response is the least intrusive
measure that stops the condition, nothing more. The rule from your side does not move: the private
never depends on location. It depends on what you are, and on what they can prove. Locke wrote it
before the country existed, and the country was built on it: "every man has a property in his own
person. This nobody has any right to but himself." The body is the first property, and every other
property right grows out of it: the labor of your hands is yours because the hands are yours.

Their words are points of assumption, and they own the words. Your address, your ZIP code, your
phone number, your license number: none of these are you. Each one is a point their paperwork can
attach to, a coordinate on their map. The ZIP code itself is their invention: the Zone Improvement
Plan, drawn over the land by the post office in 1963 to sort mail, and now it sorts people. Every time
one of their numbers is written for you, an assumption is being recorded: that you are inside their
frame, at a point on their graph paper. The duress of their monopoly makes the numbers unavoidable
(you cannot ship a package or open an account without their words), which is exactly why this book
keeps repeating it: using the system under a monopoly is not consent, it's duress. The numbers stay
theirs. You stay yours. What they own is the map. What you own is the land.

The rules of entry: in their own courts' words. Two receipts control every doorway, and both are
theirs. First: McNutt v. General Motors (1936), when jurisdiction is challenged, the party claiming it
carries the burden of proving it. Not you. Them. Second: consent that opens a door must be
voluntarily given (Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 1973), "voluntarily given, and not the result of duress
or coercion, express or implied." Not presumed from silence. Not granted in submission to a claimed
authority, Bumper v. North Carolina (1968), in the Court's own words: "Where there is coercion, there
cannot be consent." Their own standard, in their own words, matches this book's rule exactly:
consent under duress is not consent, and the one asserting authority carries the proof. The field tell,
repeated by everyone who has tried it: challenge precisely, and officials often retreat, because they
have spent their whole careers never once being asked to prove the authority they assume. The
burden was always supposed to be theirs; they are simply not used to anyone making them carry it.
Boundary notices at the threshold (posted, recorded, served) are how you make them carry it at the
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property line, before the door is ever touched. It's about the public notice going on unchallenged not
about the actual signs being "posted signs".

THE TOWN'S OWN BOOK

sources: 31 VSA § 501, 31 VSA § 503, 31 VSA § 506, 10 VSA § 212, 10 VSA § 245, Vt. HRC v. Elks

The town's own book draws the boundary, with "private" written into the definition. As an example,
Vermont's code lets the selectboard license dance halls, bowling alleys, and pool halls, the license
must be obtained "from the selectboard" (31 V.S.A. § 503). But the chapter's own definition only
catches a dance hall where the dancing is "open to the general public" (§ 501), a private room never
enters the definition at all. Then the statute writes the fence out loud: § 506, "Charitable
exemptions", the licensing and regulations "shall not apply to dance halls, bowling alleys, or pool
halls operated by charitable, educational, and fraternal organizations or institutions on premises
owned or regularly occupied by" them. The state's own code writes the town's hand away at the
club's door. Not because we say so, because they wrote it.

The state's own debt machine draws the line twice, in one definitions section. 10 V.S.A. § 212 names
the town's hand in the statute's own words: the "Governing body" is "the board of aldermen or city
council of a city, the board of selectboard members of a town, and the trustees of an incorporated
village", and what that body issues is defined two lines above it: a "Bond"... or any other evidence of
indebtedness issued by a municipality." The select board's debt power, written out. Then the same
section lists what the debt machine may finance (the "eligible facility"), and writes out, by name, the
one it may not: excluding "private clubs and businesses that limit the number of memberships for
reasons other than capacity." Now read the mechanics instead of the mood. A commercial club (open
doors, selling to the public) can stand before the governing body and be financed into indebtedness.
A private club cannot. The town's bonded-debt machinery has no door that reaches it. Every step of
that financing is authorized only "by resolution adopted by majority vote of all of the members of its
governing body" (§ 245), and no such resolution can ever name a private club, because the private
club is not on the list the resolution may finance. Read the company the state files the private club in:
the same exclusion row holds pyramid-sale schemes, gambling businesses, private clubs, and
businesses that teach religion, the four things the state's money will not touch. Three of them carry
an obvious reason. The fourth has no reason written anywhere. They will never spell it out. The
differentiation is the admission, which is exactly why it is ours to write.

The state's own high court wrote the line, in a case about a club that was never private. In the Elks
case (2003), the Vermont Supreme Court opened with the receipt: "That a private club can do so
under our public accommodations statute — whatever one thinks of the merits of such a choice — is
not open to doubt." Then look at what the Elks actually were, because it decides everything after:
bingo nights open to the street, a hall rented to the public for wedding receptions, and a membership
drive recruiting neighbors like a store recruits customers. That is not a private club that lost its case.
That is a club, a public business wearing a club's name. The two words are not the same thing: a club
is just people gathered under a name. Private is the word that moves the line, and the line only
moves for a genuinely selective, genuinely closed membership. The Elks never had that fact, so the
private question was never even reached. Their loss proves nothing against the private: it is this
book's standing rule in action: the fight was fought on the club's floor, in the club's frame, over the
club's question. Wrong argument. Wrong jurisdiction. Wrong assertion. A loss inside their room is not
a verdict on the private position: it is the reported record, and the reported record is made entirely of
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people who were already inside the frame. The Court's sentence was never overturned, never
qualified, never touched: the private is free, and private is proven by the closed door, never by the
sign.

THE HIGHEST EVIDENCE

sources: Land Ordinance 1785, Homestead Act 1862, FLPMA 1976, BLM GLO, Hooper v. Scheimer, U.S. v. Lee, Marbury
v. Madison, Fletcher v. Peck, Norton v. Shelby, Black's 11th, NV AB 570

The land is never stronger than when it is held together. The record shows the silent admissions in
the open: they do not come for the community. They come for the isolated owner: one parcel, one
name, one target, one assumption. Collective private property defense is the answer the architecture
itself suggests: boundaries asserted together, positions unified, witnesses standing with each other,
so that the one is never standing alone. An private assembly or club that holds land through its own
structure (title (land patent) in a private trust (or like mechanism) as nominee, members as stewards
under private agreement, disputes settled by private arbitration from within, never in the U.S. Club's
court room), is the same machine this book's assembly chapters describe, pointed at the land. The
shape is not new. It is the club's own franchise stack, run in reverse: the many standing as one.

Land patents: the receipt for what ownership was. America once wrote ownership down in the
strongest form it had. A land patent (an open letter from the sovereign, in the early days signed by
the President himself) transferred absolute title: no lord above you, nothing owed, no one to answer
to. That is what allodial means, and the dictionary keeps the definition honest: "Free; not held of any
lord or superior; owned without obligation of vassalage or fealty."

The timeline is on the record: the Land Ordinance of 1785 created the survey system; the General
Land Office opened in 1812 to issue the patents; the Homestead Act of 1862 gave 160 acres and a
presidential patent to any citizen who worked it five years; and in 1976 the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act closed the program for good. A century and a half of the highest title instrument the
country ever wrote, and then, closed. What replaced it is what most people call "owning a home": a
warranty deed in fee simple. Fee simple is feudal: the word fee itself is the old payment to a lord.
Blackstone wrote it in 1766 and it has not changed: the broadest estate, still held beneath someone.
Beneath the bank's lien. Beneath the county's annual tax. Beneath the state's power to take it and
call the price "just." You stopped paying rent to a lord and started paying it to a lien, with better
paperwork. All because you were never showed the way, lack of knowledge.

The receipts say what the patents were, in the courts' own words. Hooper v. Scheimer (1860),
reaffirmed in Texas & Pacific Railway v. Smith (1895): "a patent from the United States is the highest
evidence of title." Marbury v. Madison (1803): a vested right, once granted, cannot be revoked by a
later act of the same government. United States v. Lee (1882): even the government cannot hold
property in violation of the individual's right. The oldest rule of title: nemo dat quod non habet, no
one can give what he does not have. A warranty deed can only pass along what the grantor actually
held. Trace the chain back and the chain ends at the patent, or it ends at nothing, which means
everything after it was sold by someone who did not own it.

We know at this point how the U.S. Club's courts operate, so you know the county will not bow to a
patent claim at the tax window, the courts treat patent arguments as history in tax and foreclosure
cases, and Nevada even repealed its brief allodial-title program in 2005.

This is not a recipe for skipping property tax, and anyone selling you that recipe is selling the trap.
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The direction of the whole thing is set right here, before any assembly is ever formed. The point of
creating an assembly (the point of getting together at all) can never be to stop paying taxes, or to
shed any financial burden. Built on that purpose, the thing is fraudulent, and it pulls you into their
system two ways at once.

First: the moment your assembly exists in order to not pay them, you have acknowledged that they
exist: you have admitted there is a real claim of theirs to refuse, and everything you build afterward
stands on their claim, answered inside their frame.

Second: you are doing it backwards. The private is not a tax shelter. It is a standing, and the standing
is not created by any paperwork which is only evidence on your standing assertion. It is received.
Your rights come from the Creator, and you owe no due to any created thing, because the land was
never theirs to bill. The land belongs to the Creator, and no agreement (not one signed by you, and
not one signed for you before you could speak) ever took away the authority the Creator gave you.
Notice which source the government itself names when it claims its own authority: the very same
one. That is the entire point. See swearing on the bible and the "in God we trust" as seen on U.S. Club
currency.

The correct position is not "l refuse to pay the government”, refusing their bill keeps their bill real.
The correct position is "l owe nothing to any created thing, and no agreement or contract of mine
ever assigned what the Creator gave me to any government." One sentence fights them inside their
own frame. The other stands outside the frame entirely, on ground they have never owned. Set it
correctly at the start, and nothing downstream has to be unbuilt.

The county will not bow. The courts treat it as history. Whose rooms are those sentences describing?
The county window and the club's own courts, and the club's own rooms never rule against the club.
The question is not whether their rooms will uphold you. It is what you do when they come, and the
answer is already written in this book: you bring them into an Article 1ll court, and you sue them,
under color of law, for violating rights they are sworn to protect. Then the record does what it always
does: they settle, off the record, and sign the silence, because the club does not publish its defeats.

So the sentence "the courts never uphold this" is not a fact. It is the lie an empty record tells. A win
settled under a non-disclosure agreement leaves no opinion to cite: the published record is only ever
the swats, and a record of swats proves only that the club owns the printing press. No Supreme Court
case outlining what you are doing, is not proof you cannot do it. Precedents get set by the people
who did not wait for permission. Marbury did not cite anyone when it said a law repugnant to the
constitution is void: it was the first. The land version of that sentence is older than the country's wars:
a grant made under a law cannot be undone by a later law ("The past cannot be recalled by the most
absolute power" (Fletcher v. Peck, 1810)), and an unconstitutional act "is, in legal contemplation, as
inoperative as though it had never been passed" (Norton v. Shelby County, 1886). Null and void from
the point of inception, because the promise was already made, and a later law cannot unmake it.

THE STAND

sources: U.S. v. Bundy, Bundy v. U.S. (2023), AP: Bundy 10 Years, 8 News Now: Bundy Sues, Bundy Complaint, FTCA 28
USC § 2675, 28 USC § 2680(h), Bivens, Egbert v. Boule, 42 USC § 1983

Here is what standing in the private looks like, weapons and land and all: the Bundy ranch,
Bunkerville, Nevada, 2014. Cliven Bundy ran cattle on the disputed range, refused the federal
grazing-fee framework, and in April 2014 the BLM came with a court order and an impoundment
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operation to take the herd. Hundreds of armed supporters came to the ranch, and the federal officials
backed down, the Ninth Circuit's own opinion records it: they were "forced... to abandon the
impoundment plan." He stood his ground, and they retreated.

Then the club did what the club always does: it came back with guns and a sixteen-count federal
indictment. Bundy was arrested and sat nearly two years in jail awaiting trial. Then the one room that
does not serve the club did its job: the federal judge found the prosecution had withheld evidence it
was required to hand over (Brady violations, flagrant misconduct), and on January 8, 2018, she
dismissed the case against Bundy and his sons with prejudice. No retrial. Ever.

The government appealed, and in 2020 the Ninth Circuit affirmed: the dismissal stood. No court ever
ruled the land was or was not Bundy's, and no court ever said the grazing framework was or was not
void: the case never reached that question. It died because the government cheated, and got caught,
in a real courtroom. Ten years after the standoff, the record still stands as the receipt: his cattle are
still grazing the disputed range. Yes, they can come with guns, the ability is real, and this book has
never pretended otherwise.

What the record also shows is what waits on the other side of the guns: an Article lll room where their
case can die by their own hands. Read the one thing missing from it, because the record shows the
missing thing too: the moment he was arrested, nobody took the case into an Article Il court to hold
them accountable for what the arrest itself had just done. Not him, and not anyone standing beside
him.

Then the family did what this book has been telling you to do since the first page: they filed. In late
2023, ten years after the standoff, the Bundys sued. Ryan Bundy (with his wife and children, and
Ryan Payne) filed a complaint in the United States District Court for the District of Nevada against the
federal government, the FBI, the Department of Justice, and the Bureau of Land Management, on the
record, in a real Article Ill room.

The claims, in the filing's own words: false arrest, false imprisonment, malicious prosecution, and
intentional infliction of emotional distress, damages sought for the time spent locked up and for the
reputational harm of being branded "domestic terrorists." Notice the one detail the filing itself tells
you: the patriarch, Cliven, is not a plaintiff. It is the next generation carrying the case into the room.
Now the second half of the lesson: they picked the right room, and they still got swatted in it. They
walked in without the evidence to bring the U.S. Club itself as an entity to justice and failed to name
the individuals, and the filing went down on sovereign immunity (Rule 12(b)(1)) and failure to state a
claim (Rule 12(b)(6)).

Right room. Wrong vehicle. He had the nerve to stand where he stood. What he did not have that day
was the knowledge to make it through, and nerve without knowledge buys a stand, not a settlement.
That is the honest lesson the record keeps for us: even the big players (the biggest men doing the
biggest things) are not perfect at it. Nobody has to be. The game never required perfection; it
required better. Better is always available, because the knowledge is written down now, and the one
reading this page can walk in carrying both.

The room is only the first half of the discipline this book keeps repeating: name the United States as
the defendant and you can still lose on the paperwork, because a complaint against the sovereign
dies at the immunity gate unless it is built to pierce it, and sovereign immunity is not pierced with
solely a good argument. It is pierced with proof of connection. The United States is an empty name
until you tie it to the men and the money.
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Name the individuals who did it, tie each one to his office, and follow the money (the grants, the
payrolls, the task-force budgets), because the money is the best evidence there is that they were
acting under the club's authority and not on their own. The case has to be solid before any of that
matters: a weak claim does not bypass sovereign immunity, it gets swatted at the gate no matter
which door it stands in front of. The Bundys' own claims show both halves of it.

The United States is not just a name on a letterhead. It is an assembly, a group of men who got
together, organized themselves under that name, and built it into the biggest franchise (municipality)
in the country. The United States absolutely can be sued. What the record teaches is method: the
assembly is the hardest target on the board to reach, because they separate their authority from the
actors by doing things like allowing police to have discretion in their actions making them liable
instead of the Club.

Unless you are walking in with a overwhelming articulated proven case (the kind of case RICO was
built for, where an entire organization is proven as one connected enterprise), you do not put the
whole case on the assembly alone. You get justice where it makes sense based on your record. You
name the men who wronged you, by name, in their personal capacity. If the men are state or local
(the sheriff, the town officer, the trooper), the door is the one this book keeps pointing at: § 1983, the
civil-rights statute, against each of them in their personal capacity. But the hands that grabbed the
Bundys were federal (FBI, BLM, federal prosecutors), and § 1983 does not reach federal officers.
Federal hands have two doors, and each claim has to find the one built for it.

The false arrest and the false imprisonment have one door: the Federal Tort Claims Act, and that door
only opens if you first present the claim to the agency, in writing, within two years of the injury, and
only if the harm you name is on the waiver's list, which does include false arrest, false imprisonment,
and malicious prosecution when the hands that did it were federal investigators. The
emotional-distress claim has no door to the sovereign at all (the waiver's list does not name it), so it
can only ever run against the individual officer personally, as a constitutional-tort claim under Bivens,
the doctrine the Supreme Court built for suing federal officers personally.

Now you can see the difference between what the Bundys filed and what piercing requires: they
named the United States itself, and failed to prove it was the Clubs fault, the judge never even had to
open the envelope and read the facts. What piercing sovereign immunity means: not a better story,
but proof of connection, the right name on each line.

Does that make the Bundys fools? No. It makes them exactly like everyone else who ever moved
correctly without understanding the whole machine, and that is the deepest point of this page. This
book hands you the biggest secrets and the biggest directions so you can get sped up as fast as
possible, and it is honest about the rest: no book can hand you everything. There is always more
research. There are always more ways to assert. Which is why the reader this book is written for is
not the follower who memorizes the moves: it is the person who walks into the private fully confident
in their own standing, to the point where they can create: their own forms, their own words, their own
moves. The club improvises against you every day. The answer was never to learn their script by
heart. It is to know your own ground so completely that you can write on it.

The Bundy story is a receipt: it is not a manual. Law enforcement reads the same record we do, and
they have been trained on it: the armed standoff is the chapter they have rehearsed, the emotions
around it have already been tapped and aimed, and the people who stand their ground are the exact
people the academy has taught them to fear. An officer running on that training can make a mistake
in one second, and a man who is dead cannot pursue remedy in any court, Article Ill or otherwise.
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So this book's position is flat and final: of every method in these pages, the weapon is the last, and it
is never advisable over the rest. The remedy is not won at the barrel. It is won by the people who
stay alive long enough to file it, in the right room, on the record. Bundy stood, and the record shows
the stand, but the record also shows the risk, and this book will not send anyone down that road
while the other roads exist.

THE PUBLIC RECORD

sources: MERS, UCC § 3-309, Landmark Nat'l Bank v. Kesler, U.S. Bank v. Ibanez, In re Kemp, WBTV: BofA Documents,
Naked Capitalism: Countrywide, 4closurefraud: BofA, Nevada AG: LPS Indictment, FHLB: Lost Notes Guidelines, Windels
Marx: Lost Note Affidavit, ABA: Lost Promissory Notes, FCIC 2011, Nat'| Mortgage Settlement

What the land patent actually gives you is the receipt, the record needed to assert: the BLM's own
General Land Office database (glorecords.bim.gov) holds the original patent for the land, and the
record proves what the word ownership was built to mean before the system was changed. The
distinction is the weapon: absolute title versus conditional tenure. Knowing the difference changes
how you read every deed, every tax bill, and every foreclosure you will ever see.

Every mortgage runs on one piece of paper: the promissory note. The wet-ink 10U, your signature,
promising to pay. The deed of trust just pledges the house as backing for it; the note is the loan. Only
the original (the paper with the actual ink on it) is proof that the debt and the lien were ever really
transferred, because under the Uniform Commercial Code the right to enforce the note rides on the
original instrument, not a photocopy. So the paper is the whole game. In the mid-2000s, they
destroyed it, and served the people anyway.

