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Man’s basic need for government stems from his inability to govern himself. According to the beliefs
that have come down to us from antiquity, man should be governed by his Divine Creator who wishes to
write His laws upon man's minds and upon man's hearts. But history clearly shows, from Saul to Caesar
and  Harold  to  Bill,  that  men,  in  general,  have  always  rejected  such  a  seemingly  abstract  spiritual
relationship with their Creator. They have often opted for a more secular form of government, finding an
imagined stability in laws and statutes, whether written upon stone or parchment,  and the charismatic
personalities  of  the  world  with  the  comfort  of  their  seducing  promises  of  success,  affluence,  and
indulgence.

“Nay; but we will have a king over us;” (Samuel 8;19)
In the time of Samuel, men begged for a king, but they were not so arrogant as to believe that they had

the personal wisdom to choose their own leader. Men have often relied on the divine right of kings to make
such decisions with an occasional bloody war or revolution to sway and influence and divert succession in
one direction or another. 

Today, we have molded with our own hands a government according to our own personal image of
perfection, to exceed all others in comprehensive scope, political, and economic totality, and individual
allegiance. But when something goes awash in the proverbial political sandbox, it is always the other guy
who is to blame.

It  would be convenient  for  our  pride and the comfort  of  our  conscience to  blame the assumed or
supposed acts of tyranny by government and its bureaucracies totally on their usurpation of the law, but
would that be true? Would that be honest? Would that be just? After all, if it is lawful to do with our own
what we will, then is it not lawful for government to do with its own what it wills?

“If we will not be ruled by God, then we will be ruled by tyrants.” 1

In order to understand government, it would obviously be important to understand the origin of man’s
relationship to it. There are many ways to approach the subject, and many words that should be examined,
in order to comprehend the nature of the union of man and government.

To begin,  let  us  examine a  few words  that  are  commonly  misused,  under  the  assumption that  we
understand  them.  In  Webster’s,  there  are  numerous  definitions  for  the  word  “citizen”.  A citizen  was
“formerly,  a  native  or  inhabitant  especially  a  freeman…”  The  word  can  be  used  “loosely,  a  native,
inhabitant or denizen [an inhabitant or occupant] of any place.” But a citizen may also be “a member of a
state or nation.”2 

The  words  “person” and  “individual”,  which  are  found  in  The  Volume  Library’s3 list  of  most
frequently misused words. The word “individual” “should not be used in the mere sense of person. The
word  is  correctly  used  in  ‘Changes  both  in  individuals  and  communities.’”  An  individual  can  be
considered on the same level as a community, or at least separate from it, while a person is a “member” of
a community and, therefore, an intricate part of it.

“Every person is a man, but not every man a person,”4 and, “Man (homo) is a term of nature; person (persona),
of the civil law,”5 clarifies this distinction.

There are several other distinctions that should be understood when using the word “citizen”.
“The term ‘citizen’ is distinguishable from ‘resident’ or ‘inhabitant.’ One may be a citizen of a state without
being an inhabitant, or an inhabitant without being a citizen.”

1 William Penn.
2 All quotes end of page 1. Webster’s New World Dict. pp.267 & 392.
3 Published Educators Association. Abram Brubacher, Ph.D. Pres.N.Y.St. Col. for Teachers, Author Spirit of America, etc.
4 Omnis persona est homo, sed non vicissim.
5 Homo vocabulum est; Persona juris civilis. Calvinus, Lex.
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“Often the terms ‘citizen’ and voter are confused. A voter is a person who is allowed by law to take part in the
government. A citizen is a member of the nation. A citizen of the United States is a member of the large society
which we call the United States of America.”

“In the United States  citizenship is defined in the fourteenth amendment to the Constitution as: ‘All persons
born or naturalized in the United States and subject to the jurisdiction thereof are citizens of the United States
and the States wherein they reside.’”6

“I believe in the United States of America as a government… whose just powers are derived from the consent of
the governed: a democracy in a republic.”7

The United States Federal Government is a political society, existing within the extended jurisdictional
authority or dominion of the original Republic or Republics. The largest portion of the Republics’ original
authority rested in the hands of the “individual freeman”, in the realm of his own individual dominion. The
authority of the government of the original American Republic was merely “titular,” meaning “in name
only.” There was limited authority that was vested in the original Colonial Republics and  State Republics,
following the Declaration of Independence. However, none of the authority of those Republics could make
laws regulating the natural behavior or the exercise of Inalienable Rights of the freeman without consent.
Therefore, the United States  Government, at its inception, had no sovereignty, power, or authority to
regulate natural rights. It was created originally by the State Republics (not the individual people) through
an agreement called the Constitution of the United States, made during a convention of separate states.

“People of a state are entitled to all rights which formerly belonged to the king by his prerogative.”8 “In one
sense, the term ‘sovereign’ has for its correlative ‘subject.’ In this sense, the term can receive no application; for
it has no object in the [Original] Constitution of the United States. Under that Constitution there are citizens, but
no subjects.”9 “For when the revolution took place, the people of each state became themselves sovereign; and
in that character hold the absolute right to all their navigable waters, and the soils under them, for their own
common use, subject only to the rights since surrendered by the constitution to the general government.”10

The Federal government originally operated not by right but by the privileges granted it by the people or
the States. The people may continue to grant more and more privileges and even right by their application
and participation or their apathy and sloth.

