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Next, we turn now and address sone Commerci al debt

I nstrunents that just about everyone uses constantly. And
when this Comercial paper is used and then recircul ated
by you, Federal Benefits are being quietly accepted by you

and so now subtle contracts are in effect. As commerci al

hol ders in due course, you and the King are experiencing
mut ual enrichnment fromeach other.[1l] The King believes

that the nere use of Federal Reserve Notes, those
“circul ating evidences of debt"[2] that his Legal Tender

Statut es[ 3] have enhanced the val ue of as a co-endorser;

and that the nere acceptance and beneficial use of those
circulating Comrercial equity instrunments of debt,
constitutes an attachnment of Equity Jurisdiction
sufficiently related to experiencing Commercial profit or
gain in Interstate Coomerce as to warrant the attachnent
of civil liability to his so-called Title 26. Renenber,
once you get rid of your political contracts to pay taxes
(l'i ke National Citizenship), Federal Judges will then
start examning the record to see if there are any
Commerci al benefits out there that you have been
experiencing. Once you are a Ctizen, Federal Judges wl|
generally stop | ooking for other contracts; but once
Citizenship is gone, then other normally qui escent
Commer ci al nexuses that attach King's Equity Jurisdiction
suddenly take upon thensel ves vi brant new i nportance. [ 4]

| have thought out this perspective that the King has on
this subject matter over and over again, and based on an
analysis of principles, rights, liabilities, and Cases
that surface in Commercial Contract Law relating to
Negoti abl e I nstrunents (as Federal Reserve Notes are
Negoti able Instrunents), and of the rights, liabilities

and duties of Holders in Due Course, and | have cone to
the conclusion that the King is basically correct. For
exanple, bills, notes, and checks are al so Negoti abl e
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I nstrunents, as well as Inland Bills of Exchange.

Col l ectively, Negotiable Instrunents differ sonewhat from
ort hodox Commercial contracts for the reason that the
American Jurisprudential |aw concerning them springs from
several different and i ndependent sources. \Wereas the
sinple Law of Contracts had its origin in the Common Law
of England, in contrast this Law of Negotiable Instrunents
arose |largely out of the summary and chronol ogically
abbrevi ated practices and international custons of
merchants in Comerce. Those nerchants fornul ated a body
of rules and common practices relating to their trade

whi ch were gradual |y adapted into the Law of the Law by
the English Courts. Bills of exchange and prom ssory
notes, of which Federal Reserve Notes are a conposite

bl end of, acquired early on the peculiar quality and

nat ure anong nerchants in Comerce as being negotiable, i.
e., passable as Tender to different people. Negotiability
was then defined to nean that if an instrunment is

negotiable in formand is in the hands of a Holder in Due

Cour se, then possible personal defenses soneone nay | ater
assert against the Holder are cut off of in the Holder's
favor. This idea of negotiability is an intriguing one. It
differs quite a bit fromthe conception of assignability

underlying the transfer of choses in action which are not
negoti abl e.

Furthernore, all factors considered, it is ny opinion that
the King is not only just basically correct, but that the
King is also in a very strong position here, and that
Federal Magistrates are not Star Chanber Chancell ors when
t hrowi ng out your civil tax defenses that ignore this

I nvi si bl e and adhesive attachnment of King's Equity
Jurisdiction, and the strong presunption of your entrance
into King's Commerce that the acceptance and benefi ci al
recircul ation of Federal Reserve Notes necessarily infers.
However, the semi nal reason why the King is in such a
strong position is only partially related to his sub
silentio aggressi on agai nst you; the largest reason is
because you, by your own default, have accepted the
benefits of this Comercial nexus Equity relationship with
the King. The King is in a very strong position here under
normal circunstances, so you can be perfectly right for
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100 reasons in your Incone Tax defense, and ignore this

| ast tiny little area in your defense, and | ose (assum ng
that your Case is adjudged on the substantive nerits, and
not on sone technical distraction question).

Under the Conmmon Mercantile Law of Commercial Contract Law
applicable to Negotiable Instrunents, it has al ways been

prima facie evidence[5] that the nere i ssuance of the

Negotiable Instrunment itself constitutes the evidence of
the recei pt and enjoynent of Consideration.[6] This

acceptance of Consideration Doctrine is of nmaximm

| nportance to understand and appreciate in its placenent
into the contenporary Incone Tax setting, as this Doctrine
has been around for a very long tinme, and the King is only
now using it for his own enrichnment. Law books repeat over
and over again that acceptabl e Consideration may be
anything that will support a sinple contract, and may even
specifically include previously existing debt. This

Consi deration Doctrine survives the codification of the
Law Merchant into the Negotiable Instrunents Law, and al so
survives the later restatenent of the N.I.L. into the

Uni f orm Commer ci al Code.

The Law of Commercial Contract applicable to the use and
recirculation of Negotiable Instrunents is quite old, just
li ke King's Commerce itself. Comrercial Paper was al so
used extensively by nmerchants in the Mddl e Ages, and the

origin of our contenporary Law of Negotiable Instrunments
was an unwitten Common Law applicable to nerchants,

call ed the Law Merchant. This Law Merchant was gradually
assim | ated as an appendage onto English Common Law, and
subsequently becane a part of our Anerican Jurisprudence
when the New Engl and Col onies turned into states and
adapt ed English Common Law. The Law Merchant is spoken of
by English Judges with reference to Bills of Exchange and
negoti abl e securities. It is neither nore nor |ess than

t he common usages of nerchants and traders in the
different departnents of trade, ratified by decisions of
Courts of Law, which Courts |ater upon such usages being
proved before them readapted those nerchant practices
into the Coomon Law of Engl and as settled lawwith a view
to the interest of trade and the public convenience.
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Therefore, what was at one tine nere customin between
merchants then becane grafted upon, or incorporated onto,
t he Common Law, and nay now be correctly said to form an
overl apping part of the Common Law. Wen such general
Commerci al practices have been judicially ascertai ned and
establ i shed, those Commercial practices becone a part of
t he Law Merchant, which contenporary Anerican courts of
justice are bound to honor. In the early 1800's, nany
Anerican states enacted their own statutes pertaining to
Commerci al paper, with the result being a | ack of
uniformty in both statutes, as well as the court
deci si ons applying those statutes to different factual
settings. Lawers don't like lack of simlarity, and so
the National Conference of Conm ssioners on Uniform State

Laws drafted a bill to nmake the Law of Negoti abl e
| nstrunments uniformfromone state to the next. The draft
of the bill was called the Negotiable Instrunents Law,

whi ch when conpleted in 1896 was | argely enacted into | ex
by alnost all the states. The contenporary Uniform
Commerci al Code repeals the N.I.L. in those states that
have enacted the UCC, but the kicker is that old Law
Merchant hinself is still very nmuch around, alive,

enf orceabl e, and ki cki ng.

And if the King has got you accepting the Consideration
i nherent in Negotiable Instrunents that he is a Holder in

Due Course to, and that his Legal Tender Statutes have
enhanced the value, and additionally retains a distant
Equity interest in, then the King has got an invisible
contract on you and the King has you plunp little turkeys
exactly where he wants you: Ripe for a Federal plucking.
So to correctly handle this beneficial "use of Federal
Reserve Notes" creating a taxing liability story, we need
to start out with the basic premse that the King is
correct in his assertions, and so are judges in their
reasoni ng; to believe otherwise is to be self danagi ng, as
we have no tinme to waste wth any error in our reasoning.

If you are |ike nost fol ks, the King has got you accepting
hi s Consideration and financial benefits with your nere
use of Federal Reserve Notes, because nost fol ks want to
use and want to experience the beneficial enjoynent that
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w despread acceptance and Commercial use of Federal
Reserve Notes brings. But read those words over again
carefully, as they also contain the G and Key for getting
out of this Equity Ace our King has neatly tucked up in
his Royal Sleeve: The contract that is in effect whenever
benefits, conditionally offered, were accepted by you.[7]

Exam ning a profile slice of the tens of thousands of
Cases out there addressing questions of Commerci al
Contract Law applicable to the annul nent of the rights and

duties of Holders in Due Course of Commercial Paper
(notes, bonds, securities, checks, equitable specialties

in general, etc.), it is the State of Mnd of the parties
at the tinme the Negotiable Instrunent was accepted, that

determ nes the subsequent rights and duties of Holders in
Due Course. Holders in Due Course, so called, are in a
special Status as it pertains to the use and recirculation
of Comrercial instrunents. Holders in Due Course are
assuned to have taken the Negoti able Instrunent (Federal
Reserve Note) free of the defense of "Absence or Failure
of Consideration,” and additionally, are generally free of
all other defenses as well. Wen the King is a Holders in
Due Course of Federal Reserve Notes, then the King is

| mmune to any defense we may assert against him as he
collects on an invisible contract created when his
Commerci al benefits were accepted by you. Do you see why
it is not very wide to snicker at Federal Judges if you
have not properly handl ed your defense line in this area
of using Federal Reserve Notes? In sone cases, a person
wants to be in this Holders in Due Course Status due to
its protective nature, and in other circunstances, we
don't want to be a Holders in Due Course due to the
liabilities involved. Cenerally speaking, subject to the
condition that the person accepted the Negotiable

I nstrunent in good faith and for value, a Holders in Due
Course occupies a protected position free from any
personal defenses soneone el se nmay assert. But in dealing
with the King on those Federal Reserve Notes, our decl ared
Status as Holders in Due Course or Holders not in Due

Course is not inportant: Because by filing Objections and
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Notice of Protest, etc., the King's Status as a Holder in

Due Course is then automatically term nated, and getting
the King off of that sovereign Status Throne of his is
what's i nportant.

So nerely filing a Notice of Protest and Notice of Defect
wi Il automatically deny the King his coveted and protected

Status as being a Holder in Due Course wth Federal
Reserve Notes, as that protective status applies to you.

Renmenber that in our Pan Amjet |easing exanple, a person
must both want and then use a benefit provided by anot her
party, prior to effectuating an attachnent of Equity
Jurisdiction strong enough to extract noney from in a
judicial proceeding, out of the part in default.