The registry came first: MERS, the Mortgage Electronic Registration System, built in 1995: the private
database where mortgages change hands electronically so the county recorder never sees the sale,
with MERS naming itself the "mortgagee of record" on millions of county records as a mere nominee,
"holding that mortgage for somebody else" (Landmark National Bank v. Kesler, 2009). A database
alone is nothing. What matters is what the machine did with it. From 2004 to 2008, the banks
stopped delivering the original notes to the pools that bought the loans. Countrywide's own people
testified it was "customary for Countrywide to maintain possession of the original note," and admitted
the big originators quit handing the notes over sometime in 2004-2005. By 2006 the pools' own
founding papers confessed it: they swore they had received the original note, "or, if the original
Mortgage Note has been lost or destroyed and not replaced." The destruction, written into the
founding documents. So the paper that proves the debt was never delivered, and then they swore, in
writing, that it was lost. That is not the accident of a busy industry. That is a method. Watch for it.
Never trust them with the paper again.

So when the fraudulent foreclosures came, the paper that should have been in the courtroom was
gone, and what replaced it was invented. The Nevada Attorney General indicted Lender Processing
Services officers on 606 counts for directing employees to file tens of thousands of fraudulent
documents with the Clark County Recorder between 2005 and 2008. When a bank could not produce
the paper it was suing on, it filed a lost-note affidavit (a sworn statement that the wet-ink original is
gone), and the industry's own collateral rulebooks instruct lenders what to do "when an original
promissory note has been lost or destroyed." When homeowners fought back, suits alleged Bank of
America destroyed the very documents borrowers needed to save their homes.

Then came the robo-signing scandal (filings signed by the thousands by people who had never read
them), until in 2012 five of the biggest banks paid a $25 billion national settlement with 49 states
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rather than keep defending those signatures. The courts split on the obvious question, with the split
itself on the record. Some court rooms actually let the foreclosure ride on the database and the
affidavits, taking those peoples homes. Others, like Massachusetts in U.S. Bank v. Ibanez (2011),
threw the foreclosures out, the banks could not prove they actually held the mortgages when they
took the homes. Same paper, same law, and the room you are in decides everything.

The grand scale of it is on the record in the club's own autopsy: the Financial Crisis Inquiry
Commission, the report Congress paid them to write about themselves. Four million families lost their
homes, $11 trillion in household wealth vanished, and the men stamping AAA on the paper were
joking, in writing, that "it could be structured by cows and we would rate it." The Commission's
closing words: "No one said 'no."

They audited themselves, published the receipts, admitted the whole thing was avoidable, and went
right back to work. Nothing since has pulled them back; the machine only got smoother. The next
version is already running (better dressed, better lawyered, smarter at hiding), and the people it
visits will never have seen its shape before. The club has never had your best interest in mind. It has
proven it over and over, in its own documents, in its own courts, and in its own audit of itself. The
question was never whether they would do it again. It is who is still handing them their property, and
what the ones who stopped are doing instead.

From that wreck the "produce the note" rebellion was born, homeowners standing in court
demanding to see the paper. That rebellion, like the tax rebellion, was corrupted: flooded with red-ink
sovereign-citizen filings, ALL-CAPS claims, and dead-on-arrival tactics (by design), until the real
question (where is the note, and who holds it) was buried under the circus. The same play as the tax
rebellion, the same pattern: a real grievance, then a flood of false tactics to discredit it. The receipts
from the real part of the story (MERS, the nominee split, the robo-signatures, the twenty-five billion
dollar settlement) are public and above dispute. But all of this is within their system which is why so
many choose to assert themselves in the private.

The wreck is still standing: people pay off the house and never get the proof that it is theirs. Still, to
this day, borrowers finish paying for a home and never receive the legitimate verification that the
debt is dead and the title is clear (no release, no satisfaction, no paper), because the bank never held
the original to begin with. The bank cannot hand back what it destroyed. That is where the
land-patent research from the last page becomes the weapon: the patent is still the highest evidence
of title, and a chain built on destroyed notes and fabricated assignments is a chain that cannot prove
itself. Stand on the patent, and the burden of proving the chain runs backward onto the ones who
destroyed the links, against the lien, against the tax, against eminent domain, in every direction. The
distinction stays the weapon: absolute title versus conditional tenure. The patent proves the first.
Their database proves only the second, and only if the paper it replaced is produced. When it cannot
be, the ground you stand on is yours free of attachments from the club.

Read the shape, because it is the same shape, pointed at your money instead of your house. The club
has no jurisdiction over your private natural person and no jurisdiction over your private property
without the 2 requirements victim and emergency, so it never comes straight at either one. It comes
through the bank. The bank is chartered by the club, licensed by the club, registered in the club's
databases, the bank is already inside, and the account is a registered point in their system. So the
tax machine does not need to prove anything against you. It walks through the bank (the account,
the W-2, the container), the same way the foreclosure machine walks through the bank to the house.

The claim is only ever paper, theirs to write, theirs to file, theirs to destroy. The bank is always the
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doorway. Remember the rule from the start: the bank is their entity. Take note of whats theirs and
yours and stay parallel. Stay in the private, and the club has nothing to grab but the paper it wrote
about you, paper that never named the living man.
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CHAPTER 10

PRIVATE ASSEMBLIES

The club's Constitution (their paper, for their club) admits it: "the right of the people peaceably to
assemble." Their paper binds them, not you: your right existed before the ink, and their founding
document lists it, in writing, because they are the ones limited by it. Not a permission granted: a right
listed.

A constitution is just what you promise. It is the promise you make to your members and to yourself
while you wear that hat for that club: it is what constitutes you. They wrote theirs in 1787. Yours is
written the day your assembly stands up and declares itself independent, the same move as 1776,
and the authority on both sides comes from the same place. The Declaration's own words: to
"assume among the powers of the earth, the separate and equal station to which the Laws of Nature
and of Nature's God entitle them." Separate and equal station. Both of you get your authority from
God, same level of power. Only you carry a plus they will never have: you are living, and they are a
hollow body politic, a fictional corpse when you don't give them their victim and emergency. Paper
never outranks a living man.

That is all an assembly is: your private status asserted in the most real way. Think Teamsters. Think
Freemasons: a small lodge that became one of the largest private assemblies on Earth. It never
needed the club's charter. It needed members, and an idea.

It stays hidden the way private stays hidden: never advertised to the public in the traditional sense.
Their own statute writes the line: the rules reach what is "open to the public," and do not apply to "a
private club or other establishment not in fact open to the public" (42 U.S.C. § 2000a(e)). The Court
made the same point twice: the NAACP could not be forced to hand over its membership list (NAACP
v. Alabama, 1958), and the Boy Scouts kept the right to define their own members and their own
message (Dale, 2000). When your assembly stands before the Club of DC, you are the foreign
diplomat in the room: speaking for your own nation, under your own flag, on your own ground. Dual
citizenship, claimed and held, and the club's own high court has recognized the two citizenships,
state and federal, as separate since 1873 (Slaughter-House Cases).
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CHAPTER 11

PRIVATE REMEDY

When there is no victim and no injury, and or the police using their discretion choose not act, so
where does remedy come from? Not from their discretion. From your standing. The foreign diplomat
proves it: he does not answer to their courts, so he cannot be sued in them: a wrong against him is
settled between nations, on their own ground, never through the local bench. The private person is
met the same way.

Where there is real damage, there is a real courtroom. Injured in commerce (money taken, property
harmed), you can walk into their own system and use it, all rights reserved: UCC § 1-308, the
reservation of rights, which the FBI's own 2015 primer prints verbatim and lists among "legitimate
legal tools", their own paperwork outlining the move, mentioned in the first part of this book. A rights
violation goes to the Article Ill room. A commercial wrong goes through their commerce system, on
your terms, never theirs.

BENABE AND THE RIGHT WAY TO STAND

sources: U.S. v. Benabe, 18 USC § 1962, VT Police Academy, FBI 2010 Assessment, FBI 2015 Primer, Black's 4th

The word "rejected" cannot apply to the correct operation of asserting oneself in the private
(dissolving the assumption, and therefore jurisdiction). A court can only reject what is presented to it:
the power to reject is itself an exercise of jurisdiction. Every reported "rejection" is therefore proof
the person was already inside the frame: served, appeared, answered, contested from within.

Someone who stays correctly in the private sphere is never in the club's system to be rejected in the
first place. Jurisdiction is not blanket; the only thing that gives a court jurisdiction is a wrong: a victim,
an injury, a violation. That's why you can challenge it at anytime when inside their court system.

If there is no victim, jurisdiction never attaches, and the challenge can be raised from inception, and
that is precisely where it comes into play in an Article lll court. In the Benabe-type case, the correct

posture was "sui juris": never submitting to the venue by appearing pro se inside it. In Benabe they

were already inside the court room, had victims, and were representing themselves "pro se".

The reported hostile record when viewing "case law" is composed entirely of people who were
already inside the clubs system; the successes leave no trace by design, most are settled out of court
with non disclosure agreements to keep them off the record.

The case the club waves around: United States v. Benabe, 654 F.3d 753 (7th Cir. 2011).

Read the label on the file and you would think a court "destroyed" the private position. Open the file
itself and you find a very different animal. Every boom is here, and every boom proves this book's
point.

The real facts, on the record. In 2006, a federal grand jury indicted sixteen members of the Insane
Deuces (an Aurora, lllinois street gang) under RICO, 18 U.S.C. § 1962(d), plus narcotics conspiracies,
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firearms charges, and a pile of violence: four murders and eleven attempted murders in 2002 alone,
two murder solicitations, and more shootings. Five former gang members testified; ballistics tied the
recovered guns to eleven of the murders and attempts. Bolivar Benabe was identified as the
third-highest-ranking leader, the operational head of the Aurora chapter. The judge split the sixteen
into two trials, and Benabe went with the top leadership. In 2008 the jury convicted him of RICO
conspiracy and narcotics conspiracy. Sentence: life in prison.

What the "sovereign citizen" part actually was. Mid-prosecution, Fernando Delatorre filed more than
twenty pro se papers as "Sovereign Secured Party Creditor Fernando Delatorre", claiming the all-caps
name on the indictment was not him, demanding the prosecutor define the legal definition of the
word "person," demanding an explanation of the gold fringe on the courtroom flag (legitimate
question), and declaring himself "a born sovereign flesh-and-blood "human being"." Benabe joined
him: "secured-party creditor, third-party intervenor," claiming he was not the "all-capital, corporate
fiction person, debtor, straw man" named in the papers. Both refused to promise, on the record, not
to disrupt the trial. The judge removed them and offered a live video feed from the detention center.
Neither ever watched it. The court found they waived their right to be present by their own conduct.

The circulated line, and the half they never quote.

The Seventh Circuit wrote:

"Regardless of an individual's claimed status of descent, be it as a 'sovereign citizen,' a
'secured-party creditor,' or a 'flesh-and-blood human being,' that person is not beyond the jurisdiction
of the courts. These theories should be rejected summarily, however they are presented."

That is the line on every training slide. The very next line, which never makes the slides:

"Our intention is not to quash the presentation of creative legal arguments or novel legal theories
asserted in good faith. But the arguments raised by these defendants were not in good faith."

Why it failed: the three dead giveaways.

They were already in the room. Indicted, arrested, present, arguing: you cannot challenge jurisdiction
from inside and win, because showing up to argue is submitting. They fought pro se on the club's
floor.

They had real victims. Four dead and eleven shot is a true living victim and a real emergency, the
exact two conditions under which the club's hand legitimately reaches anywhere. This is the case
where jurisdiction was never in doubt, because the predicate was real.

They filed the poisoned vocabulary. "Sovereign citizen," "secured party creditor," "flesh-and-blood
human being," "straw man": the exact words the club pre-trained its judges to swat without reading.
"Rejected summarily, however they are presented" is not analysis. It is a pre-commitment to never
open the envelope. The label did the rejecting; the substance never got read.

The false flag. The club circulates a murder-and-racketeering case as proof that nobody can stand
outside its jurisdiction. But Benabe never decided anything about a private person with no victim, no
wrong, and no emergency, because there was nothing for any court to act on. It decided that men
charged with killing people, who showed up and obstructed their own trial, could not declare their
way out. That is a case about the public sphere, where the club belongs. It is not a case about the
private sphere, where the club never got in.

The club drills this case into its own officers. Open the police training kit and there it is. The strawman
/ red-ink claim gets the instruction: courts have "uniformly rejected this theory as '‘completely without
merit' and 'patently frivolous' (see U.S. v. Benabe, 654 F.3d 753 (7th Cir. 2011))." The Vermont Police
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Academy's own training notes pair it with the command: the terms "Private National" or "Established

Private Citizen" are sovereign-citizen talk, and "Vermont police do not recognize this status." Benabe

is not just a court case to them. It is a training bullet, drilled into every officer so the label fires before
the brain does. They teach their people the false flag before their people ever meet you.

The loop closes right here, because the status the academy tells its recruits not to recognize is
printed in the club's own law dictionary. Black's defines the private person in plain words: "an
individual who is not the incumbent of an office." Their own book names the exact status their
training says does not exist. The same loop runs through the documents this book opened with. The
FBI's own 2010 assessment admits the indicators it teaches officers to watch "may also be indicative
of lawful, innocent conduct and in some instances may constitute the exercise of rights guaranteed
by the United States Constitution," and its 2015 primer admits "it is not illegal to advocate sovereign
beliefs" while printing the reservation of rights among "legitimate legal tools." The officers are trained
to refuse a status their own dictionary defines, while the same agency's documents admit the
conduct is lawful and protected. The label is the weapon. The definition and the admission are the
receipts.

Chapter sources

case law 1

1. United States v. Benabe, 654 F.3d 753 (7th Cir. 2011)

official text 5
2. UCC § 1-308 - Reservation of Rights
3. Sovereign Citizen Extremism: A Primer
4. Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Relations (1961); 22 U.S.C. § 254d
5. 18 U.S.C. § 1962 - RICO Prohibited Activities

6. Sovereign Citizens: A Growing Domestic Threat to Law Enforcement

book 5
7. Black's Law Dictionary, Revised 4th ed. (1968)
8. The Law of Nations, or, Principles of the Law of Nature (Vattel, 1758)
9. Broom's Legal Maxims
10. The Institutes of Justinian (Moyle trans.)
11. Bouvier's Law Dictionary (1856)
web 1

12. Vermont Police Academy / VCJC
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CHAPTER 12

THE STRAWMAN

The "strawman" is not a little man made of straw hiding behind your birth certificate and more
seriously it's not meant to be a legal argument or a place of standing but a bridge of mind meeting. It
is @ metaphor, and it names the club's assumption, not your existence.

The strawman / ALL-CAPS persona is the separate legal fiction, a metaphor for their assumption that
you are not in private. To avoid liability, the U.S. Club does not target you in your capacity from the
Creator: it targets what it creates beside you, hoping you will assume its identity. They build a
"person" over the man or woman, on their own terms, and the whole game is whether you answer to
it. Because the moment you answer, the assumption begins to take material form, using your body.
You are the only thing that can put flesh on their fiction. They have the paperwork; only you can
make it walk.

They count on you forgetting the oldest rule in the book: the burden of proof rests on the accuser.
Not on you. They want you to spend your whole life proving you are not the person they assumed,
arguing innocence before anyone has proven a charge, answering a presumption as if it were already
a verdict. The moment you try to disprove their assumption, you have accepted it as the question.
The question was never yours to answer. It was always theirs to prove. Keep your hands off their
burden; make them carry it, or watch the whole presumption fall flat.

Now they are teaching machines to carry that presumption into the future. Predictive policing, risk
scores, Al that flags a person before anything has happened: the Minority Report logic, and no joke. A
computer that presumes your membership, scores your threat, and files its verdict before there is a
victim, a wrong, or an emergency: that is the burden of proof being silently handed to a black box, so
that no accuser ever has to stand in a room and carry it. But a presumption in a database is still just
a presumption. Aluminum, not flesh. It cannot create a victim where none exists. The oldest rule
holds even against their newest machine: the accuser still bears the burden, and a machine can be
the accuser's clerk, but never the victim's witness.

If you have learned anything from this book (or will learn one thing before it is done), let it be this:
you should see the pattern by now. The worse they get, the more vectors of vulnerability they open
for us. Every overreach is a receipt. Every lie is a paper trail. Every presumption is an invitation to
drag them into their own ring and make them answer by their own rules. They are counting on people
getting dumber, and on this information being forgotten. What they are not accounting for is the
people like you. Like me.

The cameras prove how weak the thing is. Flock cameras read plates, and a plate is a registration.
The whole network only sees people who have acquiesced their rights through license and
registration. The private traveler with a private plate is simply not in the file. The machine is loud and
weak at once. In the same breath: Al facial scanning is the club's attempt to skip the acquiescence
entirely, to map the private body itself, the face, without consent, piling data point on data point,
vector on vector. That is where the violation lives, every new territory they attempt to conquer. That
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is where the pioneers of the administrative class (the people who have had enough) turn the whole
thing into a playground. Every camera is a record of the overreach. Every scan is a receipt of the
reach itself. Their surveillance is vast, but it is only deep where you handed them the key. Stay out of
the registry, and the cameras have nothing to show but their own watching. The phones data is
another story, just know its available for sale pending you standing up or someone to crack that
violation open.

Their whole machine runs on one presumption:
that you are inside their club,

in the public/commerce frame, where they have authority.

They address that presumed version of you, contract with it, mail it, docket it: the ALL-CAPS name is
the unspoken identity their presumption operates through. A presumption held against the truth of
your private standing is exactly what the word means: a fiction. The strawman is the name for the
person they assume you are. It is not a second you. It is their assumption about you, wearing your
name. To clarify, they don't see it as a fiction because it is very real in their courts, only entered into
by their assumption gone unchallenged. It only fully disappears when you no longer acknowledge it
and focus on who you really are and where you get your authority if they get theirs from in "God"
they trust.

That is why the metaphor must never become a plea. The second you walk into their room and argue
"that all-caps person is not me, so you have no jurisdiction," you have failed to articulate standing in
the way their own rules allow, or would ever allow, and you have handed them the exact label they
were waiting for: demonized, frivolous, swatted: someone too incompetent to even be in their court.
Because those are their courts, and in their courts the caps argument is dead on arrival, because its
built into the assumption that got you there. The one room where the question can be put honestly is
an Article Ill court. That is precisely what Benabe is: men who pleaded the fiction as a defense, in the
wrong room, in the wrong form. The fact was fine. The filing of it as an argument was the destruction.
The court did not reject the metaphor: it rejected the plea built out of it.