“The government has no inherent sovereignty within the 50 union states...and Congress can exercise no power
which the sovereign people have not entrusted to it: all else is excluded.”11 

As stated by Supreme Court Justice Field, "There is no such thing as a power of inherent sovereignty in
the government of the [federal] United States...  In this country sovereignty resides in the people,  and
Congress  can  exercise  no  power  which  they  [the  sovereign  people]  have  not,  by  their  Constitution
entrusted to it: All else is withheld."

The original States,  finding their  limited authority and dominion inadequate,  vested some of their
rights and duties in a separate governmental organization called the United States. 

Today, “in the United States ‘it [citizenship] is a political obligation’ depending not on ownership of
land, but on the enjoyment of the protection of government; and it ‘binds the citizen to the observance of
all laws’ of his sovereign.”12 Originally, citizenship did not include the title or sense of subject ,but later in
the United States, we see a citizenship binding subjects to the laws of a “sovereign”.

6 Quincy v. Duncan. 4Har.(Del.) 383; etc. (see Black’s 3rd.)
7 The American Creed, April 3, 1918, the new American creed was read in Congress.
8 Lansing vs Smith 21 D. 89...4 Wendell 9, 20 (1829) 
9 Chishom v.Georgia, 2 Dall. (U.S.) 419,455, 1L Ed 440 (1793).
10 Martin vs Waddell, 41 US (16 Pet) 367, 410 (1842)
11 Julliard v. Greenman, 110 U.S.421
12 Wallace v. Harmstad, 44 Pa. 492; etc. Black’s 3rd Ed. p. 95.
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A sovereign is “one who exercises supreme power; a supreme ruler;  the person having the highest
authority in a state, as a king, emperor, queen, etc.; a monarch.”13 A sovereign makes law.

“If a ruler hearken to lies, all his servants [are] wicked.” (Pr 29:12)

“Constantly bearing in mind that in entering into society individuals must give up a share of liberty to preserve
the rest…14

The Fourteenth Amendment uses the word “citizens” as a word denoting membership, as opposed to
the former use of the word, which denoted merely an inhabitant. This is not to say that there was not
citizenship of the United States prior to the amendment, for there surely was. The Fourteenth Amendment
was an across-the-board offer of citizenship as a member of the United States Federal Government.

Prior to the Fourteenth Amendment, “No private person has a right to complain, by suit in court, on the
ground of a breach of Constitution. The constitution it is true, is a compact, but he is not a party to it. The
states are party to it.” 15

Do you have the same rights as citizens of the United States by virtue of the Fourteenth  Amendment, as
do natural Citizens of the Republic in which the United States exists?

In Twining v. New Jersey, “due process” seems to take on a distinction separate from what many people
believe to be the law today.

 “The right of trial by jury in civil cases, guaranteed by the Seventh Amendment (Walker v. Sauvinet, 92 US
90), and the right to bear arms guaranteed by the Second Amendment (Presser v. Illinois, 116 US 252), have
been distinctly held not to be privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States guaranteed by the
Fourteenth Amendment against abridgment by the States, and in effect the same decision was made in respect
of the guarantee against prosecution, except by indictment by grand jury, contained in the Fifth Amendment
(Hurtado v. California, 110 US 516), and in respect of the right to be confronted with witness is, contained in
the Sixth Amendment. West v. Louisiana, 194 US 258. In Maxwell v. Dow, supra, where the plaintiff in error
had been convicted in a state court of a felony upon information and by a jury of eight persons, it was held that
the indictment,  made indispensable by the Fifth Amendment,  and the trial  by jury guaranteed by the Sixth
Amendment, were not privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States, as those words were used in
the Fourteenth Amendment… the decision rested upon the ground that this clause of the Fourteenth Amendment
did not forbid the States to abridge the personal rights enumerated in the first eight Amendments, because these
rights were not within the meaning of the clause ‘privileges and immunities of citizens of the United States.’ …
We conclude, therefore, that the exemption from compulsory self-incrimination is not a privilege or immunity
of National  citizenship guaranteed by this  clause of the Fourteenth Amendment  against  abridgment  by the
States…”

   “…it is possible that some of the personal rights safeguarded by the first eight Amendments against National
action may also be safeguarded against State action, because a denial of them would be a denial of due process
of law… If this is so, it is not because those rights are enumerated in the first eight Amendments, but because
they are of such a nature that they are included in the conception of due process of law.” 16

It is understandable that the average person might not think that this was the case. But most people also
don’t understand that America was a republic prior to the acceptance of the Constitution, and even before
the Declaration of Independence. Nor do they realize the true nature of that republic and the motivation of
those people who populated it. Many don’t realize that the majority of the people in America were in
opposition to the ratification of the Constitution of the United States, at the time of its creation by the
individual States. Those States remained “as foreign to each other as Mexico is to Canada”,17 both before

13 Websters Unabridged Dictionary 2nd Ed.
14 Andrew Jackson, March 4, 1833.
15 Supreme Court of Ga, Padelford, Fay & Co. vs Mayor& Alderman, City of Savannah, 14 Ga. 438,520 (1854)
16 Twining v. New Jersey, 211 U.S. 78, 98-99, 29 S.Ct. 14, 53 L.Ed. 97.
17 Clarks Summary of American Law, Constitutional Law.
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and after the Constitution. Yet, all these historical and legal facts are well documented in history.
“Just as the revolutionary Adams opposed the Constitution in Massachusetts, so did Patrick Henry in Virginia,
and the contest in that most important State of all was prolonged and bitter. He who in Stamp Act days had
proclaimed that there should be no Virginians or New Yorkers, but only Americans, now declaimed as violently
against the preamble of the Constitution because it began, ‘We the people of the United States’ instead of ‘We,
the State.’ Like many, he feared a ‘consolidated’ government, and the loss of states rights. Not only Henry but
much abler men, such as Mason, Benjamin Harrison, Munroe, R.H. Lee were also opposed and debated…others
in what was the most acute discussion carried on anywhere…”

“Owing to the way in which the conventions were held, the great opposition manifested everywhere, and the
management required to secure the barest majorities for ratification, it seems impossible to avoid the conclusion
that the greater part of the people were opposed to the Constitution.”