And in addition to outright Consideration, by your
Commerci al use and recircul ati on of Federal Reserve Notes,
the King has you strapped into his debt as an
“"Automatically Transferred and Joint Obligation Debtor."
Under a very large body of Roman Civil Law, and Jew sh
Commer ci al Law goi ng back to Mdses and the Tal nud, there
Is a kind of an obligation in | aw whose source i s not
contract or promse in the classical sense, but due to a
ri pple effect of debt, an obligation can be automatically
transferred down a |ine of notes passers and debtors. This
Doctrine is elucidated quite well in Jewi sh Law, where
this doctrine is formally known as Shi buda D Rabbi Nat han
(nmeaning the line of Rabbi Nathan). Under this liability

di spersion nodel, debt ripples fromone person to another
back up the Iine, wthout the appearance of any contract
being readily apparent. Say that a person "A" owes noney
to "B", and "B" owes noney to "C'. Person "C' can then
recover from"A" an anount of nobney not exceeding the sum
person "B" owes to "C'.[8]

The reason why this debt liability being rippled back up
the line a few person is called "Rabbi Nathan's Lien" is
because this rule is generally attributed to Rabbi Nathan,
a tannaitic sage (Babylonia and Pal estine, in the Second
Century), who first fornulated it on the basis of a
certain interpretation of a Mdsaic text. Here in the
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contenporary United States, a very simlar analogy is
found operating both in Contract Law and in Tort Law, but
for different reasons.

1. Under Tort Law liability reasoning, persons
who you never had any contract or contact wth,
are liable for damages they work on you. For
exanpl e, be underneath an airplane when it

crashes. Under the Joint and Several Liability

Doctrine, attorneys wll sue the Federal

Avi ation Adm nistration, the pilot, the |ocal
political jurisdiction that owns the airport,
the contractor who built the airport, the
airline, the airline's insurance conpany, the
airline' s airplane manufacturer, persons who
supply parts to the airplane manufacturer, the
pilot's nother, etc., without Iimt, right up
the |ine.

2. Wien a grievance is under Contract Law

jurisprudence, generally, persons not a party to
the contract are normally exenpt fromliability
absent an interfering Tort they worked, sonehow

(Called Tortious Interference with Contract).

But properly viewed at the conclusion of the grievance,
this Rabbi Nathan's Lien is no nore than just an asset
sei zure agai nst debtor's assets held by third parties, and
whet her the underlying factual setting behind the Judgnent
was under Tort Law or Contract Law is now irrel evant, once

t he Judgnent has been docketed, and that person's assets
are now under attack. So when a judgnent has been obtai ned
against Party "B", and Party "C' owes "B" sonme noney, then
when Party "A" throws an action at "C', then that
arrangenent is no nore than the equivalent of a directed
wage garni shnent that goes on every single day of the
week, here in the United States. And just as this
Liability R pple Scenario goes on at such a quiet |evel

wi th wage garni shnents, so too does it carry on at a
national |level with you and I and our assets bei ng pl edged
to pay off the National Debt of the United States.
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But our King is our adversary in Court, and his attorneys
use partially twisted logic to quiet our exception from
taxation argunents, and so their attitude is a sinple "you
pay." But inportant for the nonent is your know edge that
your Commercial use and recircul ati on of Federal Reserve
Notes is properly deenmed a sufficient nexus to the King's
Equity Jurisdiction as to effectuate an attachnent of
liability for the paynent of the King' s outstandi ng debt
that he owes to the Federal Reserve Board, with the anount
of your paynent being neasured by your net taxable incone.
O her personal assets are deened collateral material as
well, but the King's key to effectuate this liability is
our Enfranchi sed Status, under contract. Since the Angle-
Saxon Law Merchant wants to see Consideration, and
Consideration is present when Federal Reserve Notes are
recirculated in King's Commerce, a taxing liability does
exi st of and by itself under English Common Law. This

Jewi sh Ripple Liability Model is supporting evidence to
concl ude that although we m ght not |ike our King, there
Is a very wide body of law out there in the world to
support our King with his taxing justification theories.
The Law is always justified, and this is just another

| ayer of justification for the King to use as an excuse to
rai se revenue. This R pple Effect Liability Law springs
forth fromseveral different sem nal gl obal points of
pronouncenent, and it does support the King in this very
subtle attachnment of taxing liability. So let's change the
factual setting by correcting our Status, and stop
snickering at the fat King, as he is only using comon | aw
(the national equival ent of wage garni shnents) and anci ent
law (its longevity and | ong term universal acceptance
nmeans that it is well Principled and well founded) to
support his excessive financial demands.

Question: Wiat if you don't want to accept the benefits of
and use of Federal Reserve Notes?

VWhat if you are different? What if you have factual

knowl edge that the King only got this nonopoly on Anerican
currency circulation (both gold and silver), not by free
mar ket acceptance and conpetitive universal respect and
appreciation for benefits offered by his Legal Tender
Statutes, which is the way all Commercial transactions
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shoul d be based, but rather, through force, duress,
coercion, penal statutes, naked physical duress, and
literally out of the barrel of a gun: Because guns bei ng
drawn is exactly what two renmaining private coin mnts saw
as United States Treasury Agents raided the | ast diehard
private coin mnts in California in the late 1800's, and
physically destroyed them (but that intriguing Arericana
history follow ng an act of Congress in 1864 banni ng
private coins as currency is another Letter). But dealing
with Private Coin Mnts out of the barrel of a gun is only
half the story, as our King is usually quite thorough in
what ever he decides to nuscle in on. The King al so dealt
with the private circulation of Notes (both bank notes and
private conpany notes that circulated just as if they were
currency) through a series of penal statutes going back to
the Gvil VWar.[9]

After the Gvil War, the King's enactnent of currency
nonopoly statutes paralleled his Private Express Statutes
in the sense that private postal conpani es previously
conpeting with the King were ordered shut down and put out
of business at gun point,[10] and our King seal ed hinself

up a national postal nonopoly. No nore would be the days
of the 1800's, when many banks and private conpanies

| ssued and circulated their owm w dely accepted currency.
Qur King doesn't like conpetition, and he has this nasty
habit of his to use penal statutes and his hired bouncers
(the U.S. Marshals, as the King's Bouncers) to force
people into relationships with him against their will and
over their objection, that they woul d never have
voluntarily consunmated on their own free will and
volition.

[ For exanple, here in Rochester, New York, sone
enterprising fol ks, seeing the escalating rise in postage
prices going on in the early 1970's, and detecting that
sonething just wasn't right here due to the w de
percentage variance in cost and pricing, pronptly went
about setting up their own postal conpany in 1976. They
concentrated on Rochester's Central Business D strict, and
offering the lower prices that they did, quickly signed up
| aw firnms, banks, accountants, hotels, and the |iKke.
Several national magazines featured articles about them
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[11] but the King's Agents in the Postal Service, snelling

an i nexpensive upstart on the bl ock offering cheaper
prices and accel erated delivery schedules, quickly threw a
Restraining Order Petition at Rochester Postal Service in
Federal District Court here. The Petition was granted,
with justifying reference being nmade to the Private
Express Statutes of the Gvil War Era. On appeal, the
Second Circuit in New York Gty went into a discussion on
how the King's right to seal up a national postal nonopoly
under penal statutes has never been successfully
chal | enged, and remains essentially airtight.][12]

But for our purposes here in addressing the attachnent of
revenue Equity Jurisdiction by the acceptance and use of

Federal Reserve Notes as a Holder in Due Course. What is
I nportant is that it is you, under the Ratification

Doctrine, by your own silence and default, by your failure
to object and to object tinely, it is by your silence that
the King wins. Under this Doctrine, your silence in the
face of a proposition being nmade to you constitutes your
approval of the proposition, if synchronous with the

sil ence you experienced a benefit. Reason, |ogic, and

comon sense. Let us consider the application of this

Ratification Doctrine as it hypothetically applies to a
person acting in the subordi nated position of agency for
anot her person.[13]

When one such person, as agent, does an act on behal f of
anot her person, but w thout conplete authority, the person
for whom such act is done nay afterwards adopt the act as
if it is done in his behalf, thereby giving the act the
same legal effect as if it had been originally fully

aut hori zed. This subsequent retroactive consent, the
effect of which relates back to the tine of the original
act and places the Principle in the sane position as if he

had originally authorized the act, is called Ratification.
[ 14] Under this hypothetical agency relationship, when a

person finds that an act has been done in his nane or on
his behalf, that person nust either Ratify it, or in the
alternative, disaffirmit.[15] But silence constitutes

approval of the act.[16]
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Ratification may be inplied fromany form of conduct
i nconsi stent with disavowal of the contract; therefore
anything el se, other than explicit and blunt disavowal, is

Ratification -- if synchronous with the silence, benefits
of fered conditionally were accepted. This is quite a
strong Doctrine, but it has to be this way under Natural
Law, since benefits offered conditionally are being
accepted, invisible contracts are in effect, and failure
to require the party experiencing the benefits to act

qui ckly and reject the benefits constitutes a Tort on the

other party. This Ratification is anal ogous under Contract
Law to the acceptance of the contract's proposition

(Mutual Assent), and hence is irrevocable.[17]

And this is why filing an Qbjection, Notice of Defect and
Rej ection of Benefits to the King, objecting to your

Il nvoluntary use of Federal Reserve Notes, carries no
retroactive force or effect with it back into preceding
years.[18] It is a Principle of Law nentioned over and

over again in Contract Law books that silence can effect
ratification in the context of a benefit assertion.[19]

Renmenber that to really understand a doctrine, we need to
examne it frommanifold trajectories; and in so view ng,

froma Judge's perspective, what the Ratification Doctrine
Is trying to avoid, we find that to all ow the annul nent of
a contract on repudiation grounds on anything | ess than a
firmand positive "no," has the direct effect of working a
Tort on the other party, since benefits were transferred
fromone party to the next.[20]

The application of this Ratification Doctrine is not
restricted to favor the Governnent in the evidentiary
presunpti ons of consent that it creates, as the Suprene
Court holds this Doctrine to be binding on all persons
dragged into its machinery.[21]

The application of this Ratification Doctrine in the area
of the Citizenship Contract does create an invisible
contract, as the burden to prove that the contract does
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not exist then falls on the individual, wth the King not
required to prove or adduce anything. This Doctrine is
hel d operational against everyone indiscrimnately as the
Principle that it is, when the factual circunstances
warrant its provident application; this even includes
drawi ng i nferences agai nst the Congress itself.[22]

There is an old Roman saying that "... He who remains
silent certainly does not speak, but nevertheless it is
true that he does not deny."[23] The situation expressed

by that | egal truismhas been the source of sone blurry
confusion in our Law of Contracts. Though acceptance of an
Ofer is usually made by spoken or witten words, quite
often the Ofer may call for act or authorization
requiring sone other node of acceptance. As the Oferor is
the "Czar of his Ofer," such acts, when induced by the

O feree, constitute the acceptance. [ 24]

I n such cases of negotiated comercial contracts, now
there is sonething here explicit by which to judge the

i ntention of the parties; but as we shift over to
invisible juristic contracts, where the nere passive
conduct of the Oferee (you and ne) is clained to be an
acceptance of benefits by Governnent, now the question is
nore difficult -- as sone of the requisite indicia
applicable to Laws governing commercial contracts has to
be laid aside; |ike Mitual Assent.|[25]

However, rather than Patriots fighting an area of grey

where there is sone de mnims nerit to the Governnent's
position, it mght be best to sinply accept the

application of the Ratification Doctrine, accept the fact
that invisible contracts are in effect by your silent
passi ve benefit acceptance and refusal to explicitly

di savow and reject benefits, as generally held by Judges -
but then turn around and wal k away fromthe contract for

ot her reasons, like Failure of Consideration.][26]

So the assertion by the King of his Status as a Holder in

Due Course (and therefore normally protected from any
defense that you may throw at hi mvia a Federal Judge in
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an I ncone Tax grievance) then becones neani ngless: If you
first Notice the King out and OQbject with a Rejection of
Benefits, and have so Objected tinely. Failure to serve a
Notice of Defect on the King is fatal, as w thout that

(bj ection by you, the King retains his protective Hol der

in Due Course Status, and with that Status you have
absol utely no substantive defense to assert against him

Question: How do you (Object?