Chapter sources

case law 2
1. McNutt v. General Motors Acceptance Corp., 298 U.S. 178 (1936)
2. United States v. Benabe, 654 F.3d 753 (7th Cir. 2011)
book 4
3. Black's Law Dictionary, Revised 4th ed. (1968)
4. Bouvier's Law Dictionary (1856)
5. Ballentine's Law Dictionary (1916)
6. Wharton's Law Lexicon (1938)
report 2
7. Predictive Al in Policing - Predictive Use of Artificial Intelligence in Policing (UN primer)
8. License Plate Reader (LPR) Systems: Use Cases (IACP, 2024)
web 2

9. Clearview Al
10. ACLU v. Clearview Al (Settlement)
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news article 1

11. VTDigger - Manchester Flock cameras
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CHAPTER 13

THE ALL-CAPS NAME

An assembly that wants to be taken seriously has to look like it takes itself seriously. Uniform format
is not decoration: it is identity, memory, and security. This is not our idea. The club runs its entire
apparatus on exactly this principle, and the receipts are sitting in its own paperwork.

The club's formatting is its membership system. The ALL-CAPS name is a real commercial identifier, a
"club username," a database primary key. The proof is sitting on one state form where the same
person's name appears three different ways on the same page: normal case in one place, ALL CAPS
in the footer, normal case again elsewhere. Which entity is the state contracting with? That is not
delusion: it is a documented inconsistency on the club's own form. The Social Security Administration
says it in its own regulation: "the individual's name and social security number identify the record"
(20 C.F.R. § 422.103), and the card itself "is the property of SSA and must be returned upon request."
The club keeps the name. The name is the key.

Where the convention came from: both honest answers. The ALL-CAPS convention has two
documented origins, and the record supports both as contributors. Maritime: vessels and shipping
documents traditionally carried names in uppercase block letters (46 C.F.R. Part 67, the regulation
requires legible lettering, and the Coast Guard's longstanding documentation convention is
uppercase). Legacy computing: early federal databases (SSA, IRS, state vital records) were built on
mainframes that processed uppercase-only text. Whichever thread pulled harder, the functional
result is identical. The ALL-CAPS name is the system identifier that links a person to every tax record,
filing, license, and interaction. The club runs on caps because caps are how its databases address
people.

The FBI itself lists the caps as one of its "possible indicators." In its own 2010 introduction for law
enforcement, under possible indicators: "Name written in all capital letters — Example: JOHN SMITH."
The very same document admits those indicators "may also be indicative of lawful, innocent conduct
and in some instances may constitute the exercise of rights guaranteed by the United States
Constitution." The club watches the formatting because the formatting is where membership gets
written down, and it knows the formatting alone proves nothing.

The government itself wears two formats. Clearfield Trust Co. v. United States, 318 U.S. 363 (1943):
when the United States acts commercially (issuing checks, transacting), it is held to the same
commercial law as private parties. The same entity operates in two capacities, sovereign and
commercial, and the formatting marks which capacity is in the room.

Why this matters to your assembly. The club's bookkeeping assumes your membership, and the
ALL-CAPS name is how it writes that assumption down, the very presumption the strawman metaphor
names. Your assembly should run the same machinery in reverse or in any other direction: one
uniform format for your own records, your own declarations, your own names, consistent every time,
so the "which entity is this?" question never appears on your side of the line, with each action
drawing the line bolder and bolder until they want nothing to do you with and you're put on the
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famous DNFW list (DO NOT..f..w list). Uniformity is not the trap; confusion is. An assembly that sends
out ten formats for the same person cannot be taken seriously, and deserves not to be. That means
font, spacing, coloring, everything.

Make your own forms, and watch-out for their portals. The club's forms are not neutral stationery.
Every one of them is drafted by them, for their jurisdiction, carrying their definitions, assumptions
and their fine print. An assembly should issue its own declarations, its own records, its own receipts,
in its own uniform format, and use theirs only under reservation, if at all. You'll notice a tight gate like
the DMV that allows police to "assume on you" won't accept custom forms. This is because without
their format there potentially isn't as strong of an agreement and no one knows what's going on that
works there therefore no custom forms could be compatible (however, dig on your own, there's
always a string to pull).

The sharper trap is the portal: online systems where the agreement is hidden in a terms-of-service
checkbox, in fine print nobody reads, and the simple act of clicking through is read as consent, an
admission into the club's commercial frame. Never log in, upload, or hit "accept" without reading
what the click says. A checkbox is a contract offer, and a click is a signature. Your own forms on your
own paper keep the record in your format; their portal keeps the record in theirs, with your name on
it.

The hard line, so formatting never becomes a plea. The caps are a fact about their bookkeeping,
never a legal argument. "My name is in ALL CAPS, therefore you have no jurisdiction over me" is not
admissible in that framework nor in that court venue, and it is exactly what got rejected summarily in
Benabe. Keep the fact, fix the dialect, drop the loaded tainted phrase: notice the format, keep your
own uniform, and only respond administratively, through the record (your record) giving them notice
in writing. What the ALL CAPS really is, is evidence in a article 3 court of unasserted fraudulent
assumptions when articulated correctly.

The straight facts. Benabe is the law of the Seventh Circuit on its own narrow question, and this book
never says otherwise: decided August 18, 2011, cited by 81 later decisions, including two by the
Supreme Court, because the club leans on it constantly. The move is never "Benabe was wrong." The
move is the distinction: a declared status does not defeat jurisdiction; a statutory blow-off the club
wrote itself is a different animal entirely, and Benabe never touched it. That is why the correct
operation when being accused of a crime never enters their room at all: sui juris, never pro se unless
looking for remedy in their article 3 court of equity.

Chapter sources

case law 2

1. Clearfield Trust Co. v. United States, 318 U.S. 363 (1943)
2. United States v. Benabe, 654 F.3d 753 (7th Cir. 2011)

official text 5

3. 20 C.F.R. § 422.103 - SSN Identifies the Record

. UCC § 1-201(b)(27) - "Person" Defined

. 46 C.F.R. Part 67 - Vessel Documentation

. Sovereign Citizens: A Growing Domestic Threat to Law Enforcement
. 18 U.S.C. § 3231 - Federal Jurisdiction

N o u &

book 3
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8. Black's Law Dictionary, Revised 4th ed. (1968)
9. Rules of Contract Law: Selections from the Uniform Commercial Code (Knapp & Crystal, 1993)
10. Word Magic: The Powers & Occult Definitions of Words (Pao Chang)

local evidence 1

11. Medicaid form - three name formats
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CHAPTER 14

SPELLING, ARTS AND CRAFTS

THE VOCABULARY TRAP

sources: Black's 4th, Black's 2nd, Black's 7th, Crandall v. Nevada, Kent v. Dulles, Shapiro v. Thompson, Saenz v. Roe,
VSA Title 23

The vocabulary is the trap: there is no straight path through it. The club's terms are loaded so that
anyone who tries to argue the position must first explain away negatives that do not actually apply.

The labels themselves are weaponized and deliberately wrong:
"sovereign citizen" is an oxymoron,
"secured party creditor" is vague and can mean more than one thing, and even

"flesh-and-blood human being" is not the same as a flesh-and-blood living man, because the law
defines "human being" as something different from a living human.

The receipts from the law dictionary itself.

"Person." Black's 4th edition: "Persons are of two kinds, natural and artificial. A natural person is a
human being (which jurisdiction does "human being" belong to?). Artificial persons include a
collection or succession of natural persons forming a corporation..." The line that settles the whole
game: "A person is such, not because he is human, but because rights and duties are ascribed to
him." The law's own dictionary says "person" is a container of rights and duties, and the same entry
walks through every way that container has been filled over the years: corporations, firms, counties,
even the estates of the dead. The living human being was never the definition. It was the thing the
container sometimes held.

"Private person." "An individual who is not the incumbent of an office." The older second edition
(1910) carried the same line in its older Latin: "A private man; one not in office." The definition has
held steady across the editions: the private person is the living individual holding no office, and it
never changed with the fashion.

"Man." "A human being." The dictionary keeps the living being and the legal container as separate
words, on purpose.

"Citizen." "One who... is a member of the political community, owing allegiance..." A membership. In
the community. Which is exactly what this book has been calling the club.

The absent labels. "Sovereign citizen" appears nowhere in Black's 4th (1968), and nowhere in the 7th
(1999). "Secured party creditor" appears nowhere in either. The two poisoned labels the club
weaponizes, adding to their blackbook of spells are not in the law dictionary at all. They were coined
to be thrown, not defined. You cannot look up a word they never wrote down, because the word was
never law. It was ammunition.

Driving and traveling: whose word wins. The club's training teaches officers to flatten the two into
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one: on a public road, the academy says, you are "driving," not "traveling," so you are in their frame.
But the older record keeps them separate. Travel is a fundamental right: "citizens must have the
right to pass and repass through every part of it without interruption" (Crandall v. Nevada, 1868); it is
"part of the liberty" (Kent v. Dulles); "free to travel throughout the length and breadth of our land
uninhibited" (Shapiro v. Thompson); a fundamental right under the Privileges or Immunities Clause
(Saenz v. Roe). Driving, by contrast, is the licensed, commercial operation the state may regulate,
the privilege they issue. Same road, two frames. Which word applies is not decided by the road. It is
decided by which frame you are standing in.

So, for the private frame, a word of our own: paralleling. This is the Shield of Souls assembly's word,
created for exactly this book, and given to everyone else to use. It is not theirs, and it never will be. It
is ours. Paralleling: privately existing in coherence with aligned existences, while parallel to
unaligned. Nothing in it about a license, a registration, or their road. It names the actual position and
the only base word that matters "private": moving through the world in the private (in step with those
who are aligned, untouched by those who are not), while never claiming the word that belongs to the
other frame. Notice the short, concise, axiomatic definition, taking a chunk from the concept of
staying silent or limiting the liability of saying too much. The reason the word is given away is simple:
anyone should be able to articulate their actual position correctly, without a lawyer, and without
anyone taking advantage of them legally.

Why the word is built the way it is: the template for all assembly vocabulary.
Look at the definition again, and watch the layers:

One base word. "Private." The entire position in a single root: every other word in the definition only
describes how the private moves.

One verb of being, not doing. "Existing." Not driving, not traveling, not operating: no action they
claim assumption with. Being is not a license.

One relational clause. "In coherence with aligned existences": it names who you move with, not what
you do. Association, not the their hollow words.

One boundary clause. "While parallel to unaligned": it draws the line without attacking anyone across
it. Parallel means you never cross into their frame, and never invite them into yours.

Nothing borrowed. Not one word from their statute, their dictionary, or their forms. The word is built
in our jurisdiction, so it can only be answered in ours.

That is the discipline: short, axiomatic, self-defining, each layer holding an intention, stacked so the
whole word carries the position without saying too much. The silence principle again: the fewer the
words, the fewer the handles. Most people build vocabulary backwards, long words that borrow from
the other side and hand them the frame. Build yours like this instead: root word, being verb,
relational clause, boundary clause, and nothing of theirs inside it.

We lost sight of the fact that a word is a structure, that naming was always potentially a method of
control and a point of manipulation. Deeper, known to pull and control "demons" and "gods", God
himself only truly identifying as a breath or being described as "l am" by some people, God eluding
the compression. The club never forgot. It still builds its words in layers, with intention, and sets them
in the public like traps. Paralleling is the same craft, pointed the other way: an intentional structure,
built in the private, for the private. That is how this vocabulary needs be structured with the most and
highest intent possible.

Building evidence in the court of God. United States Steal? City or Town Seal? A seal was never just a
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picture. A seal is stacked intention, meaning behind every symbol, a mark made once, holding the
whole will of the maker, repeated the same way every time. That is the point of everything in law,
theirs and ours alike: stacking your intention, stacking the record, proving the same thing over and
over, in every way possible. Not that anyone in the private would ever need to, but once you begin to
prove it, they cannot assume anymore. The assumption stops being a quiet paperwork error and
becomes obviously what it always was: an attack. So we say we are building evidence in the court of
God, because we are building it in the quantum: the jurisdiction, the dimension, where intention
actually lives. Take it as a metaphor, or take it as true. That part is up to you.

The courts seem to have used the demonized vocabulary precisely to steer the discussion in a bad
direction. The correct move is to refuse the loaded vocabulary entirely (e.g., reject words "franchise")
and to use the older, controlling definitions, because older precedents govern, and the vocabulary
gets changed with every new dictionary edition to bury the older meanings.

CITIZEN VS. PRIVATE PERSON

sources: Black's 4th, Black's 2nd

There is a documented, real distinction between a "citizen" and a "private person," and it is drawn by
the law's own vocabulary.

"Citizen" is a status in the public/political sphere: membership in the body politic, with the political
rights and obligations that come with it.

"Private person" is defined in the dictionaries as an individual who is not the incumbent of an office,
the living human in their private capacity.

The same human can hold multiple capacities, as explained as "can wear many hats": natural person,
legal person (a category that includes corporations), citizen (the public hat), and private person (the
non-office hat).

The definitions of "person" and "citizen" are circular, each defined by reference to the other, so the
living human being is never uniquely and finally defined in the statutes; only assumed inside a
container that the statutes say may hold corporations. The line is in Black's Law Dictionary and in the
U.S. Code: "citizen" is a narrower, political status; the private/natural person is the broader human
capacity. The government's rules address the citizen capacity, but are vague about private; the
private capacity is what it must prove authority (color of law) to touch.

The word private is the most freeing word Almost anything the word private touches is set free from
the club's jurisdiction: private person, private property, private assembly, private contract. The club
knows it, which is why it buries the line under circular definitions: each term defined by another, so
the living human being is never finally defined anywhere, only assumed inside a container. It
confuses people into moving on instead of standing still and noticing that the private was never theirs
to touch. Another example waits in the same trap: the definition of income.

PRO SE AND SUI JURIS

sources: Black's 4th, Black's 7th, FRCP 12(b)(2), 42 USC § 1983, 28 USC § 1654, Gonzales v. Raich, U.S. v. Benabe
Two postures, two jobs, and confusing them is the single most common way people get destroyed.

sui juris, Latin for "of one's own right; independent.” Black's 7th edition: "1. Of full age and capacity.
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2. Possessing full social and civil rights." The older 4th edition carries the same seed: "Sui juris, in
one's own power; independent.” Sui juris is not a plea and not a magic word: it is the dictionary's
description of the default: a full-capacity living individual, in their own power, under no disability and
no guardian. That is the standing you state.

Sui juris is the defensive posture. When the club comes at you for something you did not do, you do
not ask its court for permission to be free, you state the fact: you are in the private, and their
presumption of membership (participation/acquiescence) is exactly that, a presumption. Their
jurisdiction is not a standing grant over you; it attaches only where a real predicate exists: an actual
wrong, a true living victim, a genuine emergency. Where none exists, there is nothing for them to
have, and you are not petitioning, refusing, or rejecting you are stating what already is and what
isn't. The declaration never creates jurisdiction for them; it simply refuses to manufacture a predicate
that is not there. If they force you in the courtroom by force, you are there on special appearance sui
juris. This is a challenge to jurisdiction.

pro se, Latin for "for oneself." Black's 4th edition: "For himself; in his own behalf; in person." Black's
7th edition: "One who represents oneself in a court proceeding without the assistance of a lawyer.
Also termed pro per." Pro se is the dictionary's description of walking into their room and operating
their process yourself. That is the offensive vehicle.

Pro se is the offensive posture. When officials have crossed the line (searched, seized, violated), you
turn around and use their own Article Il system for the remedy it owes: § 1983 against the individuals
in their personal capacity, in a real court of record, on your own. That is what the statute is for:
"every person who, under color of any statute...", and it is settled, mainstream, and strong. Pro se is
not a weakness; in the Article lll remedy it is the designated vehicle (28 U.S.C. § 1654). You do this in
pro se all rights reserved representing yourself inside their system for remedy. This is not a challenge
to jurisdiction, but the highest form of self representation within it.

The fact that is real: jurisdiction can be challenged anytime without submitting, the
special-appearance instinct, Rule 12(b)(2), and subject-matter jurisdiction can be raised at any time
under Rule 12(h)(3).

Why there is no caselaw on the declaration. Sui juris is real. It is in Black's: "of one's own right;
independent"”, of full age and capacity, possessing full social and civil rights. It names a status, not a
magic word. So why is there no published decision where a sui juris declaration, by itself, ousted a
court? Why would there be one? The club's own standing instruction is "rejected summarily, however
they are presented", a pre-commitment to never open the envelope. A decision only gets published
when the court actually reads the position, and the club has trained itself to refuse to read it. The
absence of caselaw is not proof the declaration fails. It is proof it never got a hearing, the same
absence-of-trace as the wins that settle quietly and sign NDAs off the record.

The reported "case law" is composed entirely of people already inside the frame; it is a record of the
trap, not a record of the private. So keep the two things straight: the declaration is real, and the
tactical truth is that you never walk it into their room as a plea. Never plea. A plea gets swatted by
the label before the substance is ever reached, which is exactly what happened to Benabe. Better to
address the substance in your own terms and phrasing, on your own record, where the meaning
cannot be relabeled. That is why this book keeps the declaration where it works: stated from the
private, in your own record, never walked into their room as a motion, either. Never file motions in
criminal court; a motion asks their court to act, and asking it to act validates the very jurisdiction you
came to challenge. In the criminal room you do not petition, and you do not file, you only challenge.
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On Raich: the women lost on the Commerce Clause over a federal statute, not on posture: nothing in
that case ever decided the private-person question, and this book will not pretend it did.

The one sentence that wins: "We are a private covenant that has never offered anything to the
public, never advertised, never sold, and your own text immunizes the private tier. Demonstrate your
authority, or stand down."

The one sentence that loses: "l declare myself sui juris, therefore you have no jurisdiction." Every
court swats it, and filing it invites the dismissal that takes everything else down with it.

THE COUNTER-OFFER MOVE

sources: Black's 4th, Black's 7th, UCC § 1-308, FBI 2015 Primer, Broom's Maxims

The club's whole apparatus runs on offers. Every form, ticket, bill, notice, and summons is a proposed
contract, their terms, their definitions, their assumption that you are already inside the club and
agreeing. The law's own dictionary hands you the counter-move, and it has been sitting in Black's for
over a century: conditional acceptance.

What it is, in the law's own words. Black's 4th edition, under ACCEPTANCE: "A 'conditional
acceptance' is in effect a statement that the offeree is willing to enter into a bargain differing in some
respects from that proposed in the original offer. The conditional acceptance is, therefore, itself a
counter offer." A qualified acceptance "introduces a variation in the sum, time, mode, or place of
payment." The 7th edition says it cleaner: a qualified acceptance "varies the original terms of an offer
and operates as a counteroffer." Read that slowly. You are not refusing their offer. You are changing
it, and under their own contract law, the moment the terms change, their offer is dead and your
terms are now the only standing offer. The table turns.

No contract exists without a meeting of the minds. Black's 4th, MEETING OF MINDS: the meeting "is
not based on secret purpose or intention on the part of one of the parties, stored away in his mind
and not brought to the attention of the other party, but must be based on purpose and intention
which has been made known..." Their whole presumption (that you are a member, that you
consented, that they hold authority over you) is exactly that: secret intention, stored away in their
paperwork, never made known to you, never assented to by you. No meeting of the minds. No
contract.