“It was not submitted to the people directly, and in those days of generally limited suffrage, even those who
voted for delegates to the State conventions were mostly of a propertied class, although the amount of property
called for may have been slight.”18

Was the Constitution of the United States ever ratified and what is its true source of authority? There
has been serious questions raised and continuous arguments made about the lawful passing of certain
amendments. The fact is that the Constitution of the United States was never ratified according to the law
at the time and its creation was an act of revolution against the law and the will of the people. 

“If a constitution expressly provides that it may be amended only in a certain way and another way followed,
such and attempted amendment is illegal; but if it is acquiesced in it becomes effective as a peaceful revolution
such as took place when the United States Constitution took effect upon the ratification by nine states in spite of
the fact that the old  Articles of Confederation provided that they should not be amended without unanimous
consent of the states.” 19

Ignorance and vanity tempered with apathy and avarice are the greatest allies to tyranny. So what is the
authority that makes the Constitution of the United States and its Amendments the law of the land and the
authority in our lives?

Because of constructive and direct waivers by the states, it has become common today to hear the once
sovereign states referred to as only “quasi sovereign.” 

Citizenship is, “The status of being a citizen” and may include a, “Membership in a political society,
implying a duty of allegiance on the part of the member and a duty of protection on the part of society.”20

Whether a citizen is still a natural inhabitant or has obtained membership in a political society, he has
certain rights, although, those rights may differ. The natural inhabitant may be a member of a society or
civitas21,but he remains an individual with civil rights within that general body. Those “Civil rights are
such as belong to every citizen of the state or country, or, in a wider sense to all its inhabitants, and are not
connected with the organization or the administration of government. They include the rights of property,
marriage, protection by laws, freedom of contract,  trial  by jury, etc.”22 An individual,  who becomes a
member or person in a political society, also has civil rights, but the origin of those rights, being political,
are  rights  “pertaining or  relating to  the  policy or  administration of  government..”23 So,  “as  otherwise
defined, civil rights are rights appertaining to a person in virtue of his citizenship in a state or community.
Rights capable of being enforced or redressed in civil action. Also a term applied to certain rights secured

18 History of the U.S. by James Truslow Adams V.1. pp. 258-259.
19 Clark’s Sum. of American Law, Constitutional Law Chapt 1, §1 p. 462
20 Luria v. U.S., 231 U.S.9,34 S.Ct.10,13,58 l.ed.101.(Black’s3rd.p.330)
21 Any body of people living under the same laws. Black’s 3rd.
22 Right. In Constitutional Law. Black’s 3rd p. 1559.
23 Political. Black’s 3rd p. 1375.
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to citizens of the United States by the thirteenth and fourteenth amendments to the Constitution, and by
various acts of Congress made in pursuance thereof.”24

The essential difference would seem to be that the former “are not connected with the organization or
the administration of government”, while the latter are “subject”.

“It is quite clear then that there is a citizenship of the United States and a citizenship of a State, which are
distinct from each other and which depend upon different characteristics or circumstances in the Individual.” 25

“The rights of a citizen under one (state or United States citizenship) may be quite different from those which he
has under the other…26 

If the benefit of the latter citizenship includes the duty of subjection, then the assent must require a
voluntary consent, or else such citizenship would be nothing more than involuntary servitude. There are
countless ways of demonstrating the consummation of a voluntary consent. 

“The real destroyer of the liberties of the people is he who spreads among them bounties, donations and benefits.”27 

The United States Federal Government gives to its citizens, but only after they have bound themselves
as  eligible  members.  If  all  giving  was  by  obligation,  there  could  be  no  charity.  It  is  clear  that  the
government has no binding contractual obligation to give what is its own to another.

“A thing is said given when it is yielded otherwise than by virtue of right.”28

“A gift is said to be pure and simple when no condition or qualification is annexed.”29 It is obvious that
the government never gives a pure and simple gift. It is not only by sworn oaths or pledges of allegiance
that we are made subject to government, but by acceptance and performance. 

“No one is obliged to accept a benefit against his consent. But if he does not dissent, he will be considered as
assenting.”30

This being a maxim and fundamental law of nature, all men in possession of their natural perception
cannot deny it. Ignorance of conditions and constructions of law can be no excuse.

“It is immaterial whether a man gives his assent by words or by acts and deeds.”31

It does not really matter whether we are speaking of a citizenship of the State or the United States; the
same voluntary principles still apply. It is basically understood that “Merely being native born within the
territorial boundaries of the United States of America does not make such an inhabitant a Citizen of the
United States subject to the jurisdiction of the Fourteenth Amendment.”32 If an individual or an inhabitant
became a citizen of the United States under the fourteenth amendment, for what ever reason, he would be a
member of that same political body, and, therefore, would be considered legally born again into the United
States as a person. With a birth certificate, he could apply for the privileges of that membership and incur
the binding obligations of that legal association. But, “A person born in the United States has rights under
this amendment (the 14th) to remain a citizen unless he voluntarily relinquishes the citizenship.”33