In Objecting to Federal Reserve Notes, we need to be

m ndful of the fact that Federal Judges nornally do not
take Judicial Notice of the Federal Reserve Note equity
attachnent question. By the end of this Letter, you wll
see the larger and nore inportant invisible contracts to
be dealt with, if a pure and correct severance of yourself
away fromthe adhesive siphon of the Bol shevik | ncone Tax
Is to be perfected. Primarily, they search the record for
the political contract of Citizenship, and when
Ctizenship is found, generally they stop right there and
t hen. However, if dealing with a Denizen or sone type of
non-resi dent alien, Federal Judges then shift their
attention over to finding sone Commerci al benefits that
were accepted, in order to justify the extraction of

| ncone Taxes out of the poor fellow s pockets, acting
Mnisterially as enforcenent agents the way they do. So

al t hough Federal Judges find it unnecessary to take Notice
of your acceptance of Federal Reserve Notes at the present
time, when all other political and Commercial contracts
have been correctly severed, this one remai ni ng Conmer ci al
contract is going to be an itemthat needs to be westl ed
with, in advance of its apparent necessity.

So if three years fromnow the I RS throws a prosecution at
you, and you argue non-attachnent of liability to Title
26, so called, based on a pure severance of Equity, then
how wi |l you prove what your state of mnd was in 1986, as
It pertains to the Federal Reserve Note use and

reci rcul ati on question? Renenber that the clainmed state of
mnd of a Party is an affirmative defense. The person
asserting the defense has the burden to prove its nerit,
and reasonably so. The King does not have to prove that
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you entered into the acceptance and beneficial use of
Federal Reserve Notes with profitabl e expectations in your
m nd. Such a positive, beneficial, and Commercial Feder al
Reserve Note use assunption is automatically inferred by
the Commercial nature of those Notes and the "Public
Notice" Status of the King's Title 26 statutes, and so you
have to prove the opposite. How are you going to prove

what your state of mnd was in 19867 Are you going to
subpoena your wife into the Courtroom and ask her to tell
the Court what you said three years earlier in 19867?

"Oh, yes. | renenber. Hank said that he didn't |ike using
t hem t hi ngs. "

Well that is not nmuch, and that is not the kind of an

(bj ection, Notice of Protest, and docunent state of m nd
that the Suprenme Court will respect. So what we need to do
in order to Chject tinely, is to file a specific QObjection
with the Secretary of the Treasury, and sinply tell him

what your state of mnd is at the present tine; and
synchronously record that docunent in a Public Place.
Docunents witten by individuals are often very strong

pi eces of evidence to prove a person's state of m nd, and
wi ||, under sone circunstances, directly overrul e anot her
person's first-person oral testinony on grounds relating

to the Parol e Evidence Rule (nbst often such circunstances
surface in Probate proceedings in Surrogate's Court when a
WIIl or its Codicil is being contested). If the IRS has a
prosecution in gestation against you at the present tine
here in 1985, and the IRS is noving agai nst you in sone
manner for the years, say, 1982 and 1983, then filing this
Notice of Protest and Cbjection will have no retroactive
effect. Filing this Cbjection at the present tine nerely

docunents your state of mnd at the present tine, and so
if the IRS noves against you in three years, this
preventative step you take at the present tine is

| nteresting prosecution annul nent material . [27]

Since the King's Attorney will present sone old bank

account that you had gotten rid of years earlier, and wl|
conveniently not show your recessions to the Judge at the
time the Summons is signed, none of this Status correction
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material wll likely deflect the original initiation of a
prosecution itself.

I n your QObjection and Notice of Protest, we mght want to
nmention that you are using Federal Reserve Notes for

m ni mum survi val purposes only, and that even this use is
rel uctant, because in a previous day and in a previous
era, the King used his police powers to seal a nonopoly on
currency instrunents, and so now you have no choice in

sel ecting between different currency instrunents to use --
and the involuntary adhesive attachnment of Title 26 civil
liability that occurs while you are being backed into such
a corner, occurs against your will and over your

obj ecti on.

Your state of mnd is not one of beneficial acceptance and
enj oynent of Federal Reserve Notes, but one of a forced de

mnims coercion. You are not using Federal Reserve Notes
for Commercial profit or gain, but such use is out of
practical necessity since the King has physically renoved
all currency conpetitors fromthe marketplace under his
penal statutes and literally by physical duress; and so
now your use of Federal Reserve Notes is by |ack of
alternatives to select from not freedom of choice. By
such nonopoly tactics, the King is engaging in unfair
Trade Practices, which if you or | did the identical sane
thing, we would be incarcerated for it under nunerous
Racket eeri ng and Sherman Anti-Trust crimnal statutes. Yet

the forced nonopoly of a currency serves no benefici al
public interest,[28] and is actually an instrunentality to

wor kK magnum danages on us all after the King replaces his
initial hard currency later on with a paper currency
(whi ch has now happened). Renenber that Federal Judges see
| nportant benefits in everything the King does, and there
are legitimate benefits in having a uniform national
currency to pursue Commercial enrichnment with -- when

t hose benefits were sought after voluntarily.[29]

Judges perceive of those benefits as being related to the
Legal Tender status of the King's Currency, anong ot her

t hi ngs. What Federal Judges do not see collectively is
that those FRN s possess only those benefits that any
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wi dely accepted circulating currency would also offer, and
are the sane benefits that privately circul ati ng notes and
coins did in fact offer here in the United States prior to
the CGvil War. The King is not entitled to demand taxation
reciprocity by nmerely replacing benefits originating from
private mnts with benefits originating fromthe Congress
under the cloak, cover, and duress of penal statutes. So
by enacting that succession of penal nonopoly statutes

t hat shut down conpetitors, the King has transferred the
origin of currency benefits away from private mnts and
banks, over to hinself. A forced uniformnational currency
serves only the private financial enrichnent objectives of
the King by getting everyone into Interstate Comerce,
anong ot her things, and al so serves the objectives of
Special Interest G oups who very nuch want to see the King
circul ate paper currency expressly for the purpose of
perfecting our enscrewent -- if it were not so, the King
woul d not have had to use penal statutes and arned
storntroopers in the 1800's to enforce the acceptance of

his currency nonopoly lex. If a single national currency
mediumdid in fact serve everyone's best interest, if
everyone wanted to use the King's paper noney, then why
did the King have to resort to the display of physical
force when initiating such a currency nonopoly by police
powers intervention in the 1800's, and now unilaterally
use that nonopoly to adm nistratively coerce people into
contractual situations they did not otherw se want or
enter into?

Therefore, you do not accept any Consideration the King is
handi ng you when Federal Reserve Notes circulate into your
possession (and renenber that the King's Legal Tender

St at ut es have very nuch enhanced the market val ue of
Federal Reserve Notes). And that such use of Federal
Reserve Notes is occurring against your wll and over your
obj ection and Protest, for, inter alia, want of
alternatives, and wth the reason why there are no
alternatives is due to Federal nonopoly penal statutes
forbiddi ng such alternatives, and that such a nonopoly is
an unfair restraint of trade (unfair because it is
unnecessary) anyone el se gets incarcerated for.

Renmenber that in dealing with Federal Judges, you need to
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“hit the nail right on the head," and by rejecting Federal
benefits, and then expl aining your rejection through
chronol ogi cal |l y sequential presentations of facts and of
reasoned | egal argunents; when that has been done, then
where once there was a Courtroom hurricane of unbridl ed
retortional ensnortnent by Federal Judges, designed to rub
in, in no uncertain terns, their strong phil osophical

di sapproval of Tax Protestors -- now suddenly in contrast,
everyt hi ng changes over to a qui escent environnent.[30]

Addi tional objections along the |ines that Warburg and his
Gemin brothers in crime, the Rothschilds, through their
ownershi p of the Federal Reserve System are third party
beneficial interest holders, and that use of the police
powers for the private enrichnment of a Special Interest

G oup is unlawful, since under Suprenme Court rulings, when
the King enters into Coormercial activity, his Status
descends to the sane | evel as other nmerchants,[31] and

t hat any ot her Anmerican nerchant who pulled off such a gun
barrel nonopoly grab would be incarcerated for doing so.
Nurer ous Contract Law books provide a rich abundance of
def enses to assert agai nst Negotiable |Instrunents.[32]

Numer ous defenses to assert in your Objection and Notice
of Protest against the use of Federal Reserve Notes
attaching liability to Title 26 due to their Status as
circulating Comrercial Negotiable Instrunents involve both
Real [ 33] and Personal Defenses. [ 34]

Sone of the defenses you could claiminclude undue
I nfl uence, [ 35] absence or failure of Consideration,[36]

noral fraud,[37] necessity, unilateral adhesion contract
made in restraint of trade,[38] econom c duress,[39] and
the |ike.