How to use it. When the club sends a claim built on unproven assumptions, you do not reject it, and
you do not stay silent, silence is read as consent wherever a duty to speak exists (qui tacet
consentire videtur). You answer, in writing, in your own format, on your own record, and you accept
on condition:

1. Accept the claim on condition. "l accept your claim on the condition that you first demonstrate
the chain of authority..."

2. Reserve your rights, explicitly. UCC § 1-308: "A party that with explicit reservation of rights
performs or promises performance... does not thereby prejudice the rights reserved. Such words
as 'without prejudice,' 'under protest,' or the like are sufficient." The FBl's own 2015 primer prints
that statute verbatim and lists it among legitimate legal tools.

3. Demand the meeting of the minds. The contract cannot form while the condition stands
unanswered. Their assumption was never your intention, and Black's says intention must be made
known to count.

Shield of Souls Assembly - shieldofsouls.com poweroftheparallel.com



The Power of the Parallel Page 55 of 95

4. The result. Their offer is dead; your counter-offer stands. They must produce the chain of
authority or there is nothing to bind you.

The questions themselves are the weapon. A conditional acceptance is only as strong as the
questions you attach to it. Ask only questions where every possible answer becomes a receipt. They
answer, or they refuse to answer, and either way the record fills in. Some questions are built so that
an honest answer incriminates them in their own frame:

"Are you acting right now in your official capacity, or your personal capacity?" Watch what this does.
If they say official, they have just claimed an office, and with it the burden of producing the chain of
authority for every act that follows. If they say personal, they have admitted they hold no office over
you at all. Either answer signs the line.

"Show me your chain of authority, every link, from the source it comes from, down to you standing
here, by name and by oath." Notice what is deliberately not asked: "which statute?" Their statutes
bind the club, not the private, and asking for a statute invites a statute, which hands them their own
frame back. The chain is the thing. They either produce it, link by link, or they cannot, and the silence
is the answer, on the record.

"Wiao is the living victim?" The law's own term for this is corpus delicti, the body of the crime: the
actual harm done to an actual living person, which must be proven before any charge stands. No
corpus delicti, no crime, and no jurisdiction, because the one predicate this whole book concedes is a
true living victim. If they name one, you can go look. If they cannot name one, they have just written
down that there is no victim, and no victim means no jurisdiction ever attached. Watch the substitute
they reach for next.

"The state is the victim." But the state is not a living person: it cannot bleed, so it cannot be the
corpus delicti. A fiction cannot be the body of a crime, and a corporation cannot be the injured party.

"Wlo is the accuser, and where is the sworn complaint naming the injured party?" A real accusation
is sworn, an accuser, on oath, naming a real victim. Ask for it, on the record. Either they produce the
sworn complaint with a living injured party named in it, or there is no accusation at all, only their
assumption, still unproven. No anonymous claims, no presumptions wearing a badge: the oath is the
door they must walk through, and the victim's name is what the oath must carry.

The traffic ticket (running a red light, speeding) is the cleanest confession of all: no harm, no injured
person, nothing happened. The ticket punishes what might have happened, a pre-crime, the Minority
Report made of paper. Read what it actually is: a demand for money, with no living victim attached,
delivered under threat of force, the gun at the hip, the badge, the color of law. Call it in plain words:
extortion. Every ticket written over a victimless "offense" is a signed receipt of the whole scheme.
Who decided the speed itself is the wrong? Dale Earnhardt ran two hundred miles an hour as a career
(on purpose, in front of the whole world), and nobody called it a crime. Who are we to tell a driver he
cannot go as fast as he wants, so long as he hurts nobody? That is called freedom. Our freedom does
not end at your fear. Keep every perspective in mind: fifty in a fifty zone is reckless to an old lady on
her deathbed and insultingly slow to risky teens who think it is a crawl, the speed is the same, only
the fear changes. Fear is not an injury. The fact of the matter is freedom: until there is a victim, you
are not doing anything wrong, and to be a victim, you have to articulate an actual injury (damages).
A feeling is not a victim. A maybe is not a victim. Only a living, injured person is.

A worked example: the traffic stop. They say you violated something. You do not argue, and you do
not answer their questions, you comply physically, stay calm, and ask yours, on the record: "Who is
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the victim of the offense you say occurred?" There is none, and now the officer is on record acting on
a victimless claim. Be clear about what this record is for: it will not stop the officer, and it is not for
the court they try to drag you into, that room only hears their labels. It is evidence, gathered now, for
the one room that actually listens: the Article Il court.

Next: "Are you acting in your official capacity right now?" The officer will say yes, and that "yes" is
the admission that every next act is under color of law, every next act answerable in an Article Ill
court, and every minute of the stop is a receipt.

Then: "l accept your claim on the condition that you demonstrate the chain of authority, every link
from its source to you, by name." They cannot produce it at the roadside, and the record now shows
a demand that was never met. You have not refused, not pleaded, not argued, you have stacked
three receipts out of their own answers. Their tactic is to force you to answer. Yours is to ask the
questions only they can answer, and watch every answer become evidence.

The club's own "sovereign citizen" documents never mention "conditional acceptance", and that
silence is the tell. Read the FBI's sovereign-citizen documents again: they list the moves they watch
for (the ALL-CAPS name, the red ink, the strawman talk, the scripts), and on conditional acceptance
they say nothing at all. They neither demonize it nor admit it works. It is not on the list of "indicators,"
and it is not in their rebuttals. Why not? Maybe they don't want you to know the move? Maybe its
because you cannot train an officer to swat a move that leaves nothing to swat: no plea, no theory,
no label, just an acceptance on condition, which Black's Law has defined as real law for over a
century. Their documents would have had to either condemn their own dictionary or concede the
move, so they wrote neither. The best move is the one they never wrote a counter for.

Why this beats rejection. Rejection hands them a yes-or-no to adjudicate in their room, and a
rejection is itself an appearance inside the frame. See the deeper tell: to reject an offer, you must
first admit the offer came from an authority with something to reject, you imply their authority is
valid enough to even be refused. It doesn't exist. You do. You predate it. Your Private living predates
their paper by a long count, you were here before the charter, before the statute, before the seal. So
there is nothing to reject, and no one to reject it to. Conditional acceptance keeps the exchange in
the contract frame, the one place their own rulebook says an unperformed condition means no
agreement. You never deny anything; you only demand the predicate. It is the sui juris move written
as commerce: never a plea, never a motion, never a refusal, an acceptance on your terms, with your
rights reserved, waiting on their proof.

SILENCE AND CONSENT

sources: Ballentine's, Broom's Maxims, UCC § 1-303, Pomeroy: Equitable Remedies, Halsbury's, UCC § 1-308, Living in
the Private, FRCP 55, Burlington Power

Tacit agreement is real law: the club did not invent it. The maxim sits in their own books, centuries
old and still printed: qui tacet consentire videtur, he who is silent seems to consent. Ballentine's Law
Dictionary (1916): "Consentire videtur qui tacet. Silence makes consent." But Broom's Legal Maxims
teaches the same maxim with the qualifier the club always drops: "where there is a duty to speak,
and the party does not, an assent may be inferred from his silence", and the cases Broom hangs it on
are fraud cases, where the man knew the falsehood and stood mute inside it.

Silence is consent only where there is knowledge and a duty to speak. Their own commercial code
writes the same hinges: a "course of performance" exists only when the other party, "with knowledge
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of the nature of the performance and opportunity for objection to it, accepts the performance or
acquiesces in it without objection" (UCC § 1-303). Even the club's own rulebook cannot build consent
out of silence without knowledge and the chance to object.

So the club does not argue with the maxim: it strips the hinges and runs the bare blade. In the
common law (the law of the land), both parties must enter every contract knowingly, voluntarily, and
intentionally, or the contract is void.

In the commercial/admiralty frame (the law of the sea), consent can be presumed from silent
acquiescence unless the party rebuts the presumption. That is why every bill, ticket, notice, and
summons is a presentment built to draw one act or one silence out of you: in their frame, your silence
signs the paper. The mute man is the one their maxim eats, people stay silent to avoid trouble, and
the silence is read as the signature.

The Article 3 courts of equity wrote the same hinge into their own rule: where a right was infringed
"without any knowledge or assent upon the part of the person whose right is infringed," the matter
stands on "very different legal considerations" (Pomeroy, A Treatise on Equitable Remedies, quoting
De Bussche v. Alt), and the tort treatises say the same: delay in complaining "does not of itself
establish... acquiescence"; the other party "must have been misled to his or her detriment"
(Halsbury's Laws). Silence, alone, has never bound anyone.

The correct operation turns their own maxim into a receipt. You are never the one with the duty to
speak, they are. They must prove you knew, that you owed an answer, and that your silence misled
someone into harm. So when the presentment comes, do not stay silent and do not argue with them,
answer, in writing, on your own record, all rights reserved (UCC § 1-308), and put on the record what
you never knew and never consented to. Rebut the presumption the moment it is presented, and the
bare blade has nothing to cut: the only silence left in the room is theirs, and their own maxim says
what a party's silence means when the party owes a duty to speak.

The same maxim cuts the other way. When you are the one serving the claim, it is them who carry
the duty to speak: they hold the records, they have the knowledge, and now the formal dispute sits in
front of them. Broom's rule reads both directions. Serve the verified declarations (sworn statements
of fact, each one numbered) with a stated deadline to rebut, point by point. Their silence becomes
their answer: a claim served and unrebutted stands as admitted, the commercial default. This is not
invented law. It is their own: a defendant served and not answered gets defaulted, silence entered as
judgment, in their own courtroom (Fed. R. Civ. P. 55). The maxim, the UCC, the default rule, all the
same sentence: the one who owes an answer and gives none has agreed to the paper.

The proof of service is the whole game: their silence only signs anything if the receipt shows the
paper reached their hands. Certified mail with return receipt no longer holds up like it once did, the
return receipts rarely come back; they know the game. The key is to send it down every angle at
once: a copy to email, a copy by certified mail, and in person, whether it's you yourself, the sheriff's
service, or a process server. The in-person service is the one that has to carry the proof: record it and
document it (body camera if you are the one serving), and back it all with a notarized affidavit of
service. The notary is easier than it looks: almost any bank will notarize for free, and a notarized
paper becomes a notice in their own system the moment the seal hits it.

Email alone is not enough, and mail alone is not enough, the record must be airtight. Keep the chain
complete: what was sent, the exact pages, to whom, when it arrived, and who signed for it. Silence
never signs anything on the first notice: procedure is everything, and the procedure is due process.
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One letter is not a default. You give two to three notices, spaced out, each one with real time on it:
the first notice states the dispute and gives them thirty days to answer; the second names their
silence so far and gives them two more weeks; the third is the notice of default (the last call), with a
two-week cure period written on the paper. Only when the notices have run unanswered do you serve
the verified declarations with a rebuttal deadline on them, fourteen days, numbered, point by point.
Three notices, real time in between, every step receipted, that is what separates a lawful default
from a letter that means nothing. This is how you begin the "administrative record" and exhaust
administrative remedy which is required before suing in any court.

Then the clock is theirs to lose: declarations served, rebuttal deadline passed, default entered, and
their silence becomes your receipt, filed in the room where it counts. For example, a man stood up
against his power company. He asked them for one thing: the contract he agreed to, produce it, and
respond. They refused to even answer. He gave them three notices, spaced apart, each one waiting
on an answer that never came, then served twelve affirmative declarations with a 14-day rebuttal
clock. Forty-four days of silence later, the default stands and the claims stand admitted, the cure had
already been demanded, twice over, and the record goes to the Article Ill court, where their silence
speaks for itself. Their own silence, doing the signing, under their own rulebook.

THE FRANCHISE STATES

sources: Mark 16:17, Project Achilles Heel, Hunter v. Pittsburgh, Avery v. Midland, Wilmington v. Delaware, Port
Authority v. NJ, U.S. v. California, Cooper v. Aaron, Howlett v. Rose, Const. Art. VI

It's considered a "sovereign citizen" thing to say when you hear:

"The States are just Franchises of the United States Corporation”

The state and local enforcement apparatus is connected to the club through money, in a relationship
that works exactly like a franchise. So when we call a State a Franchise of the Government, we are
saying it in a metaphoric way that is true in reality but with the vocab as explained would fail in court.
The main reason for this case is the word "Franchise" that belongs to the club, as most they use do.
Why does it belong to the club? Because they created the term and defined it and made it public.
Private assemblies do this all the time, we have the power as well.

"And these signs shall follow them that believe; In my name shall they cast out devils; they shall
speak with new tongues" (Mark 16:17).

Project Achilles Heel, by the Shield of Souls Assembly, keeps the receipts in the courts' own words.
The Supreme Court, in Hunter v. City of Pittsburgh (1907): "Municipal corporations are political
subdivisions of the state, created as convenient agencies for exercising such of the governmental
powers of the state as may be entrusted to them... The number, nature, and duration of the powers
conferred upon these corporations... rests in the absolute discretion of the state." Avery v. Midland
County (1968): counties "are, after all, creatures of the State." Wilmington v. Delaware (1890): cities
"are instrumentalities of the state for carrying on the government of the state." Port Authority v. New
Jersey (1976): "Political subdivisions of States—counties, cities, or whatever—never were and never
have been considered as sovereign entities. They are instead subordinate governmental
instrumentalities created by the State."

The same Court holds the state under the federal level. United States v. California (1936): the "state
as well as its subdivisions are bound by the federal Constitution and laws enacted pursuant to it."
Cooper v. Aaron (1958): every state official (governors, legislatures, local agents) is bound by the
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Supreme Court's reading of the Constitution. Howlett v. Rose (1990): state courts are obligated to
hear federal claims and cannot use state law to duck them, the subordination is "functionally total
under the Supremacy Clause." The Supremacy Clause itself, Article VI, writes the grant in plain words:
"This Constitution, and the Laws of the United States which shall be made in Pursuance thereof...
shall be the supreme Law of the Land... any Thing in the Constitution or Laws of any State to the
Contrary notwithstanding."

Municipality under state, state under federal, the whole ladder in the courts' own words: created by
it, shaped by it, ended at its discretion. The exact relationship commerce calls a franchise.

THE MONEY THAT TIES THEM

sources: 31 USC § 6304, 2 CFR § 200.1, IRC § 280E, S.C. v. Baker, High Times: Russell, 18 USC § 1961, 18 USC § 1962,
18 USC § 1964(c), 18 USC § 1341, 18 USC § 1343, 18 USC § 1951, OCCA 1970

The connection is by payment, and it is on the record. Money flows both directions:

Grants down: the club hands funds to states and localities through binding grant agreements,
formally classifying the recipient as a "Non-Federal entity" receiving a federal award.

Taxes up: the club taxes state and state-licensed activity. The "Randall Russel - VT - High Times"
cannabis example shows it plainly: when states legalized what was still illegal federally, the Feds
(United States, Government, the club) allowed it, let the state profit, and still collected federal tax on
the dispensaries while denying them ordinary business deductions. Either way, it gets paid.

The cannabis example shows the whole pattern. The club criminalized cannabis federally and put
people in prison (some still serving life sentences), before eventually conceding and allowing it to be
legalized. The federal grabs stopped, and the same apparatus that once jailed people now profits
from the legal market instead. The admission was implicit: they had been wrong, but the damage
was already done. Ordinary people are now afraid to organize privately, as a collective, to build a
legal, non-taxed network of medicine, something the law already inadvertently permits. The club's
own past enforcement did the damage, and in the process cornered the market for itself.

The franchise analogy is the point, not a loose comparison. A Subway or McDonald's franchise can be
pressured to accept upgrades and grants, and it exists only at the franchisor's pleasure. Local entities
are the same, bound in by being paid, and framed as "municipalities" to hide it.

The real overlap between a municipality and a franchise is simple: both exist only at the pleasure of
whoever created them. They have no power of their own: whatever authority they hold, and however
long they last, is decided by the one that made them and funds them. That creator can shrink them,
reshape them, or end them, and they can't do anything about it.

Just enough separation is kept between the club and the local level that people never connect the
dots, and judges are never placed in a position to hold the connection accountable.

Why RICO was built: the statute that indicts the whole club at once. Congress wrote the Racketeer
Influenced and Corrupt Organizations Act in 1970 (Pub. L. 91-452, Title IX) for one reason: a mob can
be shot down one man at a time forever, and the organization still stands. RICO makes the
organization itself the crime.

It is unlawful for any person "employed by or associated with any enterprise... to conduct or
participate, directly or indirectly, in the conduct of such enterprise's affairs through a pattern of
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racketeering activity" (18 U.S.C. § 1962(c)). An "enterprise" includes any union or group "associated
in fact although not a legal entity" (§ 1961(4)). A "pattern"” is only two acts of racketeering within ten
years (§ 1961(5)), and the list of acts includes bribery, extortion, mail fraud, and wire fraud. Two
moves, one connected machine, and the whole thing is indictable.

The club runs the pattern, and the cannabis attack is the receipt. Two clubs, the child club and parent
club (the parent federal one that made cannabis a crime, and the state one that sells licenses to grow
it), work the same market from both ends.

The federal government keeps cannabis on its criminal list. The state government, at the same time,
sells you a license to grow that exact same cannabis, for a fee. The club collects from you twice on
the same crop: once for the license that says you may, and once through the tax system that still
treats the crop as a crime.

A normal business pays tax only on what is left after its costs (the rent, the power bill, the payroll),
because the law lets it subtract those costs first. A cannabis business is not allowed to subtract any of
it (IRC § 280E). The tax falls on the whole ticket, as if the farm had no costs at all, which is how a
working farm gets taxed into insolvency. Then, when the grower cannot pay, the very board that sold
the license is the one that takes it back (notices of violation, fines, enforcement), the whole run from
permission to penalty, worked by the one connected clubs. That is not law. That is racketeering with
a statute number on it.

RICO matters to the private because the club wrote it to catch connected entities, and the club is the
most connected entity of all. Every layer of it is on their own paperwork: the federal crime list, the
state license, the tax code, the local enforcement. RICO only needs two moves by one connected
group within ten years, the club's layers give far more than two. The remedy is written in the statute
itself: three times the damages, every dollar they took comes back threefold, plus the costs of the
fight (§ 1964(c)). Their paperwork proves the mechanism, and their statute pays for the harm it did.

THE CLUB AS A RICO ENTERPRISE

sources: 18 USC § 1961, 18 USC § 1962, 18 USC § 1964(c), OCCA 1970
If it were proven that the states are just franchises of the federal government, in plain terms:

The Constitution stops being a sacred agreement between free states and becomes nothing more
than the parent company's own operating manual for its branches. Don't forget: the Constitution was
never a limit on your rights, your rights are limitless and extend far beyond anything paper could
hold. It is a limit the government, the states, and private assemblies set for themselves. It is their
original promise to perform, their ask for us to "grant" them their powers.