“To every man his own house is the safest refuge.”34

24 Right. In Constitutional Law. Black’s 3rd p. 1559.
25 Slaughter House Cases, 83 US 395, 407
26 Colgate v. Harvey, 296 US 404, 429.
27 Plutarch.
28 Donari videtur, quod nullo jure cogente conceditur.
29 Simplex et pura donatio dici poterit, ubi nulla est adjecta conditio nec modus. Bracton. 1.
30 Invitio benificium non datur. Dig. 50. 17.69; broom, Max.3d Lond ed. 625. Bouvier’s.
31 Non refert an quis assensum suum præfert verbis, an rebus ipsis et factis. 10 Coke,52.
32 Elk v. Wilkins, Neb (1884), 5s.ct.41,112 U.S. 99, 28 L. Ed. 643.
33 Baker v Rusk, Cal. (1969) 236 F. Supp. 1244; Reynolds v. Haskin, C.A.A. Kan. 1925, 8 F. 2d 473.
34 Donus Sua cuique est tutissimum refugium.
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But why would someone wish to relinquish their US citizenship as a member of such a beneficially
affluent political body. Do the cons of such a seemingly harmless relationship with a generally benevolent
entity  outweigh  the  pros  of  such  a  prosperous  civil  status  so  that  someone,  anyone,  would  want  to
completely abstain from its generous benefits? Or, is it the membership's requirements to waive our God-
given rights and the denial of universal truths that calls the individual to abandon mere social securities,
economic comforts, and apparent gains of entitlements? Are there higher principles?

“Choosing rather to endure ill treatment with the people of God, than to enjoy the passing pleasures of sin;”
(Heb. 11:25)

The Citizenship by “membership” also includes a “duty of allegiance on the part of the member.”35

Allegiance to a society or government that supplies the citizen with protection seems like no less than a
reasonable exchange of consideration. But before we agree to grant our allegiance, we should examine and
understand the full extent of the price we shall be called to pay.

“Man’s primary allegiance is to his vision of truth, And he is under obligation to affirm it.”36 

The concept of “allegiance” is defined in Black’s as, “The obligation of fidelity and obedience which
the individual owes to the government under which he lives, or to his sovereign in return for the protection
he receives. It may be an absolute and permanent obligation, or it may be a qualified and temporary one.”37

This, of course, only refers to a citizen that is a member, as opposed to one that is a mere inhabitant.
As an example, a “Natural Allegiance,” as stated in English law, “is due from all men born within the

king’s dominions, immediately upon their birth, which is intrinsic and perpetual, which cannot be divested
by any act of their own.” Such acts in principle would include the Declaration of Independence and the so-
called “American Revolution”, if America and its freemen, domiciled on their own land, had not already
been removed from that particular dominion of the king many years before by the manumitting charters of
Charles the I and II.

“The civil law reduces the unwilling freedman to his original slavery; but the laws of the Angloes  judge once
manumitted  as ever after free.”38

This  Maxim  of  English  law  was  either  forgotten  or  ignored  by  George  the  III,  although  it  was
proclaimed by many men of England and Parliament at the time. And it was the usurpation, by George, of
the rights of the freeman living in the American republics, which gave lawfulness to the Declaration of
Independence. In actuality, it was the King who did the revolting, not America. 

“Art thou called [being] a servant? care not for it: but if thou mayest be made free, use [it] rather.” (1Co 7:21)

The principle upon which Natural Allegiance stands, although presented under other names, is the basis
of the obedience owed a father by his children.

What is owed society, or the body that represents society (government), may not be allegiance. If, for
instance, a person has also become a “surety” for the debts of the society, he may not simply denounce his
obligation, depending on the nature of that surety.

“My son, if thou be surety for thy friend, [if] thou hast stricken thy hand with a stranger, Thou art snared with
the words of thy mouth, thou art taken with the words of thy mouth.” (Pr. 6:1,2)

Before we give our fidelity, it may be wise to ask ourselves: “Of what value is our allegiance to the U.S.

35 "Citizenship is membership in a political society and implies a duty of allegiance on the part of the member and a duty
of protection on the part of the society. These are reciprocal obligations, one being a compensation for the other."
Luria v. U.S., 231 U.S. 9, 34 S. Ct. 10,13, 58 L.Ed. 101.(see Black’s 3rd.)

36 J. Addams.
37 Black’s 3rd Ed. p. 95.
38 Libertinum ingratum leges civiles in pristinalm servitutem redigulnt; sed leges angiae semel manumissum semper

liberum judicant. Co. Litt.137.
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Federal Government and what effect will it have on our relationship to God?”
If, “The idea of law has commonly been analyzed as composed of three elements: first, a command of

the lawgiver..; second, the obligation imposed thereby on the citizen; third, a sanction threatened in the
event of disobedience”39 then, we can see in this definition of the law that there is an obligation imposed
upon the citizen. This obligation is imposed by the granting of allegiance by the citizen to the lawgiver.

 “Good men hate to sin through love of virtue; bad men through fear of punishment.”40

“Allegiance is, as it were, the essence of the law; it is the bond of faith.”41 Yet, “…faith is the substance of
things hoped for, the evidence of things not seen” (Hebrews 11:1).

It should be becoming clearer that the granting of allegiance to the lawgiver is a binding act of faith,
whether by proclaimed oath or pledge or  silent  acceptance or  application and it  is  the essence of the
dominion and authority of a lawgiver over the citizen. 

“The chiefest part of everything is the beginning.”42

Where is the beginning of our binding allegiance? Is it at the swearing of oaths only?  By oath alone, we
cannot obtain rights and privileges from our lawgiver (sovereign or master) until we had reached an age of
reason and competence.  If it begins with our acceptance of or application for benefits, then the point of its
binding beginning may be remarkably early.