Sonme of those (bjections and statenents are m | kt oast, and
will later fall apart and col | apse under attack by the
King's Attorneys in adversary proceedi ngs, and properly
so. Reason: The Use and recircul ati on of Conmerci al

Federal Reserve Notes necessarily involves a Contract Law
factual setting, and so our argunents along the |ines of
the King's basic unfairness in sealing up his national
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currency nonopoly, etc., are only peripheral argunents;
only direct coercion in the use of Federal Reserve Notes
I's strong enough to strip the King of his Status of a

Hol der in Due Course. And unfairness argunents sounding in
the Tort of third party Special Interest G oup penal
statute sponsorship and of Congressional intrigue in 1913,
even though very accurate factually, are way off base, if
we are going into the Suprene Court under a factual
setting calling for Contractual Law settl enent reasoning.

But for us right now, which Cbjection reason that we
stated, either stands or falls when under attack later, is
not inportant. And what is inportant is denying the King

his protective Status as a Hol der in Due Course agai nst

you (if the King is a Holder in Due Course, the Principle
Is that we have no defenses to assert against hin), by

filing your Notice of Protest and rel ated corrigendum
(nmeaning filed in an interlocutory state in contenplation
of secondary enhancenent or error correction at a |ater
tinme). But sone of those argunents we listed will survive,
as the naked facts surrounding the forceful acquisition of
the King's nonopoly on national currency are quite

aut hentic, and elenents can be raised to take the factual
setting out of Contract Law and into Tort Law where, at

| east as a point of beginning, those argunents then becone
rel evant [ however, those argunents probably won't even be
addressed for other reasons]. So we are exactly on line in
sone areas (assum ng the Case was properly plead by
referring to the Suprenme Court rulings on the declension
In Status the King experiences when the King engages in
Commerci al activity).[40]

So the final analysis is not inportant right now GCetting
a general Notice of Protest docunenting the situational
infirmties to the other party; invoking Tort Law to
govern the factual setting surrounding your involuntary
use of Federal Reserve Notes; and stating that there has

been a Failure of Consideration; as your state of mnd is
what is inportant, and the detailed judicial affirmtion
or rejection of your specific Protest reasons can occur

| ater in adversary proceedings. Failure to object is
fatal, and failure to object tinely is equally as fatal,
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as you have no right to ask the Judiciary to help you
weasel out of the terns of contracts you originally

I ntended to benefit from (which is necessarily inferred
when no tinely Cbjection was filed on your part). If we
have corrected our Status, we filed our QObjections tinely,
and we still lose, and the reasons why we |lose on this

| ssue have their semnal point of origin in the King's
police power tactics in the 1800's, then it would then be
time to consider dealing with the King on the sane terns
the King's Treasury Agents dealt with the two renmaining
die-hard California Coin Mnts: Qut of the barrel of a gun.
[41]

Wth the prosecution of Individuals, whose status is near
lily white, being sandbagged at | ow adm nistrative and
judicial levels, then such an aggressive retortional

at nosphere of confrontation is quite unlikely to occur.
But until those circunstances do happen, then let's not
badnout h the Judiciary, because as for the past and

present, Principles of Nature rule in the corridors of the
United States Suprene Court, to the extent that they are
able to apply such majestic Principles to such pathetic
factual settings they are frequently presented with --
with petitioners and crimnal Defendants who are not
entitled to prevail under any circunstances, as contracts
are in effect.

Subject to these followng qualifications, the filing of
this Objection on the involuntary use of Federal Reserve
Notes wll arrest the novenent of the King's Agents in a
civil prosecution against you on this particul ar adhesive
attachnment of King's Equity Jurisdiction. But the nost

I nteresting reason why you now reluctantly use Federal
Reserve Notes is yet to cone; and it is the one reason the
King's Attorneys will never be able to tear apart and get
judicially annulled [it will be sandbagged before it gets
annulled]. And it is the one reason why even an ot herw se
rel uctant Suprene Court mght just respect this Qbjection,
regardl ess of howirritating it may be for sone inps
nestled in the Judiciary, since the effect of this one

| ast Objection automatically vitiates the nbost sol emm
witten contracts ever seal ed.
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Your Cbjection mght want to contain the foll ow ng:

1. An historical overview of the gun barrel and
penal statute factual setting surrounding the
acqui sition of a national currency nonopoly by
the King, wwth the authorities for your
statenents being cited;

2. Stating in all of your Objections and Notices
of Defects, that your occasional use of Federal
Reserve Notes is involuntary, and transpires
because you are seeking to avoid being

I ncarcerated as an accessory to the crim nal
circulation of illegal currency under Federal

st at ut es.

That's right. That is the real reason why you now
reluctantly use Federal Reserve Notes: Not because you
want to, and not necessarily because of what sone Treasury
Agents did in California in the 1800's, but because if you
now started using your own currency instrunents here today
in 1985, then the King will incarcerate you for doing so;
and therefore we have no choice but to use the King's

desi gnated currency against our WIIl and over our

bj ection.[42]

Your entrance into that closed, private donain of

I nterstate Conmerce, by the use and recircul ati on of
Federal Reserve Notes (the King' s Mney), is involuntary
by reason of pure physical coercion. Renenber that the
character of every act you do, and every prospective act
you avoi d doi ng, depends upon the docunented background
ci rcunst ances behind which the act is either done or

avoi ded, [43] and your ability to docunent and prove your

state of mnd is absolutely nmandatory as a point of
beginning: So let's not snicker at Judges as they toss out
argunents based nerely upon sone recoll ected nenory
reconstructions fromout of the past. If you claimthat
your involvenent with the King in his closed private
domain of Interstate Commerce occurred by reason of

physi cal coercion, then the first question a Federal Judge
wi || be asking hinself is:
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Who coerced you, when did this coercion take
pl ace, and what were the background
ci rcunmst ances surroundi ng the coercion?

What the Judge will then do is to nmake an assessnent of
the overall legitimcy of your clains. Tal king about the
naked aggression of Treasury Agents in California in the
1800's is one interesting story out of the past, but
tal ki ng about a direct operation of coercion on you today
in the 1980's is even better. Renmenber that lightly

cl ai m ng duress and coercion is one easy thing to do, but
provi ng such coercion is another. Absent a presentation of
the King's nonopoly acquisition tactics, of his snuffing
out currency (coins, bank notes, and private paper)
conpetitors in the 1800's, and of his contenporary
eagerness to incarcerate conpetitors and private currency
| one wol ves, absent such factual background material your
clainms of duress and coercion to invalidate the Contract
Law jurisprudential setting of Federal Reserve Notes, as
it applies to you, are possible candidates to fall apart
and col | apse before the Judiciary. So tell the Court about
the currency history of the King, and his acquisition of a
currency nonopoly out of a barrel of a gun, and then cite
exactly, and then quite directly, the verbatimwordi ng of
the Federal statutes that crimnalizes your acquisition
and recirculation of any other Currency Instrunent other
than the King's specified Legal Tender for the

exti ngui shnment of your private debts, in order to prove

your state of mnd.[44]

The reason why it is to your advantage to tal k about these
hi storical aspects and gi ve a Federal Judge a | ong
chronicled history of the King's gun barrel nuscle tactics
you are objecting to, is because their Federal Benchbook
Is silent on it (except for nunmerous 1800's Case
guotations), and so very few Federal Judges actually know
anyt hi ng about the currency history of the United States,
and when Judges have been confronted with accurate
presentations of historical facts, they can and wll rule
agai nst Governnent and reverse thenselves publicly in

Opi nions,[45] and also quietly in post-QOpinion regrets.

[ 46]
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So giving Federal Judges a nore factually detailed
presentation of history, than is carefully given to them
i n those Governnent Semnars of theirs, operates to your
advant age. Your use of Federal Reserve Notes, under

obj ection to avoid incarceration, is the kind of a
docunent ed coercion factual setting that is going to give
the Suprene Court sonething to think about, if the

gri evance ever gets to them This involuntary entrance
into King's Conmerce by reason of threat of incarceration
severs this civil attachnment of Equity Jurisdiction that
Is otherwise airtight for those fol ks not Objecting
substantively and tinely [because benefits were rejected

and there is now a Failure of Consideration], and

conpl etes our efforts to convert the basic Contract Law
factual setting that the use of Commerci al Federal Reserve
Not es necessarily mandates, sonewhat over into Tort Law
(so our unfairness argunents then can becone rel evant).
[47]

That docunented involuntary behavior to avoid

I ncarceration is the one magic liability -- vitiating |line
t hat Judges never deviate from and that incarceration
threat is the kind of an Qbjection that Judges want to
hear, and that is the kind of an Objection that the
Suprenme Court will respect. But as always, it is the

wai ver and rejection of Royal benefits that is the nost

i nportant itemto address; and the King's Legal Tender

St at utes have very nuch enhanced the nmarket val ue and
general Conmmercial attractiveness of those Federal Reserve
Notes, so as viewed fromthe perspective of a Federal
Judge, when you accepted and then recircul ated Federal
Reserve Notes, you have accepted a Federal benefit.[48]

So the King has the requisite standing jurisdiction to use
his police powers to seal up nonopolies on currency and
postal services: But when he threatens to cause those
penal statutes to operate against you, the King can then
forget about the assertion of any adhesive revenue
enhancenent Equity Jurisdiction on us, if you wll but so
much as bject substantively and tinely so as to trigger
Consi deration Failure.
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You should renenber that filing such an Objection, say
next year in 1986, will only assist you in a future
prosecution. If the IRSis going after you today for 1981
to 1985, then your failure to Cbject tinely was fatal on
your part, as this Federal Reserve Note Cbjection carries
no retroactive force with it. Renenber that the King's
throwi ng a prosecution against you is an adversary
proceeding. If the King's Attorneys neke the assertion

t hat you had accepted and use Federal Reserve Notes (wth
the I ong history of Consideration Law to support the King
in this area going back into English history and the

Medi eval Ages), and you retort by saying that you didn't
want to use Federal Reserve Notes w thout being able to
expl ain exactly how and why your use was involuntary, then
t he Federal Judge has no choice but to rul e against you,
as in that setting the preponderance of the evidence
favors the King. So the King wins by your own hal f-baked
mnimumefforts and default in proving your assertion. But
I f you do cite authorities, quote the King's crim nal
statutes verbatim and prove everything, then there is not
a Federal Judge in the entire United States who coul d
rightfully hold that your use of Federal Reserve Notes is
voluntary for Commercial gain, and that an adhesive
attachnment of revenue Equity Jurisdiction attaches for
this reason (and that specifically includes the Suprene
Court). The King may have nunerous other Equity hooks into
you dependi ng on your individual circunstances, but he
will be restrained fromusing this one hook agai nst you.