Every state law, every state cop, and every state judge suddenly operates on borrowed authority,
color of law. That power exists only because the federal corporation permits it to exist, not because
the people permit it, as they now claim.

"You consented by living here" dies. You cannot be bound by a contract you were born into, a
contract between two parties you never joined. We already know no contract or agreement was ever
signed by us. The closest things were the birth certificate, with our baby footprint, and the Social
Security forms our parents signed for us. But even those are void: we lacked the capacity to
understand what was being agreed to, so there was never a meeting of the minds.

Every federal grant, statute, and ruling becomes an admission against interest, proof, in their own
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paperwork, that they rule by permission and not by right.

"Federal supremacy" as mentioned in many books, stops being a legal principle and becomes what it
actually is: a parent company bossing around its own stores.

The "indestructible Union" turns out to be destructible, because a franchise can always be revoked by
the franchisor, so no state is actually safe.

For the ordinary person, "citizen" becomes a customer-loyalty card, and a customer is never owned,
a customer can always walk away.

The private sphere was never conquered, just papered over, and paper can be shredded the moment
someone stands up and says so.

For the world, the wildest part: every government on Earth runs the same playbook, prove it once, in
one country, and you've handed the entire planet a master key.

The first mind-blowing point: the American Revolution never actually happened, the people didn't
throw off a king; they traded one royal board for a bigger corporate one.

The second mind-blowing point: the whole national timeline is backwards, the states came first, the
franchise came later, so "the Union is older than the states" was a story they told to hide it. The only
way this is possible is if the found father were part of a fraternal order or inner club and had planned
this from the inception. Spoiler. They were all Freemasons.

THE CAMERAS THAT NEVER STOPPED

sources: 23 VSA § 1609, 23 VSA § 1607, VT Legislature, VTDigger: Flock, Carpenter v. U.S., lJ: Schmidt v. Norfolk, IJ:
Norfolk Appeal PR, Schmidt v. Norfolk, LBS v. Baltimore PD, EPIC: Schmidt Amicus, EPIC: Ban Flock Letter, Bouvier's
1856

Vermont's people forced their legislature to write the ban in plain words:

"No State agency or department or any political subdivision of the State shall use automated license
plate recognition systems" (23 V.S.A. § 1609).

The state had already choked the cameras once, with a 2013 law that forces departments to destroy
every scan after eighteen months and justify every single look (23 V.S.A. § 1607), heavy enough that
nearly every Vermont police department threw the technology out by 2019. The people said no. The
statute says no. The club said watch this.

The workaround is a private company, and that is the tell. Manchester, Vermont mounted five Flock
Safety cameras on public poles in 2023. Pressed by the public, the town said it had "paused" local
searches. The records pulled in 2026 show the cameras never stopped: they keep feeding Flock's
private national network, and Vermont police pull the Manchester data through a middleman, a
regional "nonprofit" hub called NESPIN, which logs into Flock's cloud and runs the plates the state is
banned from running.

The town's defense, in writing: the statute doesn't apply, because the town isn't "storing" the data,
the private corporation is. The state bans the act. The state's own enforcement arm keeps the act

running by hiring a private company to do it and a middleman to hand back the results. That is not
compliance. That is a prohibited act, laundered through a contractor.

The permits make Flock a state actor, acting under the color of law, and the courts are already
agreeing. Bolting cameras to public poles requires a town permit, and a permit issued to dodge a
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statutory ban is fraud therefore void from the start. The company acts under the state's color, so the
Fourth Amendment (a person's body, house, papers, and effects stay secure, and nothing gets
searched without a warrant) rides on it, and the Supreme Court already wrote the rule: long-term
location tracking is a search, warrant or nothing, even when each single point is "public": "We decline
to grant the state unrestricted access to a wireless carrier's database of physical location
information" (Carpenter v. United States, 2018).

The rule is being tested on these exact cameras right now, in Norfolk, Virginia: the city mounted more
than 170 Flock cameras so thick that the police chief said it is "difficult to drive anywhere of any
distance without running into a camera somewhere," and department rules order every officer to stay
logged into the Flock system for their entire shift. Two residents sued under § 1983, and in February
2025 a federal judge let the case proceed. Then the same room turned: in January 2026 the district
court ruled for the city, upholding the dragnet as constitutional, and the residents appealed to the
Fourth Circuit, the very court that already struck down a citywide warrantless aerial-surveillance
program in 2021. EPIC, the Electronic Privacy Information Center, the nonprofit privacy watchdog that
fights mass surveillance in court, has filed its brief backing the residents, and a separate coalition of
more than forty groups has demanded Congress ban the cameras outright. The people said no once,
just not in the right court room.

The contract is the leash: follow the money. The cameras were not free. Flock runs on municipal
contracts: the town pays the corporation for the cameras and the feed, every destroyed camera is a
bill the town must cover, and the money is the receipt that ties them together. Yes, the people
destroying the cameras are the ones paying for them.

In 2018 the Milton Vermont department retired its own license plate reading cameras rather than pay
to upgrade legally toxic hardware after a cruiser crash. The state is forbidden to run the cameras
itself, and the oldest contract rule, a maxim, nemo dat quod non habet, no one can give what he
does not have, says it cannot hire out what it cannot do: the principal cannot contract an agent to
perform an act the principal itself is forbidden from performing.

A town that buys, by contract, the exact surveillance its own statute bans has written its own
conspiracy on paper: the agency pays, the corporation performs, the middleman returns the results,
and every layer answers under the color of law. Trace the money, and every source it comes from,
state, municipal, or federal grant, gets pulled into the case as a co-conspirator in the deprivation of
rights. Every Flock camera the people destroy is a receipt too: proof on the ground that the people
never wanted it, while the town keeps paying to put it back.

The same trick runs on your phone. The plate cameras are only the visible end. The same loop
reaches into the phones, through the data the private companies gather and sell, the apps whose
fine print nobody reads. The question the record forces: when the police build a case on data a
private company scraped and sold, they have to put on the record where that data came from.
Demand it. If they cannot source the evidence on paper, the evidence has no chain, and what cannot
be sourced cannot be sworn. It does not matter which system they reach through, Flock, NESPIN, or
the phone companies: the answer is the same question every time. Where is the paper that
authorizes this?

The federal fraudulent third-party doctrine. The club's ready-made answer for all of it is the legal term
it leans on for exactly this: whatever you handed to a third party, the bank, the carrier, the app, is no
longer yours to protect, so they take it without a warrant. That is the third-party doctrine, and it is the
door they keep pushing to walk the private companies' data through, into the courtroom, to use
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against you.

They are pushing to legalize the use of it: a global push to make third-party data admissible in court
as evidence against you, which the law currently does not allow. The third-party doctrine is that push
wearing a legal name, and every case they bring is an attempt to set the precedent that makes the
use lawful. Carpenter already began tearing the doctrine down for location data, which is why they
are fighting so hard: every Flock search, every NESPIN pull, and every bought phone record is a live
claim. The data was taken, the doctrine is the only justification they have, and the push to make the
use legal is still being fought right now, in the rooms that decide.

The people still hold the receipts to answer with. Vermont's own baseline law never authorized the
cameras at all: the accuser must be a human being who witnessed the infraction, which is why the
state keeps sneaking the cameras in through the private door instead of its own. The remedy follows
the pattern this book already laid: the damages are the time and the fight, injunctive relief to rip the
cameras out, discovery to pull the contract and the feed logs, and the settlement that always comes
before trial, because they do not want that contract read in open court. Vermont banned it in 2013,
banned it again in 2024, and the cameras are still up. The people said no. The statute says no. The
club keeps finding a new mouth to say yes with, and every one of those mouths is a receipt to hold
accountable.
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CHAPTER 15

THE LAW'S BLIND EYE

Local and state enforcement agencies are connected to the federal apparatus through grants and
promises to perform, federal money and federal programs draw them into the federal/corporate
framework. The police handbooks themselves outline the discretion and jurisdiction boundaries. But
none of that gives them authority over a person who knows what is going on and who stays correctly
in the private sphere. Their authority operates in the public/commercial sphere and over those
admitted into the club; it does not reach the private sphere unless the two conditions are both
present: a true living victim, and a real emergency. Remember even then, the response is strictly
limited to the least intrusive measure necessary to stop the condition causing the emergency.

So when you're pulled over for inspection or something that slipped your mind and you explain to the
peacekeeper (Club officer) your honest mistake asking for a break and they respond telling you
there's nothing they can do, just remember, they have discretion to leave you alone.

Point in case the religious ritual in NYC in which participants are allowed to abuse animals in the
streets, killing them in public with blood in public streets. This breaks various laws residents and
residents complain. The police ignore them and not just allow it to happen, but help them set up
barricades for the event. The police have even have been sued by residents in NYC just to have their
cases dismissed, why? Supreme court has held that the officers don't have to act, its up to them at
their discretion. Why? Because if they were forced to act on anything then the government would be
responsible for the actions instead of the officers themselves.

The ritual is kapparot: on the eve of Yom Kippur, chickens are swung and slaughtered in the open
streets of Brooklyn, and the city closes the street and sets the barricades for it. Residents sued the
city and the police to force enforcement, and the suits were heard and dismissed. The dismissal was
not about the wrong court: the courts held the ritual is protected religious exercise, and the Supreme
Court already wrote that rule in the Santeria case, Church of the Lukumi Babalu Aye v. City of Hialeah
(1993): "Religious beliefs need not be acceptable, logical, consistent, or comprehensible to others in
order to merit First Amendment protection." The barricades stay because the judges say the First
Amendment outranks the cruelty statutes.

The residents did get heard. Their suits were heard and dismissed, and not because they sued in the
wrong court. The courts dismissed them because the ritual is protected religion, and the rule was
already written by the Supreme Court years ago, in the Santeria case: "Religious beliefs need not be
acceptable, logical, consistent, or comprehensible to others in order to merit First Amendment
protection" (Church of the Lukumi Babalu Aye v. City of Hialeah, 1993). The barricades stay because
the judges put the First Amendment above the cruelty statutes.

Behind the religion sits the second wall, and this one decides every case like it. Even with no religion
in the room, the residents could not have won. The Supreme Court wrote the rule twice. First: the
government owes no duty to protect any person from private harm, in the Court's own words,
"nothing in the language of the Due Process Clause itself requires the State to protect the life, liberty,
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and property of its citizens against invasion by private actors" (DeShaney v. Winnebago County,
1989).

Second: no one has a right to force the police to enforce anything, because "a well established
tradition of police discretion has long coexisted with apparently mandatory arrest statutes" (Town of
Castle Rock v. Gonzales, 2005). Read the two together and the answer to "make them act" is no, in
every court there is. No court, Article Ill or otherwise, will order an officer to work.

If officers could be forced to act on anything, the government would be responsible for everything
they do. So the law leaves the choice with the officer, on purpose. The officers choice is the legal
separation: the officer answers for his own acts, the city is never forced, and the government stays
clear of everything it declines to do. Discretion is not a flaw in the system. It is the design.

Which is exactly why this book points the claim the other way. They cannot be sued for not acting.
They can be sued, individually, under § 1983, for what they did do, when there is a victim, an injury,
and a right they were sworn to protect, in an Article lll room. The chicken ritual is the receipt for the
discretion side; the remedy chapter is the receipt for the other. Every answer the club gives is a door,
and the doors only open when you ask the right question.

So why do they answer any call at all? Two tracks, and the discretion cases only cut one. The cases
cut your right to sue them for not acting. They never cut the job. The paycheck is an employment
contract with the city: refusing an assigned call is insubordination, dereliction of duty, fireable. Their
own manual says the whole design out loud: "the police are the only members of the public who are
paid to give full-time attention to duties which are incumbent on every citizen" (LAPD Manual, §115).
Paid. Full-time. Duties. Discretion decides what they cannot be sued for; the contract decides what
they can be fired for.

Who the officer actually answers to. His obligation is owed to his boss, not to you. Picture a cashier
who refuses to serve you: you cannot sue the cashier, you complain to the manager, and the
manager can fire him. The cashier answers up to the manager, not out to the customer. A cop works
the same way. If he does nothing all day, he answers for it to his sergeant, who answers to the chief,
who answers to the city. That is the chain, and his duty runs up it, never across to you. The citizen
cannot demand he act, because the law gives the citizen no claim on him. Everybody in the
arrangement has power over the officer except the person who needed him: the chief can fire him,
the city holds his paycheck, and the victim has nothing, no lawsuit, no order, no claim. The one
person who needed him most is the one person the law gives no handle on him.

The moment an officer arrests you, handcuffs you, locks you in, the Constitution flips: custody
creates the duty, and deliberate indifference to a person in custody is a constitutional violation,
sueable under § 1983 (Farmer v. Brennan, 1994). The choice dies at the handcuff. Some courts hold
the same where the officer created the danger himself.

The last tool is a writ of mandamus. Latin for "we command." It is the one paper a court can issue
that orders an official to perform a duty he owes, and it only works where the duty is written, clear,
and leaves no choice, the exact kind the word shall creates. The federal statute authorizing it is plain:
the district courts may compel "an officer or employee of the United States or any agency thereof to
perform a duty owed to the plaintiff" (28 U.S.C. § 1361).

The honest limits: it never orders a discretionary act, only a ministerial one, it is called an
extraordinary remedy because courts hand it out rarely, and the federal version reaches federal
officers, while a state or local officer is reached by the state court's version of the same writ. It is the
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last tool because it is the narrowest: it only ever says do the thing you were already told to do.

The line is the word "shall." Open their own manuals and the word sits everywhere. Where it says
shall, the choice is gone, that is a ministerial duty, and refusing it is punishable. Where it says may,
or says nothing, the officer is choosing. Their own books, in their own words:

"Officers shall exercise good judgment and sound discretion when determining the best action to
take, including de-escalation, and shall not unnecessarily embarrass, demean, cause harm to
individuals, or create an unnecessary public safety risk." (NOPD Operations Manual, Ch. 1.2.3), even
discretion itself is mandated with shall. Note: "good judgment" is never defined, so it can never be
violated. The only thing mandated is the officer's own choice, and "unnecessarily" is the escape word
that lets every embarrassment pass.

"Officers shall document consent to search in writing... the officer shall affirmatively inform the
subject of his or her right to refuse and to revoke consent at any time." (NOPD Operations Manual,
Ch. 1.2.4) Note: this is the meeting-of-the-minds ceremony, the paper that makes the search
un-sueable later. It protects their record, not you.

"Officers shall carry out searches with due regard and respect for private property interests and in a
manner that minimizes damage." (NOPD Operations Manual, Ch. 1.2.4) Note: the clause exists to be
violated, and the violation is yours to show. Same for the supervisor approval below.

"The officer shall not position his/her body or vehicle in a manner that would make a reasonable
person believe that he or she is not free to walk away." (NOPD Operations Manual, Ch. 1.2.3) Note:
the rule against manufactured compulsion, written because they know the street manufactures it
anyway.

"Before an officer may conduct a consent search, the officer must have the express approval of his or
her supervisor." (NOPD Operations Manual, Ch. 1.2.4) Note: ask for the approval on the record every
time. If it is not there, their own manual convicts them.

"The police shall, as a general rule, have no judicial functions." (OSCE Guidebook on Democratic
Policing) Note: they judge guilt every day anyway, the ticket, the arrest, the "sovereign citizen"
verdict at the roadside.

"Potice shall promote the concept of policing by consent and shall encourage the public to become
partners." (UN Community Policing doctrine) Note: no department practices it. The gap between the
world standard and the street is the receipt.

The one shall that hands you the whole game. The same manuals name the status this book stands
on, in their own words: an employee facing a personnel complaint "shall be advised of his or her
Miranda rights as a private person and allowed to exercise the same rights afforded a private person
under similar circumstances" (LAPD Manual, §094.10). Their own training book recognizes the private
person, and the rights that ride on the name. The status they tell officers to refuse at the roadside is
printed in their own manual.

The rest is the officer's choice. Everything not written as a shall, the officer may do or not do, and no
one can sue him for the choice. Their manual even codifies it in traffic: the officer "appropriately
warns, cites, or arrests" (LAPD Manual, §130.50), three equal options. That is the full spectrum: the
courts handle what they did, the chain of command handles what they refused, the shalls fence in
what must happen, and everything outside the shalls is discretion by design.

Where the remedy actually lands. No link in the chain can be sued for doing nothing, at any level,
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unless the doing nothing becomes the city's own policy. The officer is protected by discretion, the
sergeant is protected because a supervisor only answers for what he personally did (Ashcroft v.
Igbal), and the city is protected because it does not answer for its employees' acts, only for its own
(Monell v. Dept. of Social Services). One cop blowing you off is discretion. A whole department
blowing everyone off the same way is a policy, and a policy is the city's own act, sueable under §
1983.

Who you actually sue. Never the police station. A police department is not a legal person: it has no
existence apart from the city, it cannot own anything, sign anything, or answer in court in its own
name, so a article 3 complaint that names it fails on the caption alone. The PD is a department, an
arm of the city, like a division inside a company.

The police department literally is the city: that is why the mayor is its boss, the city writes the
paycheck, and the name on the caption when you sue is the city's. The city is the legal person: a
municipal corporation, created by the state, and the Supreme Court's own words put it below
sovereignty, subdivisions "never were and never have been considered as sovereign entities" (Port
Authority v. New Jersey).

So the city's sovereign immunity is mostly not there to bypass: the civil-rights statute treats the
municipality itself as a person that can be sued directly (Monell). What remains is narrower: the city
answers only for its own policy, custom, or deliberate failure to train, never for what its employees
did on their own, and no punitive damages can be taken from it (City of Newport v. Fact Concerts).
The Eleventh Amendment shield belongs to states, not to cities, and even that shield does not stop a
suit that only asks the court to order officials to stop (Ex parte Young).

The chicken murders, argued the right way. The cruelty law already exists, written for everyone. The
crime is the uneven hand, not the missing enforcement. The Supreme Court wrote the rule for exactly
this, in 1886: a law fair on its face is void as applied where it is "applied and administered by public
authority with an evil eye and an unequal hand" (Yick Wo v. Hopkins). Same act, a ticket for you and
barricades for them, that is the receipt.

The honest note: in the chicken case the courts held the unequal hand was religion, and religion is
protected, so that distinction stands. Any other distinction, race, money, who is in the club, who
stands in the private, has no shield, and that is the claim: never force them to enforce, prove the law
has two hands, and name the one they hid.

The route in one breath. Sue the officer, individually, under § 1983, for what he did to you. Sue the
city, under Monell, for the policy or custom that licensed the refusal or ran the uneven hand, proven
by the pattern, or for the deliberate failure to train that let it stand. Argue the uneven hidden hand
under Yick Wo. The pattern is the receipt, the Article lll room is the venue, and every refusal they
wrote down is a link in the chain you walk them into.
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CHAPTER 16

BEHIND CLOSED DOORS

The club's strongest enforcers, the federal ones, only get the ability to arrest a person once they hold
a meeting with average citizens called an indictment. That is the whole reason the grand jury
matters: at the state level enforcement runs out of the city, on whatever the city's policies are, but at
the federal level they claim their power straight from the people, and that claim is why the FBI stands
over the state and city, and why the elected county sheriff stands over the city police and state. The
closer to the people the more power you have. This is proof how the power waiting for you to yield.