“‘Civil Law,’ ‘Roman Law’ and ‘Roman Civil Law’ are convertible phrases, meaning the same system of
jurisprudence.”43

The Natural  Law and its Creator provide for the Father and Mother as Husband and Wife to have
custody and dominion of their children. In Roman law, Caesar’s rights to his empirical authority and
dominion over his subjects stemmed from his position as the  vicarious pater,  the substitute father.  In
Rome then as in America today, there was a dual system of citizenship. 

Then the chief captain came, and said unto him, Tell me, art thou a Roman. He said, ‘Yes.’ - And the chief
captain answered. With a great sum I obtained this freedom. And Paul said. But I was free born. (Acts 22)

Tribute is, “A sum of money paid by an inferior sovereign or state to a superior potentate, to secure the
friendship or protection of the latter.”44 And “Excise (tribute),  in its origin, is the patrimonial right of
emperors and kings.”45

“Patronus” is a vast and interesting subject as a source of understanding.  The origins of tithes and taxes
and its principles are still quoted in countless cases, involving everything from trusts to postliminy. But it
is best discussed in another place. It is only important to mention here because it is the principle and origin
upon which a proper and comprehensive subjective that our citizenship is based.

Since a natural father gives the benefit of life to his child when the child is in the womb, so also it is
important,  in  the  scheme  of  the  system of  things,  that  the  “substitute  father”  grants  benefits  to  the
individual while the child is still in the womb.

“He who is in the womb is considered as born, whenever his benefit is concerned.”46

The Sheppard-Towner Maternity Act was “for the promotion, the welfare, and hygiene of maternity and
infancy and for other purposes.” It was passed with a vote of 63 to 7 in the Senate, with a vote of 279 to 39

39 Bovier’s vol.II.Def. of Law.
40 Oderant peccare boni, virtutis anore; oderunt peccare nali, formidine poenae. Black’s 3rd p. 1282.
41 Ligentia est quasi legis essentia; est vinculum fidei. Coke, Litt. 129.
42 Cujus rei potissima para est principium.
43 Black’s 3rd Ed. p. 332.
44 Brande. Black’s 3rd Ed. p. 1757.
45 Vectigal, origina ipsa, jus Cæsarum et regum patrimoniale est.
46 Qui in utero est, pro jam nato habetur questice de ejus commando quæritur.
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by the House, and was finally signed by the President and became law on Nov. 23, 1921. The act provided,
for the current fiscal year (1922), $10,000 for each state accepting the provisions of the act, and additional
sum of $1,000,000.

The bill was a direct outgrowth of a nine-year study made by the “Federal Children’s Bureau.” Note that
the Bureau was not the “Federal Bureau for Children”, but the “Bureau of the Federal Children”. This act
and the acceptance of its benefits by the states created the “United States birth registration area.”47

 “(2) Birth Registration Document. The Social Security Administration (SSA) may enter into an agreement with
officials of a State… to establish, as part of the official birth registration process, a procedure to assist  SSA in
assigning social security numbers to newborn children. Where an agreement is in effect, a parent, as part of the
official birth registration process, need not complete a Form  SS-5 and may request that  SSA assign a social
security number to the newborn child.48

Did the federal government have the right to impose such legislation on the States? In 1923, it was
argued  by  Mr.  Alexander  Lincoln,  Assistant  Attorney  General  of  Massachusetts,  that,  “The  act  is
unconstitutional.  It  purports  to  vest  in  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government  powers  which are  almost
wholly undefined, in matters relating to maternity and infancy, and to authorize appropriations of federal
funds for the purposes of the act.” The complaint went on to state that, “The act is invalid because it
assumes powers not granted to Congress and usurps the local police power.” “The act is not made valid by
the circumstance that federal powers are to be exercised only with respect to those States which accept the
act, for Congress cannot assume, and state legislatures cannot yield, the powers reserved to the States by
the Constitution. The act is invalid because it imposes on each State an illegal option either to yield a part
of its powers reserved by the Tenth Amendment or to give up its share of appropriations under the act.”49

In the final analysis,  the Act was an offer from one corporate entity to another, for the purpose of
providing  an  avenue  for  the  individual  citizen  of  America  to  register  as  a  subject  of  the  State  and,
therefore, a citizen of the Federal corporate State, the true and actual sovereign agent, called the United
States. The federal government would assume the position of Father of the subject citizen according to the
law of Parens Patriae.50

 “And call no [man] your father upon the earth: for one is your Father, which is in heaven.” Mt. 23:9

This was a clear granting of gifts, gratuities, and benefits, by government to a child while he was still in
the womb of his natural mother. All the children who were certified by the signature and seal of a natural
parent, or a professional doctor and the representing county and state, were eligible for further federal and
state benefits as a child of the state and federal governments. 

At one time, a friend  tried to obtain a social security number for his nine-year-old son so that he could
have the benefit of a deduction from his income tax. He was told that he could not get a number for his son
without producing the boy’s Birth Certificate.

Because the boy did not have one (i.e. DOB because he was born at home), they could not grant him the
privilege of a Social Security Number. As far as they were concerned, the boy “didn’t exist”, even though
he was standing there before them. The boy was not a child of the state because he had not yet been legally
born. This process of certifying a natural birth as a legal (or connecting) birth is not unlike being born
again. What that certification begins is a process of novation and manumission.