[As | said in the Armen Condo Letter, in a crimna
prosecution setting, it is a general policy customthat
the Judiciary requires a nmuch higher evidentiary standard
of know edge of wrongdoing and of Commercial enrichnent
experienced in the closed private domain of King's

Commer ce; but as you should see by now, through a strict
technical reading of Title 26, no bank accounts are ever
needed to perfect a 7203 prosecution. By its own statutory
wor di ng, either your docunented involvenent in Interstate
Commerce, over the mninumliability threshold | evel, or
your Citizenship Contract, attaches all civil and crim nal
liability the King thinks he needs. But Federal Judges do
not necessarily think like the King thinks, and in a
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crimnal prosecution for Title 26 infractions, the
Judiciary, by custom would |ike to see a higher |evel of
adm ni strative and nerchant status than the nere use and
recircul ation of Federal Reserve Notes infers. That higher
evidentiary standard that Federal Judges hold was all that
| meant in the Arnen Condo Letter. And since the Federal
Judge had Arnen Condo's bank account contracts in front of
him the Constitution then becane irrelevant in Arnen's

Restrai ning Order defense. So, generally, what the Federal
Bench wants to see is sone type of a contract before they
will consent to a crimnal prosecution for Title 26 penal
i nfractions. There are exceptions where such instrunents

of Concl usi ve Evidence |ike bank accounts are not pursued
t hat nmuch, but those exceptions do not apply to you or ne.
To ny know edge, no one in the United States has ever been
I ncarcerated at any tinme for any penal infraction of Title
26, with the only evidence being acceptance and benefi ci al
use of Federal Reserve Notes in Interstate Commerce.

Evi dence of the acceptance and beneficial use of Federal
Reserve Notes is quite frequently adduced into crim nal
prosecutions by the King's Attorneys in the Public Show
Trial, but only a collaborating secondary evi dence behi nd
serious contracts the IRS quietly gave the Judge in his
Chanbers before the prosecution even started. This Equity
hook the King has up his Royal sleeve (use of Federal
Reserve Notes) is generally applicabl e against you as

Prima Facie primary evidence only in the | ower evidentiary
standards of a free wheeling civil arena.]

So inportant for us is the filing of the Cbjection and
Notice of Protest, and filing the objections tinely. And
each of these (bjections should be separate and di sti nct
fromeach other (Admralty/Birth Certificate, Equity/

Soci al Security, Commercial/Holders in Due Course, etc.).
What happens if the Suprene Court rules sone day of in the
future that King's Revenue Equity Jurisdiction still
attaches to involuntary users of Federal Reserve Notes? W
will then have to acquire our rights from our contenporary
King the sanme way Ben Franklin and George Washi ngton
acquired their rights: Qut of the barrel of a gun.[49]

We al ways want to take a nonent and exam ne ourselves in
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known i npendi ng grievances fromthe viewpoi nt of our
adversary, in order to see things like a judge; and when
dealing with an attack on the acceptance and recircul ation
of Federal Reserve Notes, an argunent will |ikely be
advanced to try and discredit your objection:

Your adversary will argue that Federal Law, not
State Law of the UCC governs your attack on
Federal Reserve Notes. Their argunents are based
on nunerous federal court rulings -- one of
which is when the Suprene Court once rul ed[ 50]

that the rights, duties, and liabilities of the
United States on Commerci al paper are issues
that are to be governed exclusively by federal

| aw, and not governed by state | aw. Therefore,
your adversaries will argue that your reliance
on the UCC, which are a collection of state
statutes, as a source of authority, is ill-
founded and that you are not entitled to
prevail. This argunent does not concern us at

all, since in reading Clearfield Trust, the
reason why the Suprene Court wants federa
Comrerci al paper to be governed by Federal Law
and not State Law is because they do not want
the Federal Governnent subject to 50 different
rules and restrictions proprietary to each
state:

"But reasons which may nmake state |aw at tines
the appropriate federal rule are singularly

| nappropriate here. The issuance of Commerci al
paper by the United States is on a vast scale
and transactions in that paper fromissuance to
payout will comonly occur in several states.
The application of state |aw, even w thout the
conflict of laws rules of forum would subject
the rights and duties of the United States to
exceptional uncertainty. It would |ead to great
diversity in results by making identica
transactions subject to the vagaries of the | aws
of the several states."[51]
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Since the Uniform Commercial Code is just that, i.e.,

uni form t hroughout all of the states except one
(Loui si ana), having the issuance and Commercial use of
Federal Reserve Notes subject to this uniformcode, in the
absence of any federal law to the contrary, is nost
appropriate. Subjecting the rights and duties of the
United States and it's pet corporation, the Federal
Reserve, to the uniformrules of the UCCto fill in

m ssing gaps in Federal Commercial Laws, offers to expose
the United States to no exception uncertainty. Although
there very much is a Federal Law Merchant,[52] State Law
Is silent on the matter;[53] and so now t hat | eaves

Federal Judges naki ng the | aw. [ 54]

Renmenber that the Principles of Nature the UCC codifies

I nto sequential statutes is nerely the old Law Merchant of
our Fathers, and that our Fathers nerely codified reason,
| ogi c, and comon sense; and the Uniform Comrerci al Code,
even though it is state law, is nerely cited to both fill
pronouncenent voids in the Federal Law Merchant, and as

sinply the best pronouncenent of Principles of Nature
denonmi nated to apply to Comercial factual settings.

The Principle we invoke when comng to grips with these
Federal Reserve Notes is nerely common sense: That a
person we are trying to avoid doing business with (the
King) |l oses his expectation of our conformance to his

statutes, when we place himon our Prior Notice that
Defects are present in the paper he is circulating, and
that we are not accepting the benefits otherw se inuring
to the Holders and Recirculators of his Federal Reserve
Not es, by reason of involuntary use. Everything in this
Letter is all inter-related to sone extent; earlier, |

di scussed the Ratification Doctrine, by which Judges hold
that silence on your part, in the context of an assertion
bei ng nade agai nst you, constitutes your acceptance of the
proposition that you are silent on (and for good reasons:
Because benefits are being accepted by you). This Notice
of Defect reverses that state of silence, and the King is
forced to experience a declension in his coveted status of
expecting a perfect non-defense case agai nst you, based on
your term nating the acceptance of the benefits of the use
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and recircul ation of Federal Reserve Notes. The UCC

| argely codified all of this since nerchants have it out
with each other all the tinme on this very question with
Negoti abl e I nstrunents, and as such the UCC gave every
possi bl e thing and every party nice proprietary nanes and
| abel s so that attorneys and judges can all deal wth

t hese factual settings with everyone speaking the sane
vocabul ary. So, if the UCC is technically non-applicable
to Federal Reserve Notes, then we don't really care, as
the UCC is no nore than codifying Nature, as Principles
operate transparent to changes in factual settings. If we
are (bjecting to a thing, like a Note, then the Maker has
| ost his expectation of not having any grievances to deal
with on that thing (Note); and that is only commobn sense.
And we cite the UCC as the best codified pronouncenent of
t hat Doctrine, and we encourage our adversaries to find
any federal statute inconsistent wth the UCC s
pronouncenents. [ 55]

As you well know, M. My, it is a Principle of Nature

t hat an ounce of prevention is worth ten tons of | abor
exerted later on in patching up. And nerely preparing your
mul tiple objections now, in witing, will spare a person
from substantial expenses in depositions and the |ike

| ater, as the collection of evidence, is, generally
speaki ng, an expensive and tine-consum ng process. Wth
rare exception, all of the Patriot lawsuits | have

exam ned never involved any form of Depositions or

I nterrogatories being take on the Defendant (and the
Patri ot wonders why he loses). Al of that is neatly
avoi ded by a few preventative steps.

[1] If there are Holders in Due Course, are there al so

Hol ders not in Due Course? Certainly there are. The vol une
of Contract Lawin this area is quite extensive, and in
this brief Letter, only a brief profiling synopsis is
appropriate. [return]

[ 2] Federal Reserve Notes are debt obligations of the
United States Governnent. See Title 12, Section 411.
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[ return]

[3] "United States coins and currency (including Federal
Reserve Notes and circul ating notes of Federal Reserve
banks and national banks) are |egal tender for all debts,
public charges, taxes, and dues. Foreign gold or silver
coins are not legal tender for debts.” - Title 31, Section
5103 (Septenber, 1982). [return]

[4] So | ooking inversely at the entire King's Equity pie
of taxing hooks that he has got into you, only a totally
pure decontam nation of yourself away fromthat
multiplicitious array of political and Commercial benefits
the King is offering, of all benefits up and down the
entire adhesive line of largely invisible juristic
contracts, will properly sever yourself away fromthe
adhesi ve adm nistrative mandates of Title 26. [return]

[5] Prima Facie Evidence is noderately good and acceptabl e
evi dence, al though not air tight, and stands as valid

unl ess count ernanded. On t he ot her hand, Concl usive

Evi dence is strong and very difficult to challenge, and is
I ncontrovertible. [return]

[ 6] Renenber that Consideration is a benefit you enjoy.

This prima facie Evidence Doctrine is replicated over and
over again in nunmerous books on Contract Law and

Commercial Law. Qur King did not invent this prinma facie
Consi deration Doctrine, as its semnal point of origin
goes back into the Mddle Ages in England, which is before
our King even existed. [Citations deleted]. [return]

[ 7] Yes, the benefits that were accepted by you carried
with theminvisible hooks of reciprocity, so now, as
unconfortable as the hooks are, contracts are in effect,
and Patriot argunents sounding in the Tort of unfairness
are not relevant. [return]

[ 8] For a discussion on how the right of a first debtor to
conme and operate a liability against a second ripple
debtor, back to the first debtor's creditor, see Rabbi
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| saac Herzog, Chief Rabbi of Israel, in the Second Vol une

of Main Institutes of Jewi sh Law, entitled "The Law of
ol igations" (1967). [return]

[9] Starting with the Legal Tender Laws in 1862, then the

Nat i onal Banking Act in 1864, then the previously
menti oned acts outlawi ng private coin circulation, then an
act in 1865 inposed a 10% tax on state bank note issues.