The grand jury process deserves scrutiny. After our research we found jurors appear to be
conditioned or steered before they serve, it could be said they are put through a kind of training that
taints them. Ending result being that the process is not the independent check it is supposed to be.

The two juries are not the same thing. A trial juror hears one case, sees both sides, and goes home. A
grand juror sits 18 months, up to 36, hearing only one side the whole time. The person who decides
whether you're charged spends more time in the system than the person who decides whether you're
guilty.

The longer they sit, the deeper the influence. That influence has a name: conflict of interest. The
prosecutor is the accuser, and the only lawyer in the room, and the teacher who trains the panel, and
the man who writes the paper they vote on.

The people chosen to be the independent check are raised, fed, intimidated, influenced and
instructed by the exact side they're supposed to check. A check that only ever hears one side cannot
check that side. The whole story they sell about the grand jury being the people's shield dies on that
one fact, because you cannot call something independent while the party it exists to hold back is the
one holding the leash.

The room is built one-sided. The club's own rules name who may be present: the club prosecutor's
club lawyers, the witness, a club court reporter. That's it. No judge, no defense, no public. The feds
(club cops) go to the club prosecutor, The club prosecutor picks the witnesses, teaches the club law,
and writes the club indictment himself; the panel only votes on it. The club writes the paper. The
naive people stamp it.

The witness can be one of their own. Nothing says the person testifying has to be neutral, and usually
he isn't. The standard witness in that room is a club employee (a federal cop), reading the club's own
reports out loud. He doesn't even have to have seen anything himself; the Supreme Court said
hearsay alone is enough!

Club employee, reading club paperwork, to a room the club trained, voting on a paper the club wrote.
That's not a conflict that slipped through the cracks. That's the blueprint. At a real trial, a witness like
that gets crossed, somebody asks whose payroll he's on and what he stands to gain. In that room,
there's no one to ask. The accused isn't there, doesn't even know it's happening, and by the time he
learns, the testimony is sealed. Nobody checks the witness. Nobody can.
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The Club "training" is the design. The influence is the setup: a one-time charge from the judge, a
handbook, the prosecutor's own instructions, then up to three years of hearing nothing but that same
prosecutor. A federal appeals court split six to five over whether grand jurors may even be told
they're an "arm of the court." The club doesn't need to brainwash anyone. The setup does the work.

The Club's own word for it is impartial. Their own limiting document, the constitution, says a person
gets a trial "by an impartial jury." Impartial means the people deciding have no side: no stake, no
paycheck, no team, no club influence, no bias. At a trial, each side can look the citizens in the face
and strike the ones it doesn't like. That's the jury draw. So why does that requirement disappear at
the indictment, the stage that matters the most?

The word "impartial" isn't written in the Fifth Amendment, the part of the founding paper that creates
the grand jury. It's written in the Sixth, the part about trials. The club leans on that gap hard and
hands you its excuse: the grand jury doesn't decide anything, it only screens, so impartiality doesn't
apply. Read that lie slowly and think, why would they need the grand jury then?

If the grand jury doesn't decide anything, why does the Fifth Amendment require it at all? The club
can't have both:

"It decides nothing", then it's theater, and the founding paper is demanding theater before anyone
can be arrested. Absurd.

"It's essential" (which it is: the whole arrest power runs through it), then it does decide something,
and "impartiality doesn't apply" is null and void right there.

They are deciding. They decide whether the claim is serious enough to drag a person out of their life
and load the whole burden onto them, whether a person's freedom goes on the line over something
they might not have done. They are choosing who the burden lands on and who walks away clean.
That is a choice. That is a decision.

The club's own Supreme Court says: an indictment only counts from "a legally constituted and
unbiased grand jury." Unbiased. Impartial. Then it built the room that breaks the word: ex parte, the
legal name for a proceeding with the other side absent. One side's word, one side's witnesses, one
side's picks. In the colonial days the grand jury did its own digging, stood against the Crown, and
refused to indict. Citizens did the shielding then. Now the one side allowed in the building teaches
them for three years. The law says impartial. Its up the us to be the pioneers to challenge these
frauds and teach the people.

The Supreme Court wrote the seals, in its own words:

Costello v. United States: an indictment "like an information drawn by the prosecutor" is enough.
Hearsay alone will do.

United States v. Calandra: even illegally obtained evidence may be used.

United States v. Williams: "it has always been thought sufficient for the grand jury to hear only the
prosecutor's side."

United States v. Mechanik: a later conviction cures any error.
Bank of Nova Scotia: dismissal requires proof the violations "substantially influenced" the vote,

against a sealed record.

Supreme Court? would Supreme be the word you would use for these decisions? The same Court calls
the grand jury the citizen's "protection... against unfounded criminal prosecutions" (Calandra), then
holds, in the same breath, that it hears one side, on hearsay, with no review. The protection is the
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speech. The stamp is the ruling.

lllegally obtained evidence may be used? The club has now classified your private data from third
parties like Facebook as fair game for indictments. See where this is heading? It just buys it from a
data broker. Your location, your plate, your phone records are already sitting inside private
companies: the carrier, the plate network, the apps, the brokers who sell where everybody goes. The
club's own Supreme Court wrote the rule it leans on: whatever you hand to a third party is no longer
yours to shield. A man has no Fourth Amendment cover for what he gave the bank (Miller), or for the
numbers he gave the phone company (Smith). No warrant, no break-in, no search on paper. The club
writes a check to a private company that already holds your data, and walks that data into court.

Wiretaps got a shield because Congress wrote one (Gelbard, 18 U.S.C. § 2515), and the shield is still
on the books. The club reads it dead: "wire or oral communication," old methods, not your phone.
Read the shield's own words and it is not dead. A "wire communication" is a transfer sent "by the aid
of wire, cable, or other like connection," and the same statute was extended in 1986 to cover
"electronic communication," any transfer of writing, signs, data, or images sent over a wire or radio.
A text message is writing, sent over the network. A call on an app is a voice, sent over the network.

People text more than they talk now. You might as well be connected with a wire, because you are,
from the phone in your pocket to the tower to the fiber to the company's server. The concept is
sitting right there in the club statute. What has never happened is the challenge: nobody has walked
into court and forced the club to read its own shield onto the new devices. The club counts on the
word "wire" sounding old so nobody argues it. That is the crack. Somebody has to make the
argument, on the record, in the right room. Is that somebody you?

Grand Jury bias is built after the grand jury draw, and the room is sealed: no questioning of jurors, no
record the accused may see, no review after a conviction. A sitting federal judge said it plainly: the
grand jury is "the total captive of the prosecutor" who "can indict anybody, at any time, for almost
anything." The old saying goes the same way: a prosecutor can get a grand jury to "indict a ham
sandwich." The numbers agree: grand juries say no in only a sliver of cases.

Ask why the room is built this way and they hand you three excuses. Secrecy: to protect witnesses, to
spare the reputation of people who never get charged, to stop a suspect from running before the
paper lands. Long panels: one trained group can process hundreds of cases faster than fresh juries
every time.

Each excuse collapses under its own weight. The secrecy that supposedly protects the innocent is the
same seal that makes the whole thing uncheckable. The efficiency they're proud of is the stamping
line, which is the problem."The trial is the real protection" is the loudest admission of all: if the check
doesn't do the checking, the check was never the check, and a person gets charged, jailed, and
branded on one side's word, with the protection arriving only after the accusation has already landed.

The grand jury clause never applied to the states. About half the states screen charges in open
hearings with both sides present instead. England abolished the grand jury in 1933. The United
States is one of two countries left running it. The check was never a necessity. It's a choice, and the
club chose the secret room. The system seems set up to fail, almost ingeniously. Maybe this is why
SO0 many people are so critical of the FBI. People know in their hearts that something is wrong with
the system, and the receipts in this text say their hearts have been right.

THE COURT THAT CAN'T DECIDE
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sources: Carpenter v. U.S., U.S. v. Calandra

Watch what the club actually does with these cases, because the way it uses them is exactly how it
built them. Carpenter is the club's own Supreme Court decision that long-term location tracking,
taken without a warrant, is an illegal search. A warrant is the sworn paper an accuser must get before
a search, and the Fourth Amendment: your body, your house, your papers, and your effects stay
secure, and nothing gets searched without that paper. Carpenter is the club's own Court saying the
third party loop hole broke that rule.

Calandra is the club's own decision they use to ignore Carpenter, stating that even evidence from an
illegal search may be used in the grand jury room, the secret room where charges get stamped,
because the exclusionary rule, the power to throw out evidence taken in an illegal search, does not
run there.

Read the two side by side and see what is actually on the table. One says the taking broke the rule.
The other says the break goes unpunished in one room. Neither one says the taking was lawful, and
the club never tries to line the two up, because a case law system that checks itself is the one thing it
never built. The club was smart enough to write both decisions, so it was smart enough to build the
check. It did not build one, and it does not want one. It wants the contradiction, two branches where
whichever way the fight goes, the club wins.

The complexity is the point: it buries the person trying to hold the club to its own words, which is why
the words never line up. This is not case law failing the club. It is case law working for the club,
exactly the way the club built it to work. A thief picks a lock to get around a lock. The club wrote the
lock, the door, and both keys, and the record supports saying it plain: they did this on purpose.

Over and over we have found contradicting case law, its everywhere. It discredits their entire
system.This is the actual point about case law, all of it. A Supreme Court decision is not a law of
nature. It is a ruling, written by men who belong to a club, standing on an earlier ruling from the club,
and it can be overturned the same way it was made. The club leans on these decisions like they are
carved in stone, and they are not.

Their only real use: they are the club's own words, and a person can hold the club to its own words.
Carpenter is not a permission slip. It is the club's own Court admitting what the Fourth Amendment,
the rule that your body, your house, your papers, and your effects stay secure, already meant. The
club's own paper is a receipt against the club. Read it that way and nothing about it is hopeless. It is
the opposite. Every time the club cites one of these cases to justify a grab, it points at the paper that
proves the grab wrong, and the only reason the grab keeps working is that no one is holding them
accountable in this specific way, with their own words, in the right room.

Look at the actual shape of it when the wiretap shield is raised. The club cannot say the Fourth
Amendment does not cover you, because its own Court said in Carpenter that it does. It cannot say
the wiretap shield is dead, because the wiretap shield's own words reach the wire and the electronic.
So it says neither. It reaches for Calandra and acts like the case hands it the data. Calandra never
legalized the grab. It said the punishment for an illegal search does not run in the grand jury room,
the secret room where charges get stamped. A broken law is still a broken law, the break still has a
name, and a name can still be sued in the room that hears names, the Article Il court. The club
counts on the case law feeling like a wall. It is not a wall. It is a paper trail, and a paper trail is
evidence. That is why they push Flock so hard. The middleman is a company the club itself created.
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THE "THIRD PARTY" THAT WAS NEVER YOURS

sources: Dartmouth College, Pembina Consolidated, Paul v. Virginia, U.S. v. Miller, Smith v. Maryland, Lugar v.
Edmondson, West v. Atkins, 42 USC § 2000a, Black's 4th

Companies are never private. That word is doing the whole job, so pull it apart. The club's own
Supreme Court wrote what a company is, back in 1819, and never once changed its mind: "A
corporation is an artificial being, invisible, intangible, and existing only in contemplation of law. Being
the mere creature of law." A creature. Of law. Their law.

The same Court said it again in 1888: "Under the designation of 'person' there is no doubt that a
private corporation is included." So a company is a person, sure, in their frame. What it is not is a
private person. "A person is such, not because he is human, but because rights and duties are
ascribed to him." A private person is "an individual who is not the incumbent of an office." A living
human. An LLC or a corporation is none of those things. It is an artificial person created by the
legislature (Paul v. Virginia), existing only by the club's charter, licensed by the club, kept alive by the
club's law. A franchise. A club member wearing a "private" nametag.

So the third-party rule never had its third party. The rule says whatever you hand to a third party is
no longer yours to shield. But the bank, the carrier, the app, the broker, the plate network, these are
all the club's own creatures, chartered and registered in its system. The handoff was never you to
someone else. It was you to the club, through a club storefront. Same entity on both sides of the
deal. The club wrote the charter, forced the records (in Miller the bank only held those records
because the club's own Bank Secrecy Act made it keep them), and then calls its own storefront
"'someone else" so it can buy your data back from itself. That is not a doctrine. It is a data laundering
mechanism, and the "third party" is the rinse.

The club even drops the disguise when it matters. In Smith, the phone company installed the pen
register, the device that records every number a person dials, at police request, and the Court's own
footnote treated the company as the police's agent. When a company gathers at the club's request,
under a club program, on a club contract, it is the club. The club's own rules say it out loud: whoever
"has acted together with or has obtained significant aid from state officials" is a state actor (Lugar),
and a private contractor doing the state's job acts "under color of state law" no matter how the
contract is written (West v. Atkins). Flock on a town pole, on a town contract, feeding a town
enforcement program, is the club. Not a third party. The club.

Which breaks the doctrine's other leg too, the word voluntary. The rule only runs because you
supposedly chose to hand the data over. The club's own justice destroyed that pretense in the very
case that built the rule: "It is idle to speak of 'assuming' risks in contexts where, as a practical matter,
individuals have no realistic alternative" (Justice Marshall, Smith). The monopoly leaves no door that
is not a club door. No alternative means no choice, and no choice means no voluntariness. The book's
standing rule covers the rest: what is surrendered under duress was never surrendered.

The remedy is sitting in the same paperwork. If the company gathered the data at the club's request,
it is the club, the Fourth Amendment applies directly, Carpenter says long-term location needs a
warrant, and the evidence gets thrown out. If the company is the club's contractor, the contract itself
is the receipt. Follow the money, pull the contract, demand the paper on who requested and who
paid, and every layer answers under the color of law, sued in the right room, under § 1983, name by
name. The conflict is the mechanism: the club charters the company, licenses it, compels its records,
then buys from it and leans on "you gave it to someone else." Same entity on both sides of the
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handoff. That is not a transfer, it is the club passing its own property from its right hand to its left,
and calling it a search.

Now flip it over, because the underside is the whole point. A truly private holder is untouchable. Take
the same data and put it in the hands of a genuinely private assembly, one that never chartered,
never registered, never asked the club for anything. Not an LLC. Just people, gathered under their
own name, on their own ground, with closed doors. One is already being built: burrowtv.com, the
Shield of Souls private assembly's own platform, projected to be exactly that alternative when it is
finished by the end of 2026.

The club's own statute writes the fence: its rules "shall not apply to a private club or other
establishment not in fact open to the public" (42 U.S.C. § 2000a(e)). The club's process only runs on
its own creatures. It has no door into the private sphere at all, and the private assembly has no duty
to answer its presentments. That is why the doctrine only ever runs on registered fictions, and why
the club pushes everyone into one. The "third party" was always a club member wearing a "private"
nametag. Just another one of the many fraudulent misdirections.

Every time the club encroaches, it opens a fresh crack. There is always a crack, because every layer
of the club's system is built on a vocabulary term doing two jobs, and a term can always be pulled
apart. You just have to be a thinker. You have to care enough to examine everything, every label,
every premise, every fraudulent thing the club claims legit.

The biggest thing you can do is talk about it with other people, because the angles that expose these
things come from different perspectives. One mind finds the crack. Many minds find all of them. The
club is counting on you to keep the questions to yourself and stay "6ft apart". Read this text with
someone. Argue it with someone. That is how the next crack gets found, and the one after that.

THE MAN WHO PROVES YOU'RE PUBLIC

sources: U.S. v. Lopez, U.S. v. Morrison, U.S. v. Archer, U.S. v. Coates, Sherman v. U.S., Jacobson v. U.S., Williamson v.
U.S., Lewis v. U.S., U.S. v. Zannino, AG Cl Guidelines, Giglio v. U.S., 21 USC § 841/844, 18 USC § 1955, 9 VSA § 4501(1),
42 USC § 2000a

The CI (Confidential Informant) answers the same question from the other direction. Whatever an
informant is said to be for, the real job is the frame: pulling a person out of the private by putting a
public, commercial act on the record. The evidence gathering is secondary. The jurisdiction is the
point.

The line is real, and the club's own Supreme Court drew it, in a case it lost. In 1990 Congress passed
the Gun-Free School Zones Act: a federal crime to carry a gun within a thousand feet of any school,
from most view points, a good law. In 1992 a twelfth grader named Alfonso Lopez carried a concealed
revolver into his San Antonio high school, and the feds charged him under that act. Read what the
feds had to do to make that charge exist. Side note: obviously it would be ideal for guns to be away
from schools, but in contrast, if teachers were armed it could save a lot of lives. There's always an
angle to see something right and always one to see something wrong.

Congress writes the rules for the Club, the Constitution lists the powers Congress is limited by, and a
general power to make crimes is not on the list. Now the wild part. The Club administrators known as
Congress pointed at the Commerce Clause, the power to regulate buying and selling among the
states, and argued that a gun near a school is commerce: guns travel across state lines, gun violence
hurts the national economy, scared kids learn less, a weaker workforce hurts business, so everything
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is connected to commerce and everything is reachable.

That was the claim, and it is one of the most ludicrous stretches the club has ever made on paper: a
boy with a revolver in a hallway is "economic activity" because the chain of effects eventually
touches the economy. Read that again, because it is not a joke. The club argued it in the nation's
highest court, with a straight face, because it had to. If the act is not commerce, the club had no
listed power to make it a crime at all, and the charge against Lopez never existed, because his
person is private. Read why he was private: he was not buying, not selling, not dealing with anyone.
He was a boy standing in the private with his own property, and the only power the club could point
at to reach him was that one word, commerce, stretched until it snapped.

4 Supreme Court Judges actually agreed, what does that tell you? The Private prevailed, the Court
threw it out, five to four, and wrote the line: possessing a gun in a school zone is "in no sense an
economic activity." If everything that touches the economy is commerce, the Constitution's list of
powers means nothing, so the line has to stop somewhere, and the club's own Court said it stops at
buying and selling. It said the same thing again in Morrison, throwing out a federal law about violence
against women for the same reason. The point isn't that we want violence against women, the point
is that even with such an obvious direction they still couldn't do it because their power is a fiction to
the private. The club's own statutes write the private side the same way: the publiccaccommodation
rules don't reach "a private club or other establishment not in fact open to the public," and "public"
means services "offered to the general public.”

Now see what this proves for this whole book. The club's own highest court has written down, twice,
that the club's authority runs on commerce and stops at commerce. Commerce is NOT the private
frame. Commerce is the public frame, the one place the club rules. That is why the club works so
hard to pull every person into commerce, and why it needs you there so badly: a private person who
never deals in the public is outside its authority, on ground its own Court says it cannot reach. The
private person who stays in the private is the one the club has no hook for at all. So the club sends in
the one instrument that can make a person deal, one recorded sale, because the sale is the hook that
pulls the person into the public jurisdiction the club can reach. That is the Cl's entire job, and the
club's own Supreme Court wrote the job description.