This certification does not create an everlasting bond of allegiance in itself, but it shows the origins of

47 Public Law 97, 67th Congress, Session I, Chap. 135, 1921.
48 20 C.F.R., section 422.103
49 Commonwealth of Massachusetts v. Mellon, Secretary of the Treasury, et al.; Frothingham v. Mellon, Secretary of the

Treasury et.al.. 262 U.S. 447, 67 L.Ed. 1078, 43 S. Ct. 597
50  [See TITLE 15, Sec. 15h. Applicability of Parens Patriae actions: STATUTE- Sections 15c, 15d, 15e, 15f, and 15g of this

title shall apply in any State, unless such State provides by law for its non-applicability in such State.]
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the process by which a complete and total allegiance and membership is constructed. It is the beginning of
the process of legally binding the individual on earth to a political or governmental structure.

Allegiance is, “‘The tie or ligamen which binds the subject [or citizen] to the king [or government] in
return for that protection which the king [or government] affords the subject, [or citizen]’51 It consists in ‘a
true and faithful obedience of the subject to his sovereign.’”52

“It matters not whether a revocation is made in word or deed.”53

This  process  of  constructive  faith,  trust,  and  allegiance  through  offers  of  mutual  protection  and
subjection  creates  a  relationship  whereby,  “The  citizen  or  subject  owes  an  absolute  and  permanent
allegiance to his government or sovereign, or at least until, by some open and distinct act, he renounces it
and becomes the citizen or subject of another government or sovereign. The alien, while domiciled in the
country, owes a local and temporary allegiance, which continues during the period of his residence.”54

“In the delivery of writings (deeds), not what is said but what is done is to be considered.”55

“When thou sittest to eat with a ruler, consider diligently what [is] before thee: And put a knife to thy throat, if
thou [be] a man given to appetite. Be not desirous of his dainties: for they [are] deceitful meat.” (Pr. 23:1, 3)
There  are  many  different  “open  and  distinct”  acts  by  which  to  renounce  your  allegiance  to  one

government or sovereign power and bind yourself to another. There are some individuals who have simply
changed their name in the tradition of Abraham, Peter, and Paul. Others may revoke on paper, feeling that
it has been only on paper that they have assented, but, all who change their allegiance must also change in
their actions and deeds, not merely in words.

“The words ‘citizen’ and ‘citizenship,’ however, usually include the idea of domicile.”56

There is little doubt that the individual has every right to be a natural inhabitant of the land as opposed
to being a subject citizen of government, but there are other things and circumstances that make such
natural freedom farther from the grasp of the average individual. However,  that subject will be dealt with
elsewhere.

 “No man can serve two masters: for either he will hate the one, and love the other; or else he will hold to the
one, and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God and mammon.” (Matthew 6:24)

There are two major societies in America today. The second exists within the first and is subject to the
administration of its law. The first is a general republic where the individual is “free from things public”,
where “no law may be made except by the consent of the freeman”. There, the individual is subject to the
natural law of the land. The second has been created out of the law of the land, whereby the individual can
become subject to the will of the community by consent. It must follow that there are also two types of
citizenship in America today. 

The first, is granted to an individual by the right of his natural birth and as a natural inhabitant of a free
land, subject to the “Law of Nature and Nature's God,” his divine Creator and by the authority of the full
“law of the land.” The other citizenship is granted by virtue of a membership as a person in a political
society  under  the  authority  or  dominion of  the  Constitution and other  Amendments  and  Acts  of  that
political body. It is a membership that is bound, either by words (oral or written oaths) or deeds (including
overt  or  submissive  acts)  of  faith  and allegiance,  through the  application for  and/or  only  the  passive
acceptance of “bounties, donations, and benefits.”

51 1 Bl. Comm. 366. Black’s 3rd Ed. p. 95.
52 7 Coke, 4b. Black’s. 3rd Ed. p 95.
53 Non refert verbis an factis fit revocatio.
54 Black’s 3rd Ed. p. 95.
55 In traditionibus scriptorum chartarum non quod dictum est, sed quod gestum factum est, inspicitur. 9 Coke, 137.
56 Black’s 3rd. Ed. p. 330.
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The former is free to become subject to whoever he chooses, while the latter is already subject to the
dominion of that collective society and shall become subject to whoever that society becomes subject. 

Although, America is the “land of the free promised to the saints by God”, according to Brendan the
Navigator, the United States is occupying most of that land with their subject citizens. What choice would
you make in this land of free dominion? After all, “Freedom is the Right to Choose, the Right to create for
oneself the alternatives of Choice. Without the possibility of Choice, and the exercise of Choice, a man is
not a man but a member, an instrument, a thing.”57  

“And if it seems evil to you to serve the Lord, choose for yourselves this day whom you will serve, whether the
gods which your fathers served ... But as for me and my house, we will serve the Lord.” (Joshua 24:15) 

Social Security Numbers  are assigned to whom ? 
Title 42 U.S.C., §405, which provides as follows:

 (B)(i) subparagraph (A) and subparagraph (F)… social security account numbers will… be assigned to all
members of appropriate groups or categories of individuals by assigning such numbers…

(l) to aliens at the time of their lawful admission to the United States either for permanent residence or under
other authority of law permitting them to engage in employment in the United States and to other aliens at such
time as their status is so changed as to make it lawful for them to engage in such employment;

(ll) to any individual who is an applicant for or recipient of benefits under any program financed in whole or in
part from Federal funds including any child on whose behalf such benefits are claimed by another person; and

(lll) to any other individual when it appears that he could have been but was not assigned an account number…

(lV) to children of school age at the time of their first enrollment in school.