In Veazie Bank vs. Fenno [75 U.S. 533 (1869)], the Suprene
Court ruled that a tax of 10% on state bank notes in
circulation was held to be Constitutional, not only
because it was a nmeans of raising noney, but that such a
tax was an instrunent to put out of business such a
conpetitive circulation of those private notes, against
notes issued by the King. The conbi ned effect of those
Civil War era penal statutes collectively was to
nonopol i ze the entire American currency supply under
Federal jurisdiction (which is exactly what the King

want ed). By these penal statutes, both privately

circul ated coi ns and paper notes were outlawed, and die
hard private mnts were | ater purchased by the King, and
ot herwi se put out of business, permanently. And in the
1900' s, under an adm nistrative regul ati on promnul gat ed by
t he Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Board, the
| ssuance, if even for brief pronotional purposes, of
publicly circulating private bank notes by nenber banks,

i s forbidden. [return]

[ 10] The Private Express Statutes remain today as Title
38, Sections 601 to 608; and Title 18, Sections 1693 to

1699. [return]

[ 11] Exenplary would be Fred Ferretti in "Private Muil

Delivery vs. The Letter of the Law," New York Ti nes,
Sept enber 25, 1976. [return]

[12] United States Postal Service vs. Brennan, 574 F.2nd
712 (1978). There were no non- Commercial Status argunents
made by the Brennans. [return]

[13] See Ratification by an Undi scl osed Principal by Edw n
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Goddard in 2 Mchigan Law Review 25 (1903). [return]

[ 14] See Notes, Agency -- Ratification in 1 M chigan Law
Revi ew 140 (1902). [return]

[15] See the Effect of Ratification as Between the

Principle and the Other Party by Floyd Mechemin 4
M chi gan Law Revi ew 269 (1905). [return]

[16] "Where a contract has been nade by one person in the
nane of another, of a kind that the latter mght lawfully
make hinself, and the only defect is the lack of authority
on the part of the person acting, the subsequent
ratification of that contract, while still in that
condition, by the person on whose behalf it was nade and
who is fully appraised of the facts, operates to cure the
defect and to establish the contract as his contract as

t hough he had authorized it in the first instance. From
this tine on, he is subject to all the obligations that
pertain to the transaction in the sane manner and to the
same extent that he would be had the contract been nade
originally by himin person, or by his express authority.
The other party nmay demand and enforce on the part of the
principle the full performance of the contract entered

into by his agent." - Floyd Mechemin The Effect of

Ratification as Between the Principle and the Oher Party
in 4 Mchigan Law Revi ew 269, at 269 (1905). [return]

[17] The Law of Contracts requires mutual assent to be an
el ement present between the parties when contracts are
entered into. However, nutual assent is quite different
fromnmental assent:

“In the field of contracts, as generally

el sewhere, "We nust | ook to the outward
expression of a person as manifesting his
intention rather than to his secret and
unexpressed intention. The |law inputes to a
person an intention corresponding to the
reasonabl e nmeaning of his words and acts." -

Lucy and Lucy vs. Zehner, 84 S. E 2nd 516, at 521
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[ Suprene Court of Appeals of Virginia (1954)].

Fol ks who believe that Mental (Intellectual) Assent is a
necessary ingredient to the fornmation of contracts are in
error. A person can internally frown and repel a contract
in the back of his mnd, but still be held to be bound by
the contract due to his exterior novenents in accepting

benefits. And as we shift over to discuss a Principle of

Nat ure regul ati ng the conmencenent of invisible contracts
thrown at folks by Juristic Institutions, nothing changes
there, either. Protestors claimng to be exenpt from being
attached to expectations of taxation reciprocity by reason

of no Mental Assent being present, are in error: Because
your exterior manifestations -- your failure to explicitly
and bluntly reject juristic benefits -- overrul es whatever
qui et reservations you may have about the reciprocity
expectations contained in the contract. The other party to
the contract (here, the other party is a Juristic
Institution) has absolutely no reasonable basis to
consider the applicability of its contract with you by
probing into the corners of your mnd and uncovering any

| atent reservations that may be there. Therefore, only the
act of comng out into the open and filing a blunt and

explicit Notice of Rejection of Benefits, has any
reasonabl e nmeani ng; and Protestors clai m ng unfairness

because Mental Assent is tossed aside and ignored are not
addressing the full spectrum of factual elenents that

j udges consi der when presented with a contract enforcenent
prosecution. [return]

[ 18] Variations on this Ratification Doctrine surface all
t hroughout the Law. It surfaces in crimnal prosecutions
as an evidentiary law requiring that circunstances be
awarded priority over verbal communication or non-

conmuni cation in proving conspiracies (nmeaning that what
you say or don't say is not inportant as what you do). In

Commercial contracts, Parole Evidence is oral or verbal

evi dence, and the Parole Evidence Rule restrains a party
to a contract fromusing expectations and decl arati ons
fromtoni ng down the neat of a contract. (See UCC 2-202),

since the | esser oral expectations were nerged into the
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greater witten expectations. In the Uniform Conmmrerci al

Code, the Ratification Doctrine appears in Section 2-610,
whi ch states that the repudiation of a contract nust be
positive and unequivocal; and it appears again in 2-606
(b), which states that failure to nmake an effective
(strong) rejection constitutes acceptance. [return]

[ 19] The underlying Principles associated with the

Ratification Doctrine surface in crimnal prosecutions, as
it is often very reasonable for Juries, too, to take
special Notice and freely draw i nferences and concl usi ons
fromthe Defendant's silence. In sone Trials, Judges have
characterized that the effect of the Defendant remaining
silent would be I|ike:

the sun... shining with full blaze on the

open eye." - State vs. C eaves, 59 Main 298, at
301 (1871). [return]

[ 20] For a recent discussion on the Ratification Doctrine

I n operation, See Commonweal th Edi son vs. Decker Coal, 612
F. Supp. 978 (1985). [return]

[21] | have seen lower State Courts apply the Principle of
Ratification under Tort Law factual settings. See Page vs.

Keeves [199 N.E. 131 (1935)], which held that a person
assi sting another in the comm ssion of a wongful Tort act
agai nst another, or with know edge approving of such act
after it is done, is liable in some manner as if he had
commtted the sane wongful act, if done for his benefit

[that's right Benefits Accepted] and he avails hinself of

its fruits. The word Ratification does not appear anywhere
in the Case Opinion, but the Principle does at page 135.

"The doctrine of liability by Ratification in
Tort Cases is abundantly established. |ndeed,
this seens to have been the earliest formof it.
By whatever nethods the act be adopted and
approved, the principal becones liable for the
Tort as though he had previously directed it.
And it is not always necessary that the approval
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shall ook to the particular act. In the case of
master and servant, for exanple, if the approval
establishes the relation, the nmaster becones
responsible for any Torts comrmitted within its
scope or which he woul d have been responsible
had the relation been regularly created...

"Ratification in Tort Cases is a distinct gain
to the other party, giving hima renedy agai nst
the principal while not depriving himof its
remedy agai nst the wong-doer hinself." - The

Effect of Ratification as Between the Principle
and the Other Party by Floyd Mechemin 4
M chi gan Law Revi ew 269, at 270 (1905). [return]

[22] "The fact that Congress has remained silent..." -
Janes vs. United States, 366 U S. 213, at 220 (1961).

The Suprene Court has ruled that when the Congress remains
silent on sonething, then the Judiciary sets the limts --
as silence by the Congress is very significant and

presunpt uous. Speaki ng about the Intergovernnental

Taxation I munity Doctrine binding on both Federal and
State Juristic Institutions [that | nentioned at the end

of Gtizenship]:

"Congress may curtail an immunity which m ght

otherwise be inplied... or enlarge it beyond the
poi nt where, Congress being silent, the Court
woul d set its [imts." - Helvering vs. GCerhardt,

304 U.S. 405, at 411 [footnote #1] (1937).

Yes, even the Congress of the United States is held to be
accountable for its silence. In footnote nunber 1 to

G aves vs. New York [306 U S. 466 (1939)], the Suprene
Court holds the silence of the Congress in areas of

regul ating Comrerce as determ native of federal policy. In
Western Live Stock vs. Bureau of Revenue [303 U S. 250
(1937)], the Suprene Court discusses the inplications of
Congressional silence in the field of state taxation of
Interstate Commerce and its instrunentalities. Yes,
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silence is suggestive of intentions in sone instances, and
everyone w t hout exception (even the Congress of the
United States) is held accountable and responsi bl e, at one
time or another, for inferences drawn fromtheir silence.

Even Heavenly Father uses this Principle of Nature in
the continuation of benefits and duties originating under
Cel estial Covenants by Saints, as silence by Saints
individually is deened to be an automati c extension of the
Covenant (only the explicit disavowal of the Covenant can
termnate the Covenant, while silencer retains the
operation of the Covenant in effect). [return]

[ 23] See Roscoe Pound in Readings in Roman Law, Second
Edition, at pages 25 to 26. [return]

[ 24] "The orthodox doctrine of the |aw of contracts,

particularly the Ofer and Acceptance nmachi nery, coul d not
be nore famliar to nost |awers. W are |long indebted to
Prof essor Hohfel d, who has enabled us to express the | egal
effect of an Ofer as creating a power of acceptance [see

W Hohfeld in Fundanental Legal Conceptions (1923); and

al so Corbin in Legal Analysis and Term nol ogy, 29 Yale Law
Journal 163 (1919)]. Where an Ofer is extended by an

O feror, he permts the Oferee to exercise a power of
acceptance that subjects the Oferor to the legal relation
called contract. The O feror is said to be under a
correlative liability, because exercise of the power of
acceptance by the Oferee creates a right-duty

rel ati onship.

"After discussing the anatonmy of O fers, the
first year |aw student is concerned with the
exerci se of the power of acceptance. At once he
Is confronted with | earning how the power nay be
exer ci sed:

! al nost the first question to ask about an
offer is: Wuat particular kind of acceptance did
this Ofer call for; and especially: Was it for

a promse or was it for an act." - Llewellyn in
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Qur Case Law of Contract: O fer and Acceptance -

Part 11, in 48 Yale Law Journal 779, at 780
(1939).