The courts named the trick. When the government's own act, not yours, is what creates the federal
hook, the courts call it manufactured jurisdiction, and they've held the government may not build the
hook it then charges through. The cleanest case reads like the job description: in United States v.
Coates, the agents, "knowing that they needed a jurisdictional basis," crossed a state line
"concededly for the sole purpose" of creating one, and the court held "such actions cannot provide a
basis for jurisdiction." United States v. Archer said the same: "Manufactured federal jurisdiction is
even more offensive in criminal than in civil proceedings." The club watched a man for a month,
found no federal hook, and manufactured one.

The club's own doctrine names the Cl's test. Entrapment law draws the exact boundary: "a line must
be drawn between the trap for the unwary innocent and the trap for the unwary criminal." The
Government "may not originate a criminal design." The Cl exists to answer one question: was this
person already dealing with strangers, or not? Already in the public, or still in the private?

The sale is the proof. In Williamson v. United States, the informant was paid a bounty per target, and
his recorded purchases were the proof that the man was "carrying on the business" of a liquor dealer.
Holding is the private act; selling is the public one. The recorded sale is the paper that turns one into
the other, with the government's agent as the only buyer and the government's money as the price.
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The front door is the law's own image: the undercover entry in Lewis v. United States was lawful only
because the occupant invited a deal, and the deal is what put the act on the record.

The straight facts. What the record supports: the boundary is real; the club may not manufacture the
hook it lacks; the Cl is the instrument of the recorded act; the club's own people can't even count
toward the number its own gambling law requires. What it doesn't support: saying the recording isn't
evidence (it's the proof of the sale), or saying the indictment is void (the move is never to deny the
paper; it's to describe what produced it). That's exactly why the Cl exists: not to gather what the club
already knows, but to put the demonstrated act on the record, so the person who never dealt is
standing in the public on paper, once. Once is enough.
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32. 18 U.S.C. § 2510(12) - "Electronic Communication"

33. 42 U.S.C. § 2000a - Public Accommodations (private club exemption)
34. 21 U.S.C. § 841(a)(1), § 844 - Controlled Substances

35. 18 U.S.C. § 1955 - lllegal Gambling Business

36. 9 V.S.A. § 4501(1) - "Offered to the General Public"

book 3
37. Eliminate the Grand Jury (Campbell)
38. Why Grand Juries Do Not (and Cannot) Protect the Accused
39. Black's Law Dictionary, Revised 4th ed. (1968)

local evidence 2

40. Handbook for Federal Grand Jurors
41. Attorney General's Guidelines - Confidential Informants
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CHAPTER 17

WAYS OF REMEDY

Remember, the victim and the emergency are the only two keys that open the private, and without
them jurisdiction never attached. The room that matters is Article Ill court of equity, the one venue
with judges who don't depend on the club's money. The claim runs through section (§) 1983, the
civil-rights statute that lets a person sue the men who wronged him under the color of law, against
each man in his personal capacity, name by name, rarely against the empty sovereign name,
because the sovereign name dies at the immunity gate unless proven otherwise, while the men
answer for their own hands. The club doesn't publish its defeats, it settles off the record (non
disclosure agreements and payouts) and signs the silence, which is why the reported case law is
tainted and unable to show support. Those are the pieces already written. The next few finish the
picture.

Bonds are insurance, paid two ways. Bond is another word for insurance, and the cleanest way to see
it is as a remedy deposit: money put up ahead of time that already covers the harm if the promise
gets broken. The man locked up is the proof. He pays the bond amount, one big lump sum, and that
money stands as the insurance that he will do what he agreed to, if he doesn't, the remedy is already
outlined and already paid, sitting in the court's hand before anything goes wrong.

Every official carries the exact same insurance, he just pays it the other way: not one big lump sum
fee, but the traditional insurance method, a monthly rate. Some departments sit under one blanket
policy paid for by the state. Some officers carry policies from their own carriers. The answers vary by
location, so some people ask for a bond number and some ask for the insurance carrier, whichever
the desk will give up, but the fact underneath is the same everywhere: there is money standing
behind every man with a badge. Read what that does to the remedy. When you sue the men
individually, in their personal capacity, the loss is not paid out of their pockets, it is paid out of the
policy, and when the state holds the blanket, the state pays. The club never advertises this, because
it flips the whole fear of suing. You are not suing a man with nothing. You are suing a man with a
policy, and the policy is a paper trail back up the chain. That's why the main push is to settle with
their insurance bypassing courts entirely.

THE COURT'S FINANCIAL INTEREST

sources: 28 USC § 1920, FTC 2013 Debt Buying, Debt Buyer, NPR: Guilty and Charged, Replevin (Wex), FRCP 53, Kids
for Cash, DOJ: Kids for Cash, AP: Kids for Cash Verdict, Metro Crime: Wrinkled Robe, ACLU: Bail Report, Ferguson, DOJ
Ferguson 2015, Tumey v. Ohio, Ward v. Monroeville, Pulitzer: Payday Justice, ProPublica: Fenton

A case file is not just paper. A bond is an obligation to pay a specified amount of money, and bonds
trade on a real market. The moment a case gets filed, with a bail bond or without one, it mints a
debt: filing fees, court costs, surcharges, every line the docket prints, owed to the court by the
person named in the case, and the federal statute that lists those costs is 28 U.S.C. § 1920. That debt
is an instrument, and instruments get bought and sold. The debt buying industry is a real market on
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the record, a fifteen billion dollar a year business of companies that buy court judgments and
charged-off debts for pennies on the dollar and collect the full amount, with the FTC's own 2013
report, The Structure and Practices of the Debt Buying Industry, laying the whole market out. The
same thing happens with credit card debt every day, a card company gives up collecting and sells
the debt to a buyer for pennies on the dollar, and a court judgment sells the exact same way.

A court case was always a money matter, and the old common law kept the charge honest about it.
The one who filed a claim to take back property had to bond (insure) his charge first, put his money
where his mouth was, before he could touch the other side. That was the replevin bond, and a false
charge cost the accuser real money out of his own pocket. Today the room runs it backwards, and
that flip is the whole trick. The accuser risks nothing up front, no bond, nobody backs the case with
money. The case itself creates the debt, the fees and costs, and it lands on the defendant after the
fact. The defendant's dishonor is what bonds the modern case instead of the court: the case does not
get bonded before it happens, it gets bonded by the debt it makes. The judge's side of the job was
never removed from the rules either. A court can still appoint a master for exactly one job, to perform
an accounting or resolve a difficult computation of damages (Fed. R. Civ. P. 53). A money matter
needs a bookkeeper, and the bookkeeper is still on the books. The vocabulary is one line: bond, case
bond, replevin bond, surety, accounting, creditor, debtor.

The rest is on the record already. NPR's "Guilty and Charged" filmed courts paying their own bills with
the fines they hand out, even the public defenders and the private probation companies get paid
from those same fines. That is a conflict of interest in plain sight: the machine that decides what you
owe is paid out of what you owe, and the club's own Supreme Court already ruled that a judge with
his money riding on the verdict cannot sit (Tumey v. Ohio, 1927). The FBI's Operation "Wrinkled
Robe" was judges taking bribes from the bail bond industry. Which leaves the deeper question this
text is pointing at.

If every case mints an instrument and the instruments trade, who is trading them, and is the judge at
the desk part of the trade? That is the claim that has never been properly pulled: the court itself
creating a bond out of every case, even if that case doesn't have a bond, and the insiders, judges
included, trading them. The keywords for the dig: court debt market, judgment buying, municipal
bonds backed by court fines, securitization of court fees, court receivables, fine and fee revenue
bonds, bond docket. Follow that trail and the conflict of interest stops being an argument and
becomes a balance sheet.

The judges, paid by the case. The club swears its judges sit above the money, and the receipts say
otherwise, in their own courts. In Pennsylvania, two judges sold children to a private jail company for
years, collecting nearly three million dollars in kickbacks for keeping the kids flowing into the private
jails, until the FBI caught them, both went to prison, and in 2022 a federal judge ordered them to pay
the victims more than two hundred million dollars. That is a judge paid per case, on paper, in a
verdict.

In Ferguson, Missouri, the club's own Department of Justice found the city ran its courts as a money
machine: the income from court fines was the city's second biggest source of money, and the DOJ's
own report says the city's enforcement was shaped by a focus on revenue rather than public safety.
The judge and the clerk are the cashier, and the more the machine generates, the better the people
who run it make out.

The club's own Supreme Court killed exactly this machine twice. In Tumey v. Ohio (1927) the judge
was paid only when he convicted, and the Court said a judge with his own money riding on the
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verdict cannot sit, it is a denial of due process. In Ward v. Monroeville (1972) the traffic court judge's
fines funded half the village budget, and the Court said it again, the man responsible for the town's
money cannot be the town's judge. The machine never stopped. Alabama judges are paid per case in
dozens of towns today, and in Fenton, Louisiana, a village of two hundred and twenty six people, the
mayor is the judge and every person in the courtroom, judge to clerk, is paid out of the fines, with
more than ninety percent of the village's money coming from its court. The Supreme Court says the
machine is unconstitutional. The machine keeps running, because the ones running it are the ones
grading it and no one calls them out.

THE REMEDY GATEWAY

sources: 42 USC § 1983, Monell, Port Authority v. NJ, Hunter v. Pittsburgh, Avery v. Midland, FRCP 12(b)(2), Bond v. U.S.

The club opens every defense the same way: a motion to dismiss, the paper that asks the court to
throw the whole case out before anything gets looked at. They don't want the case decided, they
want it never opened, and the reason is discovery, the part of a case where each side has to hand
over its paperwork. A case that reaches discovery is a case where the contract, the policy, the chain
of authority, and the internal emails all have to be produced, and that is the one thing the club
cannot let happen in open court. So the motion to dismiss is not confidence. It is the first settlement
offer, written as a threat. Survive the motion and the posture flips, because their only way out now is
a quiet settlement signed off the record, before their own paper gets read. That is why the book
repeats the move: make them carry the burden, force the question of who the living victim is, and
hold the line until the motion dies.

Suing them while their case against you is still running does something to that case. You sue the men
who are running it, in their personal capacities. The judge sitting on your case is now a man you are
suing. He is no longer a neutral in the room, he is your opposing party, and a judge cannot sit on a
case where he is a party against you, so he has to step aside. The officers whose word is the whole
case against you are now on record as people who stand to lose money to you, so their word is no
longer a neutral witness's word, it is the word of your opposing parties. The case against you has to
be rebuilt without them, and a case built on nothing but their word usually dies once their word stops
counting. None of that is the goal of suing them, the goal is the remedy itself, it is just what happens
as a byproduct.

The shell game: the state says it is not the city. Expect the separation play, because the club runs it
at every level. The city says the officer is the city's, not the state's. The state says the city is its own
creature, not the state's hand. Each level points down so the claim cannot climb back up. But this
book already showed the chain in the courts' own words: cities are creatures of the state, created by
it, shaped by it, ended at its discretion, and the state stands under the federal level the same way
the city stands under the state. The separation is a commercial courtroom posture, not a fact. The
state does control the city, more or less, just like the feds control the state, more or less, and the
grants, the payrolls, and the insurance policies are the paper that proves the chain once discovery
opens it.

Chapter sources

case law 7

1. Tumey v. Ohio, 273 U.S. 510 (1927)
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27. Federal Officials Announce the Filing of Federal Fraud and Tax Charges Against Two Luzerne County
Common Pleas Courts Judges

28. Two 'kids for cash' judges from Pennsylvania ordered to pay more than $200 million

29. What was Operation Wrinkled Robe? FBI investigated in Jefferson Parish for 9 years
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CHAPTER 18

REMEDIES BEYOND THE COURTROOM

A facial recognition camera on a public pole reads your face, matches it against a private company's
hoard of photos scraped from the internet, and flags you to an officer, with no victim, no emergency,
and no warrant, nothing but your face walking by. The body is the first private ground and it stays
private in public, so scanning the face is a search of the private person, and the club's own Court
already wrote that tracking a person over time is a search that needs a warrant (Carpenter v. United
States).

Name the officer who ran the match in his personal capacity under § 1983, name the town that
bought the system under Monell, pull the vendor contract in discovery, and the money trail, the pole
permit, and the feed logs all become receipts, with the damages being the time, the fight, and the
record of the scan itself. The company behind most of the hoards, Clearview Al, scraped billions of
faces and has already been sued and reined in, proof that the machine is not invincible, it is a
registered company with a contract and a paper trail, and paper trails are evidence.

DURESS: NO OTHER CHOICE

sources: 31 USC § 5103, Norman v. B&O Railroad, Black's 4th, Duress (Wex), Restatement § 175

We said it earlier in the text, one currency is legal tender for every debt, and the gold alternative was
voided by statute, so using the system is duress, not consent. Name the duress on the record every
time, and the container becomes evidence instead of consent. Conditional Acceptance showed the
counter offer, and Tacit agreement showed the notices and the proof of service. This section stacks
those pieces into one order and fills the two spots that were left open: duress itself, and the paper
that proves you reserved your rights.

Their money is everywhere, and that is duress, not membership. The point is not that you are in their
club and must obey their rules. The point is that their money spread through every market like a
virus, and no other money is left to use, because they removed the others. The dollar is legal tender
"for all debts, public charges, taxes, and dues" (31 U.S.C. § 5103), so every debt owed in this country
has to be paid in their paper, no one may refuse it, and no one can contract around it.

The escape hatch was real once, and they closed it on the record. When the country was cut from the
gold standard in 1933, the gold clauses in private contracts were voided, and the club's own Supreme
Court upheld the voiding (Norman v. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, 1935). The other money was not left
to die, it was removed by statute and blessed by the highest room. That leaves every living person
with one seller and no substitute.

The club calls the takeover a good thing, and it keeps a legal costume for it: wave the words
"eminent domain" and "in rem" and the grab looks legitimate. Strip the costume and their own
dictionary names it: "unlawful constraint exercised upon a man whereby he is forced to do some act
that he otherwise would not have done" (Black's, 4th ed., DURESS). Their own contract doctrine says
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a contract induced by an improper threat is voidable (Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 175). The
club holds all three pieces at once: the only currency, the statute forcing its use, and a dictionary
definition that names what that forcing is. Using their money because no other money exists is not
membership it is a monopoly, and it is not consent. It is duress.

RESERVING YOUR RIGHTS

sources: UCC § 1-308, UCC 1978 Official Text, Corbin on Contracts, FBI 2015 Primer

The reservation is the signature that matters. Every time the club makes you operate inside its
commercial public or other system, write the reservation on the transaction itself. The move is the
one the FBI's own primer prints and calls legitimate: a party who performs with explicit reservation of
rights does not lose the rights reserved, and the words "without prejudice" and "under protest" are
enough (UCC § 1-308).

Signing in commerce with those words on the paper, or on the cover letter, does two jobs at once. It
lets the transaction go through, so you keep eating and working, and it lays down evidence that you
reserved your rights in that transaction, on their paper, inside their system. One signed reservation in
their system is a receipt that outlives the transaction, and it works in any jurisdiction, because the
paper does not argue, it only records what you said at the time. The club reads a clean signature as
consent. It cannot read "under protest, all rights reserved" as consent without fighting its own
statute, and that fight is yours to keep on the record. Don't forget, just because a court says it
doesn't recognize something like UCC 1-308 Rights reservations doesn't mean its not evidence of you
intending and therefore reserving your rights.

PROVING THEY GOT THE PAPER

sources: FRE 1002, FRCP 4(l), 28 USC § 1746, USPS Certified Mail

Their own rules prefer the original (Fed. R. Evid. 1002), so build the record the way their rules respect
it. Serve everything yourself, or by someone you trust, and prove it three ways: a copy by email, a
copy by certified mail with return receipt, and the in-person delivery recorded on camera, all of it
backed by a notarized affidavit of service that says what was served, on whom, where, and when.
Keep the chain complete, because their silence only counts against them if the paper proves the
claim reached their hands (Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(l)). Where no notary is near, the federal statute hands
you the backup: a declaration signed "under penalty of perjury" carries the same force as a notarized
oath (28 U.S.C. § 1746). The bank notarizes for free, the postal receipt is a government record, and
the camera is an impartial witness. Lay those on the record and your word stops being your word, it
becomes a file they have to answer.

WHEN TO STAY SILENT

Watch the vocabulary, and stay silent until you know what the words mean. This text already opened
the vocabulary trap: every one of their words carries their assumption, and the moment their word
leaves your mouth, their assumption enters the room. The in-person move is the one from the traffic
stop, comply physically, stay calm, answer nothing, and ask only the questions that turn their
answers into receipts. Silence is safe only while no paper has landed, because their own maxim reads
silence as consent where a duty to speak exists. The moment a presentment arrives, the silence flips
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into a trap, so answer it in writing, on your own record, with the reservation on it. Silent at the
roadside, written in the mail, reserved on the signature, receipted at every step. That is the whole
foundation.

WHEN IT GETS HOT

sources: UCC § 1-308

The remedy in commerce runs through their room, on your terms. When there is real damage in
commerce, money taken or a contract broken, this text already laid the move: a commercial wrong
goes through their commerce system, all rights reserved (UCC § 1-308), because the club runs the
only marketplace there is, and walking away from it is not an option, which is the duress this section
started from. Filing in their room is not adopting their jurisdiction, it is using their own system against
a party who lives in it, with the reservation written on every paper you file. A rights violation goes to
the Article 1l room. A commercial wrong goes to the commerce room. Both moves stand on the same
foundation, and the foundation is this section: duress named, rights reserved, service proven,
vocabulary guarded, and silence spent only where it belongs.

Chapter sources

case law 3

1. Carpenter v. United States, 585 U.S. 296 (2018)
2. Monell v. Dept. of Social Services, 436 U.S. 658 (1978)
3. Norman v. Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co., 294 U.S. 240 (1935)

official text 9

4. 42 U.S.C. § 1983 - Civil Action for Deprivation of Rights
. 31 U.S.C. § 5103 - Legal Tender

. Restatement (Second) of Contracts § 175 (1981)

. UCC § 1-308 - Reservation of Rights

. Sovereign Citizen Extremism: A Primer

. Fed. R. Evid. 1002 - Best Evidence / Original

10. Fed. R. Civ. P. 4(l) - Proving Service

11. 28 U.S.C. § 1746 - Unsworn Declarations

12. Certified Mail: The Basics
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book 3
13. Black's Law Dictionary, Revised 4th ed. (1968)
14. Uniform Commercial Code 1978 Official Text with Comments (§ 1-207)
15. Corbin on Contracts, One Volume Edition (1952) — § 932

web 3

16. Clearview Al
17. ACLU v. Clearview Al (Settlement)
18. Cornell Wex - Duress
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CHAPTER 19

THE PRESSURE VALVE

The club writes release valves into its own machine, and Vermont's cannabis code is the cleanest one
on the books. This text already used the phrase once: blow-off valves are the exits the club was
forced to build for itself when the pressure got too high.