If you are applying for or accepting benefits, you have begun the process of binding yourself to your
provider and benefactor. If he, the benefactor, collects the funds to pay for your desires by force, in your
name, you become a partaker of his sins.

American public school advocates, “imported three major ideas from Prussia. The first was that the
purpose of state schooling was not intellectual training but the conditioning of children ‘to obedience,
subordination, and collective life.’… Second, whole ideas were broken into fragmented ‘subjects’ and
school days were divided into fixed periods ‘so that self-motivation to learn would be muted by ceaseless
interruptions.’ Third, the state was posited as the true parent of the children.” 58

 The same principles, plots, and pandoric “social control,”59 which created in the minds of children a
reverence to political forefathers of a given nation, are now turned to a more global union of man under the
elite fathers of a planet. These usurping fathers are devoid of the character of the Father in Heaven who
created this planet. Now, “Every child in America entering school at the age of five is mentally ill because
he comes to school with certain allegiances to our founding fathers, toward our elected officials, toward his
parents, toward a belief in a supernatural being, and toward the sovereignty of this nation as a separate
entity. It’s up to you as teachers to make all these sick children well -- by creating the international child of
the future.” 60

“For our citizenship61 is in heaven, from which we also eagerly wait for the Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ,”

57 Archibald MacLeish was an American poet, writer and the Librarian of Congress. (1892 – 1982)
58 Sheldon Richman “Separating School and State.”
59 The stated objective of the (GEB)
60 Harvard psychiatrist Chester M. Pierce, speaking as an expert in public education during the 1973 International

Education Seminar.
61 The Greek word here is politeum and is defined “the administration of civil affairs or of a commonwealth.” It is from

politeuomai meaning “To be a citizen”.
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(Philippians 3:20)

Like Abraham,  we should make our  applications  to  the  LORD of lords.  We should not  enter  into
contracts of servitude to false gods and serve men who are not gods. If we live like Abraham, by faith, we
will be able to obey God rather than man.

“For ye have not received the spirit  of bondage again to fear;  but ye have received the Spirit  of adoption,
whereby we cry, Abba, Father.” (Ro. 8:15)

Why were the early Christians persecuted? Did they enter into contracts with Rome that would put them
farther under the authority of Rome? We know that the apostate Jewish authority did. 

“But they cried out, Away with [him], away with [him], crucify him. Pilate saith unto them, Shall I crucify your
King? The chief priests answered, We have no king but Caesar.” (John 19:15)

“Give obedience where ‘tis truly owed.” Shakespeare.

“If ye were of the world, the world would love his own: but because ye are not of the world, but I have chosen
you out of the world, therefore the world hateth you.” (John 15:19)

The Greek word for “world” here means “constitutional order” or “arrangement”. Should we go under
authority and power of the “world” of men as some would have you believe? There are a half a dozen
Greek words translated into the word “power” in the Bible and even more definitions for the word “power”
in the English dictionary. 

Paul  told us,  in  Romans  13,  that  we should remain  subject  to  the  higher liberty not  go under  the
authority  of  others.  The word from which  power  was translated is  exousia,  and is  translated  liberty
elsewhere in the Bible. It is the strongest word in the Greek language for liberty and is defined as the
“power of choice, liberty of doing as one pleases”.62 

What  Paul really said was, “Let every soul be subject unto the higher liberty. For there is no liberty but
of God: the  liberty that be are ordained of God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the  liberty, resisteth the
ordinance of God: and they that resist shall receive to themselves damnation.” (Romans 13:1, 2).

To claim that Paul is actually saying that we should be at liberty to obey God rather than subject to the will men
is a bold accusation against the doctrines of modern Christendom. Has the Church been steadily deceived, by either
negligence or design, arrogance or ignorance? 

All we need to do is examine how the word exousia was used by the Greeks and the authors of those sacred texts
in the days of Christ. The Greek Glossary of Aristotelian Terms states that exousia means "right".63 Aristotle actually
exemplifies exousia's use in the statement, "The right (exousia) to do anything one wishes..."64  

In Plato's notes the "Greek words for freedom (are)  eleutheros (liberal/Free),  exousia (Freedom/Power to do
something), ..."65

In Bryn Mawr's Classical Review we see, “Brancacci notices that the term used by Enomaos to refer to human
freedom is not the typical Cynic one (eleutheria),  but exousia, which expresses 'the new concept of freedom in
opposition to the already defunct and unhelpful eleutheria'."66

It seems clear that Paul is telling us that we should be subject to the liberty and right to choose endowed by God.
Paul understood the perfect law of liberty, to oppose liberty is to oppose the will of God for men.

This makes so much more sense considering that God has sought to liberate mankind from rulers and

62 Strong’s No. 1849 exousia exousia from 1832 (in the sense of ability); AV-power 69, authority 29, right 2, liberty 1,
jurisdiction 1, strength 1; 103   1) power of choice, liberty of doing as one pleases ...

63 http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/aristotle-politics/
64 Lawmakers and Ordinary People in Aristotle, by Paul Bullen (1996) http://paul.bullen.com/BullenLawmakers.html

(VI. 4.1318b38-1319a4)
65 http://www.uiowa.edu/~lsa/bkh/lla/plato  
66 Bryn Mawr Classical Review 2001.08.19 On this issue, see S. Bobzien, Determinism and Freedom in Stoic

Philosophy, Oxford 1998, chap. 6 . http://ccat.sas.upenn.edu/bmcr/2001/2001-08-19.html
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has warned us over and over to not make covenants,  eat  at  the table of,  bow down, or go under the
authority of benefactors who rule, who diminish our right to choose, our endowed right to choose given to
us  by God.  Paul  certainly  did  not  mean that  we should  enter  into agreements  or  relationships  under
‘penalty of perjury’ that bring us back into bondage to the world or under the power of systems like
Babylon, Egypt or Rome.