"Understanding his exploration in this
fundanental area is the principle that the
Oferor is master of his Ofer. He creates the
O fer and may require the power of acceptance to
be exercised in any manner he deens necessary or
desirabl e. To enphasize this principle, students
are typically confronted with a hypot heti cal

Ofer that requires the Oferee to don an Uncle

Sam costune, clinb a greased flagpole, and, upon
reaching the gold done at the top, whistle
Yankee Doodle twi ce. The effect on the

I npressionable first year student is
significant. He will never forget that the
Oferor is master of his Ofer, and he wl|
often justify his position through the use of
even nore outl andi sh hypot heticals. O course,
he is obliged to use hypotheticals, just as his
t eacher was, since no recorded case nakes the

point so clearly.” - John Murray in Contracts:

New Design for the Agreenment Process, 53 Cornel
Law Revi ew 785, at 785 (1968).

M. Mirray is correct, there is no recorded case that
makes the point so clearly, but by the tinme you have

finished this Letter, you will see numerous unrecorded

cases of contract Ofers by the King that are very
structurally simlar to clinbing a greased fl agpole by the
magni tude of the King's | everage involved, since the gane
starts out with the cards being so heavily stacked agai nst
us, as our own ignorance and silence work agai nst us
greatly. [return]

[ 25] The probl ens associated with Ratificati on have been
t he subject of controversy by comentators.

“"If a person whom | have not authorized to act
as ny agent has made in ny nane with a third
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person a contract conposed of nutual prom ses,
and if the third person, who originally believed
in the authority of the assuned agent, has

wi t hdrawn fromthe transaction and has

comruni cated his withdrawal to the assuned agent
or to me, can |, nevertheless, thereafter,
pronptly upon |earning of the contract, ratify
the contract and hold the third person? In
short, by ratifying an unauthorized bil ateral
contract can | hold the adverse party, although
he has already withdrawn fromthe contract? ...
The questions underlying the problemgo to the

very foundation of the Doctrine of
Ratification." - Eugene Wanbaugh in A Probl em as
to Ratification in 9 Harvard Law Revi ew 60, at

60 (1895). [return]

[ 26] For commentary, see Notes, Silence as Acceptance in

the Formation of Contracts, 33 Harvard Law Revi ew 595
(1919). The many commercial contract cases cited and
guot ed therein should be distinguished fromjuristic
contracts. [return]

[ 27] One should not necessarily feel too depressed over
having failed to performa positive act at sone point in
t he past; a correct understandi ng of handling factual
settings is acquired experientially, and so although
know edge frequently does cone too |ate...

"Wsdomtoo often never cones, and so one ought
not to reject it nerely because it cones too

|ate." - Rose vs. Mtchell, 443 U S. 545, at 575
(1978). [return]

[ 28] Mere declarations by the Congress that their creation
of a uniformnational benefit constitutes a benefit, does
not in fact reverse facts that the damages associated with
Congressionally originated noney exceed the benefits. The
Congress once declared their attitude that their currency
nonopoly is a benefit for us out here in the Countryside:
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“I'n order to provide for the safer and nore
effective operation of a National Banking System
and the Federal Reserve System to preserve for
the people the full benefits of the currency
provi ded for by the Congress through the

Nat i onal Banki ng System and the Federal Reserve
System.." - Title 12, Section 95 (March, 1933).

Federal Judges are cogni zant of the declaration of
Congress that the issuance of a currency by the Congress
I's considered to be a benefit; but declarations do not
change previous factual experiences. [return]

[29] In Veazie Bank vs. Fenno, 75 U. S. 533 (1869), the
Suprenme Court ruled that it was the Constitutional right
of Congress to provide a currency for the whole Country;
that this m ght be done by coin, United States notes, or
notes of national banks; and that it cannot be questi oned

t hat Congress may Constitutionally secure the Benefit of

such a currency to the people by appropriate |egislation.
[ return]

[ 30] "Quiescent"” neans that the environnent is at rest,
but only for a certain anmount of tinme. [return]

[31] "Governnents descent to the |level of a nere private
corporation and takes on the character of a nere private
citizen [where commercial instrunents are concerned]." -

Bank of U S. vs. Planters Bank, 22 U S. 904 (1829).

"When governnents enter the world of commerce,
It Is subject to the sane burdens as any private

firm" - United States vs. Burr, 309 U S. 242
(1939).

And the King is very nuch into Comerce when his Legal
Tender Statutes and equity co-endorser statutes [Title 12,
Section 411] enhance the val ue of those negotiabl e Feder al

Reserve Notes. [return]
[ 32] Exenplary woul d be, perhaps, the three volune set of
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Treati se on Recession of Contracts and Cancel |l ati on of
Witten Instrunments by Henry Bl ack (Vernon Law Book
Conpany, Kansas Cty, Mssouri);

And t he huge vol um nous set of Corbin on Contracts by
Art hur Corbin, West Publishing Conpany, St. Paul,
M nnesot a;

Another is the 18 volune set of witings of Sam WIIliston

entitled A Treatise on the Law of Contracts, published by
Baker, Voorhis & Conpany, Mount Kisco, New York (1961).
[ return]

[ 33] Real defenses include those defenses that arise out
of the fact that no liability was created in the first
pl ace by your involuntary use of Federal Reserve Notes.
[ return]

[ 34] Personal defenses are those defenses which arise out
of the relationship of the parties to each other. [return]

[ 35] Undue influence is generally understood to be the
power whi ch one person wongfully exercises over another

in attenpting to control and influence the action of such
ot her person. Both circunstantial as well as direct

evi dence is acceptable for proving undue influence (which,
| i ke all other defenses are affirmative defenses, and the
burden falls on you to assert your position well). [return]

[ 36] Renenber that Consideration is a benefit, and nere
| ssuance of the Note itself has always been prina facie

evi dence that Consideration (a benefit) was accepted by

t he Hol der (you). Your placing the King on "Prior Notice"
t hat benefits are being declined and wai ved, and that
infirmties are present, is your attack on Consi derati on.
[ return]

[37] Either fraud per se or in the alternative, Fraud in

t he Factum can be either Personal or a Real Defense,
dependi ng upon the factual setting (which we wll now
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alter to favor ourselves). Law books are generally
reluctant to define the contours of just what fraud is,
since no sooner do the contours of fraud get settled, then
sonme schem ng crook stretches those contours by figuring
out new ways to pull sonmething off. But if you can get a
recogni zance of fraud, then what is absolutely certain is
t he consequence of such fraud: As it vitiates anything and
everything that it enters into. But fraud is an
affirmati ve defense, and properly so, and the burden is on
you to prove that such fraud exists. [return]

[ 38] Commerci al bargai ns made by people are generally
deened to be null and void if nmade in conflict of Public
Policy, i.e., prostitution, ganbling, usury, etc. The
King's nonopoly grab on a single national currency is very
much contenporary national Public Policy, so arguing this
line in a Contract Law Jurisprudential setting is going to
be difficult, unless the correct pleading of the Mney

| ssue i s presented. [return]

[ 39] Duress does not need to be directly experienced by
the party claimng it as a defense, as duress used by one
of the Holders, with the secondary effect of the duress
operating only indirectly against you, is quite sufficient
as a defense. [return]

[ 40] "When governnents enter the world of commerce, it is
subject to the sane burdens as any private firm" - United
States vs. Burr, 309 U S 242 (1939). [return]

[41] "And honest Men woul d be expos'd a ready Prey to
Villains, if they were never allow d to nmake use of

Violence in Resisting their Attacks." - The Law of Nature

and of Nations, by Samuel de Puffendorf [Translated from
the French by Basil Kennett (1729)]. [return]

[42] Is the King really interested in using penal statutes
to enforce a currency nonopoly, down to the present day?
Yes, he very much is, and those who deal in that currency
whi ch the King has seen fit to declare illegal in his

ki ngdomwi Il find thenselves dealing with the King's
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Agents at gun point.

...Being in the United States felt good to the Braselton
Fam |y, who cane over here from Manchester, England in the
1880's. They settled down in rural Georgia, a renote 52
mles northeast of Atlanta. This was 52 mles from
nowhere, in the mddle of nowhere. This was an
enterprising famly with commercial enrichnent being a
natural famly attribute. The elder M. Braselton borrowed
$2,000 and started in business with his brother at the age

of 8 [a great deal of npbney for those days when silver

dol lars circul ated and $1, 500 bought a nice house]. Soon,
a farmng supply store opened up, followed by a succession
of other stores and business interests. Wiat was first a
single building was now a row of buildings Iining both
sides of a street, and surrounded by nei ghbor hoods of
residents. House of Braselton essentially grewinto a town
unto itself. Today, anong the visible nerchant

establishnments, there are the Braselton Banki ng Conpany,
t he Braselton Super Market, the Braselton Flea Market, the
Braselton Furniture and Appliance Store, the Braselton

Monunent Conpany, and the Braselton Service Station. The
State of Georgia granted their haml et political status as

a town, and naned it the Town of Braselton. After buil ding
up a bank and virtually all of the supply stores in town,
the Braselton Famly then built a high school for the
town's residents. There is no police departnent in
Braselton, there is no fire departnent and no soci al
services -- and, not surprisingly, being no benefits,
there are no taxes to be concerned with. No, |ooters and
Tory Aristocrats never did succeed in gaining a foothold

i n Braselton. Over the years from 1880 down to the present
day, the Braselton stores have had their trials and
reversal s: They have had an intermttent fire, and in 1920
a tornado | eveled many buil dings, but the famly al ways
rebuilt. The Mayor of Braselton has al ways been a
Braselton, and the famly enterprises are managed by a
famly triunvirate, affectionately called THE 3-B' s [see

the Atlanta Constitution ("Three Braseltons of Braselton
Busi ness Partners Over 50 Years"), (May 31, 1939)].