The pressure here was simple. A plant that millions of people use, that the club spent decades
locking people away over, got legalized by the people, and the club had to vent. It did not vent by
surrender. It covered itself by venting through selective vocabulary, worded so that a reader without
the full context never sees the jurisdictional split, by writing two tiers into the same statute without
articulating the difference. The two tiers are the whole lesson. Commercial vs private in context:

The overt commercial tier runs on the license. A "cannabis establishment" is an entity licensed by the
Board (7 V.S.A. § 861(8)), the smallest licensed grower tier is a thousand square feet of canopy (7
V.S.A. § 861(30)), and everything in that tier carries the tags, the taxes, the deductions the club
denies, and the Board.

The private tier needs none of it, and the state wrote it as a no, by exclusion.

The covert commercial system runs on presumptions, and the key is a missing word. The statute
never says "private person" anywhere in the blow-off, it only says "a person," and the limitation it
writes attaches to a person twenty one or older who holds up to an ounce, "shall not be penalized or
sanctioned in any manner by the State or any of its political subdivisions" (18 V.S.A. § 4230a). A
person who grows two mature and four immature plants, screened from public view, with access
limited to the cultivator and permitted adults, has the exact same no-sanction shield (18 V.S.A. §
4230e). One adult may hand another adult up to an ounce as a gift, so long as it is not advertised or
promoted to the public (18 V.S.A. § 4230(b)(4)). The statute never defines or even mentions what
happens if they are private.

It only writes policies for what it has jurisdiction over, the commercial public. The law (policy) carries
a standing rule for this exact shape: when a statute names what is enforceable, the things it did not
name stay unenforceable, and a word the statute never defines is not limited.

T. Vermont's own dictionary proves the state knows exactly how to define, it writes "person" in one
breath to include corporations, municipalities, and even the State itself (1 V.S.A. § 128), and it never
defines "private person" anywhere in the book. A word the state never defined cannot be stretched
into a blanket. If the club stretched it into one anyway, the stretch is an overreach, and an overreach
has a room already built for it: the club's own highest court wrote that it is emphatically the province
and duty of the judicial department to say what the law is (Marbury v. Madison), and any civil action
arising under the Constitution and laws of the United States lands in that room (28 U.S.C. § 1331).

The hinge is one word: public. Every right in the private tier is keyed to the same fact, that the thing
is not open to the public. They say the cultivation must be screened from public view but how would
that be interacting with the public when its on private property? However it is advisable to stay as
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discreet as the freemasons per their own policies. The gift may not be advertised or promoted to the
public. The state's own public-accommodation definition only catches a place where goods and
services are offered to the general public (9 V.S.A. § 4501(1)) clearly specifically excluding the
private, and the club's own federal statute writes the same fence: the rules shall not apply to a
private club or other establishment not in fact open to the public (42 U.S.C. § 2000a(e)). This text
already showed what openness does in the Elks case, a club that opened its doors became public, so
the private line is not claimed, it is kept. Religion appears nowhere in the private tier, because the
tier was never about religion, it is about the door staying closed.

Private is stronger than exempt, and the club's own Court wrote why. A religious label inside their
club, is a permission slip: it admits the state's frame and asks for an exception, and exceptions get
tested, narrowed, and lost. Privacy is the opposite, it sits outside the state's frame before the
argument starts, because the state's jurisdiction only begins where the public begins. The club's own
Court said a club is shielded as private only while it is "distinctly private" (New York State Club Ass'n
v. City of New York), and the federal public-accommodations statute exempts what is "not in fact
open to the public" (42 U.S.C. § 2000a(e)). Most churches hold open worship and invite the street,
which is the exact conduct that converts private into public. A closed assembly that solicits nobody,
advertises to nobody, and admits only its own members stays on the private side by definition.
Definition beats exemption, because an exemption can be taken back and a definition has to be
rewritten, and rewriting the definition of private would delete half the club's own statute book, and
would be open to section 1983 article 3 remediation. Their permission slip is the proof of the private
shield.

THE HOME COMES FIRST

sources: Florida v. Jardines, Kyllo v. U.S., Payton v. NY, Stanley v. Georgia, Black's 4th, 18 VSA § 4201(30), 18 VSA §
4201(7), 18 VSA § 4230(b)(4), 21 USC § 812, FinCEN 2014 Guidance, SAFE Banking Act, SAFE Banking: H.R. 1595, 7
VSA § 861, DC Cannabis (Wiki), DC Weed Gifting, Ravin v. State, Noy v. State, 26 USC § 5042/5053, Gonzales v. Raich,
NFIB v. Sebelius, Standing Akimbo, U.S. v. Mcintosh, O Centro Espirita, Lawrence v. Texas, Griswold v. Connecticut,
Murphy v. NCAA, 2018 Farm Bill, 21 USC § 812(c), Pub. L. 119-37, Rohrabacher-Farr, Cole Memo 2013, Garland Memo
2021, 2026 Rescheduling

The two biggest home cases in the country's books are both cannabis cases. In Jardines the officers
brought a drug dog onto the porch of a home suspected of growing it, and the Court said the porch is
part of the home itself, a search needing a warrant, and the home is first among equals.

In Kyllo the officers aimed a heat camera at a home suspected of an indoor grow, and the Court said
that is a search too, because in the sanctity of the home, all details are intimate details.

Payton drew the firm line at the entrance to the house, and Stanley said the mere private possession
of a thing cannot be made a crime even when the state bans selling it to the public.

Read what selling actually is, because the definition is the whole line. Black's defines a sale as a
contract between two parties by which the seller, in consideration of the payment or promise of
payment of a certain price in money, transfers the title and the possession of the property to the
buyer. A price has to cross the line. A gift crosses nothing, so a gift never reaches the definition. The
state wrote the same hinge into its own dictionary: a sale means a transfer for a consideration or
barter or exchange (18 V.S.A. § 4201(30)), and the state's own alternative word is the blow-off
written out loud, dispense includes give away (18 V.S.A. § 4201(7)). That alternative is the evidence
the statute outlines: an adult may dispense up to an ounce to another adult, not advertised or
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promoted to the public (18 V.S.A. § 4230(b)(4)), and dispense, by the state's own definition, includes
give away. The excluded act is the sale with the price. The permitted act is the gift with nothing
asked in return. The state drew both words itself and built them around the preexisting private
powers.

Watch the same word doing the whole job on the commercial side, because the state uses it to hide
the hand that taxes. The licensed shop cannot take a credit card. The card networks will not run the
swipe, because the plant is still a federal crime (21 U.S.C. § 812, Schedule 1), and the club's own
money police put it in writing: transactions involving a marijuana business would generally involve
funds derived from illegal activity (FInCEN, 2014). A bank that moves that money must file a
suspicious activity report on its own customer, even a state-licensed one, so the shops run on cash
only.

Club Congress has proposed the system fix every session since 2013, the SAFE Banking Act, and it
still has not passed. It's true the club thrives in the grey areas, | wonder if that had anything to do
with it? The state keeps the word dispense for the same reason. A dispensary is defined by the
medical license chapter (7 V.S.A. § 861(19)), it sounds like medicine, like a favor, never like a retail
shop, because the federal frame makes the word retail radioactive. The club built itself a gift shop,
taxed the hand off, and framed the tax as a privilege while it destroyed the market, through their
regulation of our rights.

The cleanest evidence is the District of Columbia, where Congress blocked the sales rules entirely, so
the shops sell a sticker for eighty dollars and gift the cannabis with it, legal on paper, an unregulated
gray market in broad daylight and that's the current approved state method, a hack. The valve was
never a favor. It was the exit the pressure forced, taxed on the way out, the nails of a hand with
nothing left to grip. Their system is complicated and messy because they aren't just regulating, they
are hiding the fact that you can't need to be regulated by anything you didn't agree to. strategically
this is them paving the way as evidence the private can do it better, but only to the ones can see it.

Alaska's highest court said the same about a state constitution and home possession (Ravin v. State),
and it still stands there today. The private home is not an argument in the club's court rooms. It is the
one place the club's own law already refuses to walk.

The club wrote the same valve for alcohol, and it never broke. The personal-production blow-off is the
standard shape of American intoxicant law. Any adult may brew beer and wine for personal or family
use, no tax, no license (26 U.S.C. §§ 5042, 5053). The commercial regime and the personal regime sit
side by side in the same code, and the country never collapsed. Also never mentioning the private.
Vermont's cannabis valve is the same part installed in a different machine.

EVEN ON THEIR OWN GROUND
sources: Home Rule Act 1973, DC Code § 48-904.01, 21 USC § 812, 18 VSA § 4230e
The people: the Republic, the United States of America. The real thing, the source.

The United States: the quasi-entity, a body corporate for municipal purposes (their own 1871 words).
This is the club. When people say "the federal government," they are naming this club wearing its
sovereign/commercial hat. There is no separate "federal government" thing; there is the club, which
calls itself that.

The District of Columbia government: the mayor and council. A lower, local municipal body the club
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created and leashes (Home Rule Act). Not the fed. It's the club's own seat, franchised into a local
outfit.

The District of Columbia wrote it even wider: two ounces, home grow, and a gift of up to an ounce
without payment, written lawful in the code of the federal district itself (D.C. Code § 48-904.01). The
District is not the fed, and that is exactly why the question works as a trap. The District of Columbia
government is not the United States government, it is a local municipal body that Congress created
and still holds the leash on (the Home Rule Act, 1973), and its council wrote the permission into its
own local code. The federal code still lists the same plant as a Schedule | crime (21 U.S.C. § 812), and
federal law runs inside the District exactly as it runs everywhere else, so the same plant is lawful
under the District layer and a crime under the federal layer at the same time, in the same square
miles. That is not a contradiction. It is the club's dual capacity wearing one name.

The valve for the public is real and it is narrow. Your rights in the private are real and vast. The
narrow part is the club's written permission, never you. The cap is per dwelling unit, two mature and
four immature plants no matter how many people live in the unit (18 V.S.A. § 4230e(a)(2)), the gift is
one ounce at a time, and anything advertised to the public falls out of the valve. Those are the edges
of the permission, never the edges of the person.

The "high pressure causing" rights of the private are real. The valves are real, the state wrote them,
and the state still runs the license as the only door it will advertise to the benefit of itself and the
detriment of its people.
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CHAPTER 20

A LICENSE IS NOT PROTECTION

Not alone, a man in Vermont trusted the club's regulation schemes and lost everything. Randal
Russell took the license the club sold him, followed their terms, and what the club's failure did to him
is reason enough to pave a different path than the one the system provides.

Randal Russell is a sixth-generation Vermont farmer on family land in Bristol, ground his
great-great-grandfather bought in 1909. The club sold him its scheme twice. Hemp came first, and
when the club's scheme flooded that market he lost 1.2 million dollars.

The club told him cannabis would be different, and it wrote the promise into its own record: in April
2023 the Cannabis Control Board voted three to zero to close the big grower tier, in its own words to
protect the small farmers "harmed" most by prohibition, for sustainability, and as a temporary move
to gather data.

He relied on that promise, signed supply agreements on the strength of it, and farmed by the club's
scheme requirements. Then the club took back its word violating the agreement. In May 2025 the
Board chair signed the rule reopening the big tier, a fee ladder that lets a giant grower pay $18,000
for twenty thousand square feet while the small tier pays $750 for one thousand.

The club's own report admitted the small tier was insolvent. His farm went dark in July 2025 when the
power was cut over a nine thousand dollar debt. In December 2025 the club fined him three thousand
dollars for the collapse it built: no inventory reports for 512 days, and cameras down, both caused by
the very power shutoff the club's own violation notice names. He contested the fine, signed nothing,
and refused the club's settlement paper, because signing it waives the hearing and the appeal (7
V.S.A. § 847).

To pay bills and debts and because he could keep up with payments, Randal lost everything and had
to sell. The six-generation farm is gone. His native American blooded mother's grave gone. The
license he trusted is the only thing he owns now, held over his head as if their system failure was not
the cause.

The lesson. A license is not protection. It is the club's own frame, and it carries only the club's
promises, which the club writes and unwrites only for its own benefit and liability. He followed every
requirement, and the club gave him a boot to the face instead of a helping hand when he was at his
worst because of it.

That is what happens when you trust a license from a headless entity no one's in control of instead of
God and do not reserve your rights he bestowed on us. The private tier, the one he never knew to
stand in, is the only tier the state wrote by exclusion a no-sanction shield for (18 V.S.A. §§ 4230a,
4230e). The licensed tier has no shield at all, leaving it up to the drowning person to find their raft,
which is why this book says the public commercial license was never the tier to stand in. His remedy
now runs through the one independent room, the Article Ill court this book points at, with the officials
named and the receipts carried.
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He wrote it out for the public record." The Death of a Fifth-Generation Vermont Farm," High Times,

August 18, 2026, in his own first-person words. High Times reviewed the materials and reached out to

the Cannabis Control Board before it ran the piece.
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CHAPTER 21

FINAL WORDS

This book ends where it began, with the U.S. club's own papers, because the club's own papers are
what carry the whole proof. We do not participate in their limitations of our rights, while no victim or
emergency. We did not join their club and if we were ever U.S. club members it was only because we
were enslaved by our lack of mind and taken advantage of. That is not anger, this is realization, and
it is not rebellion, it is balance. It is the conclusion the receipts force.

This entire text is a notice to the public which is the most important aspect of all of this and why all of
their laws are public for all to see. They are simply giving notice to their members of their club rules
and never to the private living man or woman which in many regards are its foreign but native
"parallelers".

Randal Russell was the example, and one example is enough. He trusted the system, the system
failed him, and the system then fined him for the collapse it built. Trusting the system is not a
character flaw. It is a consequence of a lack of knowledge, and of not doing the due diligence that
holds this nation free.

This nation is free. That sentence has to be said plainly. Is your nation free? Our nation is free, but
only when we work to keep it that way. Freedom is not a trophy from 1776 that sits on a shelf. Itis a
held position, assertion, standing, jurisdiction and it is held by understanding everything that is
happening around us. The moment the people stop understanding, the position is lost, not because
anyone stole it, but because no one was left holding it. A right you do not know you have is a right
you have already let go, and the club is glad to keep it for you. That's why they let civics slip from the
"de-education" system they built.

That is the duty this book leaves on the table, and it is the real conclusion. We have a duty to assert
what our Creator gave us, and we deserve to lose it if we have the knowledge to and choose not to.
Those two sentences are the whole book. Everything before them was receipts to solidify the
unbelievable into your mind. They are the reason the receipts were gathered.

The right level of participation does not include political toxicity. Participation should be scholarly, it
should elegant but powerful. Not arguing in their room with their loaded words. Not burning their
forms or shouting at their officers. It is reading their own paperwork until you know it better than they
do, keeping your own records, challenging with precision, asking the cutting questions and making
them carry the burden their own law assigns to them. The scholar's divinity, never the mob's
mentality. A being who knows the systems schema can hold the line in the one room that hears it,
the Article lll room, every time the line gets crossed.

THE SAME GAME EVERYWHERE

sources: Shield of Souls, Secret Civics

The global pattern shows the same duty, scaled out. Every government on Earth runs the same
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playbook. The labels, words, and terms that move and change under you. The perpetual emergencies
that never end. The court that grades its own homework and tells you its ok with one cheek while
admitting its not with the other.

The third party that is really the one large festival. Corruption is not an American bug. It is the
standard operating condition wherever culture is highjacked to make knowledge look less desirable,
when a paper authority is allowed to stand over a living person, and the remedy is the same shape
everywhere: a real victim, a real injury, a real room. The private sphere representing the light of God
was never dimmed anywhere, only papered over with a complex lamp shade, and paper can be
shredded the moment people stop pretending the paper is the light. Light cannot be capture by
paper, your rights can not be reduced by paper when you've caused no harm.

That is why the assembly matters, and why it is not a fantasy. It's not the word, it's the act of
assembling.

An example of how to structure one is already public at shieldofsouls.com: a declaration of what
constitutes the assembly, one uniform format for its records, its own name and its own forms, and
closed doors. Nothing permitted by unholy overlords, nothing registered with an pyramid scam club,
nothing asked only asserted. It is the answer to the question every reader reaches by the end: what
does the private look like when it is built? It looks like that.

The evidence your mind needs that a private being can parallel free of encumbrance on the roads,
without the license and the registration, without their permission, is collected at secretcivics.com.

Not theory. Record. Just exclusion by way of assertion. The word this book gave you was paralleling:
privately existing in coherence with aligned existences, while parallel to unaligned. The proof that it
works in practice is being written in real time, receipt by receipt, by people who stopped asking
permission and started keeping their own record and elegantly asserting their unalienable God given,
divine rights from the court of God himself.

Read this book again, and notice what it never once asked you to do. It never asked you to hate
them. It never asked you to break their laws, which are their club rules, binding their members. It
never asked you to argue inside their room. It asked one thing: know your ground, understand their
system and live life with love and happiness the way our creator would want it. Our home stays free
only as long as the people who know, carry the weight of the ones who don't, and the mind that
knows and does nothing is the heart that dies without Gods glory.
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FINDING FREEDOM :[:

| THINK MOST PEOPLE JUST WANT TO MIND THEIR OWN BUSINESS IN A
WORLD THAT JUST NOT ONLY WANTS TO KNOW THEIR BUSINESS BUT WANTS
TO RECORD THEIR BUSINESS, WANTS TO MONETIZE THEIR BUSINESS. WE ALL
KNOW WHAT'S WRONG, BUT WHAT IF YOU KNEW THE WAY TO ACTUALLY
ARTICULATE YOURSELF IN A WAY THAT COULD DO SOMETHING ABOUT IT. IN
LAY TERMS THIS BOOK ATTEMPTS TO TRANSLATE THE DRY COMPLICATED
VARIABLES ASSOCIATED WITH SUCH KNOWLEDGE. GOLDEN KNOWLEDGE
THAT WHEN UNDERSTOOD, wOULD UNLOCK ONE'S GENUINE FREEDOM.
PEOPLE TALK ABOUT WAKING UP BUT YOU NEVER TRULY WAKE UP UNTIL YOU
COMPREHEND WHAT THEIR COMPLEXITY IS HIDING. IT'S ALL HOLLOW, IT'S
NOT EVEN COMPLEX, ITS JUST A THICK LAYER OF FEAR. THIS IS WRIT-
TEN FOR THE AVERAGE MAN OR WOMAN TO RE-LIGHT THE SPARK
THEY REMOVED FROM SOCIETY WHEN THEY REMOVED
CIVICS FROM SCHOOLS AND REPLACED IT WITH GENDER
STUDIES. WE SEE THEIR GAME AND HOW WE CAN USE IT
TO OUR ADVANTAGE. JOIN THE PARALLEL.
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