 “All things are lawful unto me, but all things are not expedient: all things are lawful for me, but I will not be
brought under the power of any.” (1Co 6:12 ) 

If we find that we are slaves in a system of bondage to the ways of God and Christ, should we seek to be
free? 

 “Let every man abide in the same calling wherein he was called.  Art thou called [being] a servant? care not for
it: but if thou mayest be made free, use [it] rather. “(1 Co. 7:20, 21)

It can be hard to let go of the benefits of the world. What is the calling of your heart? 
Each man and woman must seek the path of his own faith, in the world in which he finds himself, on the

earth God made. Like Abraham and the faithful of old, we must wander the desert of mankind and seek the
faith and obedience of Christ Jesus.

“Love not the world, neither the things [that are] in the world. If any man love the world, the love of the Father
is not in him. For all that [is] in the world, the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life, is
not of the Father, but is of the world.”67 (1 Jn 2:15, 16)

“In our dreams, we have limitless resources, and the people yield themselves with perfect docility to our molding
hand… ”68

What have we learned? There are at least two types of citizens in America. One is not connected to the
administration  of  government  and  the  other  is  subject  to  the  administration  of  government.  One  is
regulated by virtue of privilege and the other is a matter of right. Which citizenship you enjoy is a result of
consent. That consent may be presumed as a result of application, acceptance, or acquiescence.

Tribute is a patrimonial right. A patrimonial right is the right of the Father. Tribute is also an excise tax.
Fathers and mothers began to release rights to their children by entering into constructive contracts with
the state, by activities that create legal bonds with the state. Children take their first step of emancipation
from the their natural Fathers, granted by our Father in Heaven, with the novation69 of birth certification.

The government's right to impose an excise or tribute tax on persons is because the government has
presumed the office of Father, as a patron, in this process of novation. The next step in becoming the
Vicarious Pater, or Substitute Father, is to supply a tutor or curator. It was upon these precepts of law that
the Patronus of Rome and the modern state forged their greatest power over the people. 

These  Benefactors  are  represented  by  schools,  administrative  agencies  of  welfare,  and  provision,
corporate police, doctors, lawyers, and all such professional persons who provide care for this child of the
state.

Psalms 69:22  Let their table become a snare before them: and that which should have been for their welfare, let
it become a trap.

Romans 11:9  And David saith,  Let  their table be made a snare,  and a trap, and a stumblingblock,  and a
recompence unto them:

The corporate state, acting as our substitute father, imposes the ancient rule of Parens Patriae, or “Obey
the Father”. With this office of responsibility comes the power to demand greater and greater compliance
67  “the world” Translated from Strong’s No. 2889 kosmos {kos’-mos} 1) an apt and harmonious arrangement or

constitution, order, government… On line Bible and Concordance. Woodside Bible Fellowship. 
68 GED Chairman Frederick Gates. (General Education Board, by John D. Rockefeller in 1902)
69  “the remodeling of an old obligation.” Webster's Dictionary

Citizen                                        11           Web site:  Http://www.hisholychurch.net/ 



to its will, exercising greater, and control.
Where does the government obtain such right? From us. What universal law does the state invoke to

assure that authority? 
“Honour thy father and thy mother: that thy days may be long upon the land which the LORD thy God giveth
thee.” (Exodus 20:12)

Is it the plan of God that men should establish a corporate State to stand as a Substitute Father?
  “And call no [man] your father upon the earth: for one is your Father, which is in heaven.” Matt. 23:9

We find the word patri in that Greek text where Jesus went on to expound on this command in the 10th

verse of Matthew 23:
“Neither be ye called masters: for one is your Master, even Christ. But he that is greatest among you shall be
your servant.”

He repeated this command in Luke 22:25  “...The kings of the Gentiles exercise lordship over them; and
they that exercise authority upon them are called benefactors. But ye shall not be so: but he that is greatest
among you, let him be as the younger; and he that is chief, as he that doth serve.”

We are to neither make men our father nor are we to be masters of our neighbors and brothers. Why
does Jesus give us this command to be unlike the nations? Because he was preaching that a new kind
kingdom which he said was at hand.

“And I appoint unto you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto me;”  Luke 22:29

What is the third and final step to total subjection under the Substitute Father, the State?

Publications Available:

The Covenant of the gods
A blend of Law, the Bible, and History. Offering an explanation of how the contractual nature of governments
began. The method by which gods are created: obtaining our consent through application, construction, and
acquiescence. How we choose bondage through apathy and avarice, covetousness and greed, and, of course, lack of
knowledge and ignorance. The rise of despots and rulers with a reciprocal decline in liberty.

Thy Kingdom Comes
The history of the Kingdom of God, it's peculiar nature and character, and how it can change our lives, today and
tomorrow. A look at the sophistry and trickery that has hidden the truth that the kingdom of God is at hand for those
who will seek it and its righteousness.

The Free Church Report
The nature, structure, and method of the Free Church; how it worked and can work in the past and present.
Guidelines, polities and accords for forming a free Church in accordance with the precepts of God and His Son, the
Anointed King of His Kingdom.

Other audios and DVDs are available at:

 
For more information concerning the Church  and other publications, services and projects please contact:

His Church
Via Box 10

 Summer Lake, Oregon 97640
Voice 541-943-3208 
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