Today, when | visited Braselton, only a handful of coins
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and coupons ["Coupon Check"] nounted on a picture frane
remain as rem ni scent icons of the grand days of the
1800' s, when anyone could issue their own currency w thout
fear of being incarcerated. The history and | ore of
Braselton, CGeorgia is witten and nounted on several walls

in the Braselton Brothers Hardware Store. Walking into
that store, one gets a feeling of power relationships, as
phot ogr aphs from Presidents, Governors, and Senators, and
ot her Braselton Fam |y Menbers hang in open view. Wth
such a display of high powered acquai ntances, | al nost
felt as if | was in David Rockefeller's office in the
Chase Manhattan Bank -- but there the feeling of

simlarity stops. In the Braselton Hardware Store, one
feels a sweet and pleasant spirit perneating the store, as
i f one great American famly resides here. In David
Rockefeller's office, also adorned with photographs of
power ful acquai ntances, the spirit in the air is one of an
icy denon chill. Once while traveling up in an elevator in
t he Chase Manhattan Bank, ny knees started to rattle when
passing the 17th Fl oor, where H's Excellency used to

mai ntain his nest. The idea cane to ne, as | tried to stop
the shivers, that the Astral H gh Command was hol di ng an

| nportant conference, and that the denons were planning to
pul | off sonmething grand. Being primarily in the farm ng
suppl y business, the Braselton Fam |y devel oped a Credit

System based on Trade Certificates to handl e the seasonal
nat ure of surrounding farnmers comng in to trade crops for
supplies. For store enployees and | ocal residents, the
Braseltons had their own coins mnted, and dollar
equi val ency coupons printed to be used as currency. Copper
and ni ckel based coins were mnted in nunerous equival ency
denom nati ons under $1.00; the paper coupons [" Coupon
Checks"] were simlar to those coupon issued by novie

t heaters and carnivals, and were avail able in coupon
books. The issuance and circul ation of coins and currency
by The 3-B's was not only illegal, it was crimnal, but in
a friendly small town in Georgia conposed of class peopl e,
who concerned thenselves with techni cal banking statutes

I n Washi ngt on?

Over the years since the 1880's, while foreign wars cane
and went, the Braselton Fam |y enterprises prospered and
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grew i ndependent of the King -- but eventually the party
woul d be over. As is always the case, one little goof
nesses up the soup for everyone else, and the Braselton's
turn cane in the early 1950's.

...0One day in the early 1950's, a Braselton mnted coin
found its way into a gas station in Atlanta. In turn it
was passed on to a bank, who could not redeemit into
currency they are confortable with. So the bank called the
United States Secret Service to report this heinous
crimnal outrage being commercially orchestrated right up
State Hi ghway 53 in Braselton. Fromout of their offices
in the Atl anta Federal Building descended a troop of
Federal Agents on Braselton [they always |ike to put on a

big show], and The 3-B's surrendered i medi ately. The 3-
B's woul d have surrendered on a phone call, but agents for
the King earn their pay in terrorem and |like to use a
show force to nake a statenent. The King's Agents brought
with themguns and a slice of lex fromTitle 18

["Crimes"], so now the private mnting of Braselton coins
and currency coupons was over with. In tine, the

Brasel tons al so di shanded the farner's Trade Certificates
for other reasons.

Question: WIIl the King use his guns to prevent you from
circulating your own currency? Yes, he will. [return]

[43] "The character of every act depends upon the
circunstances in which it is done."” - United States vs.
Schenck, 249 U. S. 47, at 52 (1918). [return]

[44] One of the statutory devices used by the King to grab
for hinself the currency circulating around the United
States was to make it a crimnal act for soneone to
countersign or deliver to any association, conpany, or
person, any circulating notes not expressly allowed by the
Ki ng:

“...That it shall be unlawful for any officer
acting under the provisions of this act to
countersign or deliver to any association, or to
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any ot her conpany or person, any circul ating
notes contenplated by this act, except as herein
before provided, and in accordance with the true
I ntent and neaning of this act. Any officer who
shall violate the provisions of this section
shall be deened guilty of a high m sdeneanor,
and on conviction thereof shall be puni shed by
fine not exceedi ng doubl e the anobunt so
countersigned and delivered, and inprisonnment

not | ess than one year and not exceeding fifteen
years, at the discretion of this court in which

he shall be tried." - 13 United States Statutes

at Large 107, Chapter 106, Section 27 ["National
Banki ng Act"], 38th Congress, First Session
(1864).

| ntroduced into the Senate by John Shernman and t he House
by Sanmuel Hooper, the Rothschild G enmlins had done their

payoffs very well, as both this National Banking Act and

t he Coi nage Act of 1873 were the products of intrigue by
Genlins that originated in Europe.

By the tine the 1940's cane around, 13 U S. Statutes at

Large had been changed slightly and placed into Title 12,
Section 581 ["Unaut horized Issue of Circul ati ng Notes"],
with the threatened incarceration retained. In June of
1948, the Congress repealed Title 12, Section 581, and so
today the King retains his nonopoly on circul ating

I nstrunents by a conbination of adm nistrative | ex
prohi bi ti ng banki ng associ ations fromissuing currency,
and al so by prohibiting anyone anywhere fromcircul ating
their own coins:

"Whoever nmekes, issues, circulates, or pays out
any note, check, nmenorandum token, or other
obligation for a less sumthan $1.00, intended
to circulate as noney or be received or used in
lieu of Iawful noney of the United States, shal
be fined not nore than $10, 000 or inprisoned not
nore than one year, or both." - Title 18,
Section 336 ["lIssuance of Circul ating
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Obligations of less than $1".]

Since all transactions subject to sales taxes in the
United States are denom nated in cents (even the purchase
of jet aircraft), restraining a discharge in part prevents
t he di scharge in whole. A person precluded from

di scharging his debts, except by overpaynent, is a person
experiencing a hard juristic Tort created by the King.

[ return]

[ 45] Such as happened with Onven vs. The City of

| ndependence [445 U.S. 622 (1979)], which correctly
reversed 500 years of Conmmon Law policy that favored
muni ci pal Tort inmunization. [return]

[46] When the manuscript to Paul Bl akewell's book entitled

VWhat Are W& Using for Money? [ New York: Van Nostrand,
1952] was sent to retired Suprene Court Justice Onen
Roberts (who had voted with the majority in the Gold

Cl ause Cases [Norman vs. Baltinore and three other Cases
starting at 294 U. S. 240 (1934)]), Judge Roberts sent a
| etter back to Paul Bl akewell stating:

"OF course, | ought not to be quoted concerning
a decision of the Court when | was a nenber of
It, but I aminclined to think that had I known
the history you describe, I would have been of a
different opinion than the one expressed." -

Quoted fromDavid Fargo in WIIl Gold C auses
Return?, in 8 Reason Magazine 72, at 103 (June,

1976) . [return]

[ 47] Even though Judges nmay deal with tax enforcenent
proceedi ngs whose only evidence is the acceptance and
recircul ation of Federal Reserve Notes on the civil side
of their courtroom you are not free of incarceration by

nerely getting rid of your Enfranchisenents, |icenses, and
bank accounts that evidences the acceptance of Federal
benefits -- benefit acceptance that creates invisible

contracts. The IRS specializes in 2039 Summons and
Di scovery enforcenent noves to perfect incarceration
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t hrough civil contenpt proceedings, and the nere absence
of a bank account wll not protect you frombeing cited
for Contenpt of Court and the encagenent that follows.

[ return]

[ 48] Yes, benefits accepted are also the invisible
contract into state tax courts:

"The sinple but controlling question is whether
the state has given anything [sone type of a
juristic benefit] for which it can ask return.”

- State of Wsconsin vs. J.c. Penney Conpany,
311 U. S. 435, at 444 (1940). [return]

[49] Witing to the French inhabitants of Louisiana, after
the Anerican War of | ndependence was over wth, Thonas

Pai ne made the foll ow ng observation on the sonetines
necessary use of aggression to obtain rights:

"We obtained our rights by calmy understandi ng
principles, and by the successful event of a
| ong, obstinate, and expensive war. But it is
not incunbent on us to fight the battles of the

world for the world's profit."” - The Life and

Witings of Thomas Pai ne, by David \Weel er, Page
173 [Vincent Parke & Conpany, New York City

(1908)] [return]

[50] Clearfield Trust vs. United States, 318 U S. 363
(1942). [return]

[51] Cearfield Trust, id., 318 U S. at 367. [return]

[52] "... the federal |aw nerchant, devel oped for about a

century under the regine of Swift vs. Tyson, 16 Peter 1,
represented general commercial |aw rather than a choice of
a federal rule designed to protect a federal right..." -
Clearfield Trust, id., 318 U S. at 367. [return]

[53] In explaining why state | aw governed a federal
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commer ci al paper questi on:

"While [the] New York statute... is not
controlling... [there is] no conflict with any
state or federal policy..." - Royal Indemity

Conpany vs. United States, 313 U. S. 289, at 297
(1940). [return]

[54] "In the absence of an applicable Act of Congress, it
is for the federal courts to fashion the governing rule of
| aw, according to their own standards..." -

Clearfield Trust, id., 318 U S. at 367. [return]

[ 55] Nowhere in Federal statutes does there exist specific
| anguage to the effect that individuals using Federal

Reserve Notes are Persons attached to the admnistrative
mandates of Title 26. The reason why we concern ourselves
wth this state of affairs is largely of a judicial
origin, as Federal Judges are free to take Judicial Notice

of such Suprene Court Cases |like Emly De Ganay vs.

Lederer, [250 U. S. 376 (1919)], which held that French
Citizens and residents are |iable to pay Anerican | ncone
Taxes by reason of their Comrercial activities taking

pl ace over here. However, when we probe for the real
bottomline at a deeper level, the real reason liability
exists lies in an operation of contract. In 1925, the
Suprenme Court declared that there are two different types
of invisible contracts ("inplied contracts"). [The Suprene

Court did not create sonething new here, as they nerely
declared in witing what had al ways been the structure of
Nature in this area of contracts.] One type of contract
recogni zed exi sts because of the practical factual

el enrents that arise between two parties, and there is a
structure in the factual background where there has been
an exchange of Consideration. Another type are inplied
contracts that exist as a matter of express declared Law

[see Henry Merritt vs. United States, 267 U S. 338, at 341
(1925)].

"It is inportant to remain aware of the
di stinctions between contracts inplied in fact
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and contracts inplied in law. In the forner, the
Court determ nes fromthe circunstances that the
parties have indicated their assent to the
contract. In the latter, however, the |aw
creates an obligation "for reasons of justice,

Wi t hout any expression of assent and soneti nes
even agai nst a clear expression of dissent." -
Freedman vs. Beneficial Corporation, 406 F. Supp.
917, at 923 [Footnote #10] (1975); quoting from

1 Corbin on Contracts, Section 18 and 19 (1963).

Since no explicit statutes exist to adhesively bind
recircul ators of Federal Reserve Notes to Title 26, this
use of Federal Reserve Notes contract is a contract
arising fromthe factual elenents of a commerci al

rel ati onal nature existing between the two parties (as
Federal benefits were accepted in the context of sone
Judicially declared Commercial reciprocity being expected
back in return). Contracts to pay Federal |ncone Taxes as
a matter of pronounced Law are contracts |like Ctizenship,
where sone junior |lex statutes do exist that explicitly
spell out Title 26 liability to such identified Persons in
no uncertain terns. [return]
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