
 Do you believe that you understand what citi-
zenship is?  You probably do.  But do you under-
stand what the nature of American citizenship is?

You definitely do not.

 It is knowledge that has been entirely lost, and
can’t be found in anything written in the last
century.  Even worse, it can hardly be found in
anything written in the century before.  But it is
easily regained and understood simply by connect-
ing dissimilar facts which together create a puzzle
picture which reveals the truth.  Let’s exam the
picture that emerges when those pieces are assem-
bled together.
 For two centuries, American women, like
indentured servants, were not citizens of the colo-
nies nor the states nor the nation.
 Whenever the subject of citizenship might
have been raised in mixed American company, no
man would have said so but they all would have
thought that their womenfolk were not really
citizens.
 They would not have said so because they felt
the need to be polite, diplomatic, and avoid the ire
of womenfolk whose good graces they desired to
be in.
 What man who desired his his mother’s
approval, or his wife's good cooking, obedience,
and good sex would have uttered the truth in front
of her; "women aren't really citizens at all; they're
merely American subjects."?

 That's the reality of the situation that couldn't
be spoken.  It reminds me of something Greg
Guttfeld said about marriage.  He said that no one
has ever written an honest book about what mar-
riage actually turns out to be and is like by compar-
ison to the notions in single people's head before
they've ever been married, -and... that no one ever
will have the audacity to write one.

So there it is; the citizenship of American women,
as well as children, was strictly a pretense of
politeness maintained so as to not ruffle their
feathers by making them seem unequal to men.

 American principles rejected the existence of
more than one class of citizens because they reject-
ed one class being superior over others, and the
rest being inferior -as was not the case in Europe
with its despicable noble and aristocrat classes.
 That fundamental American fact tells you that
the women of America were not a lesser class of
CITIZEN but were not actually citizens at all.
  They were not inferior nor second-class
because they were not in the class described by the
title "CITIZEN".
 They were in a protected and subservient class
apart from citizens, -leaving only the label
"American National" to accurately and respectful-
ly describe them.
 The inhabitants of Puerto Rico and Guam, -as
well as Native Americans, were once American
Nationals. That status did not give them the rights
of citizenship but gave them membership in the
nation.
 Now they, like women, are citizens also, but
American Samoans and Virgin Islanders are not,
-as is stated on their passports.  They are American
Nationals only.
 That historical reality sheds strong indirect
light on the very nature of citizenship itself.  The
direct light is that shed on citizenship via natural-
ization.
 Only when you understand the reality of the
mind-set of the past will you understand the truth
about naturalization.  It is this; since in reality,
American women were not real American citizens,
foreign women could not be American citizens
either, -meaning they could not volunteer for the
process of naturalization because it was restricted
solely to those who could become CITIZENS, -not
merely American nationals, -and only men could
become citizens.  Consequently only European
men could submit to naturalization.
 What did and does naturalization still require?
Besides the renunciation of all foreign allegiance,
it requires that one solemnly swear to BEAR ARMS,
to BEAR TRUE FAITH & ALLEGIANCE to America
and her Constitution.
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 How does one “bear true faith” towards a
country?  Only one way; by being true to the orders
that one is given, -showing that true faith to one’s
allegiance by showing full obedience in battle as
the bullets are ripping into one’s companions and
fellow CITIZENS (all of whom are male only).
That is the obedience that is requisite to citizenship.

 That oath is a living reminder of what natural-
ization actually entailed.  In today’s bastardized
devolved version of the system of the past, foreign
women ridiculously swear to the very same thing
by the very same words, with the words now
meaning absolutely nothing.
 If they actually meant something in any way,
then one would have to assert that the United
States government asserts the right to conscript
women into the combat forces and to send them
into battle.
 Is there any man alive who is willing to make
that assertion on behalf of Congress?  Could
anyone elected to Congress ever even think about
making such subjection of women national law?

 That will never happen because it is unthink-
able even if the nation “allows” strong, aggressive
and ambitious women to serve as combat or medic
soldiers and Marines.  They will never be made
subject to that authority involuntarily because the
men of the nation are the guardians of the women
and children of the nation.  Women are the protect-
ed class, not members of the protector class.

 So foreign men were the only Europeans who
underwent the naturalization process, and through
them, as heads of their family unit, their wives and
children became Americans automatically; -not by
authorization of law, but by operation of American
principles, one of which was that nationality was
attached and flowed through the family head, the
father, unless he were dead.
 If the head became something new, then those
under him became the same thing because they
were of him and by him and possessed the same
family blood as one living cohesive unit.  Law was
not needed to make that so because that was basic
American Natural Law philosophy and attitude.

But lawmakers felt obligated for the sake of openly
protecting those who were not directly naturalized
to state on the record that natural fact, -that those
attached to him, his children, were also Americans,
-although they did fail to include mention of the
foreigner’s wife.
 Divorce was allowed in America under Bibli-
cal law although it was rarely allowed in Britain
under the National Anglican Church.  Perhaps if a
naturalized foreigner’s wife committed adultery,
she could not only lose her husband and children,
but also her right to be considered an American.

 It no doubt was so because her only proof of
being an American was through her husband, -by
showing her marriage certificate and his natural-
ization certificate, connecting herself to him and
his new citizenship procured her her membership
in the American nation.  Without those documents,
she became a foreigner once again.

 But how would that have actually changed
anything about her life being lived in America?  It
would have changed nothing because her fellow
American women had no citizenship rights either.
They all were subject to the status quo of the
patriarchal male-dominated society, -like subjects
and not CITIZENS.
 In fact you could label them as American sub-
jects, like the Native Americans were a sort of
subject, in a way, but not the real common law way
because they were not subject to the full sovereign
authority of the American government since they
retained their own sovereignty.
 Their relationship was described as “unknown
to the common law”.  But the relationship of
women was known to the common law since it was
one of subjection to the authority of the head of the
family, -her father or her husband.

 But like American women, like American Indi-
ans, like migrant Canadians & Frenchmen, and
like American Negroes, foreign women were not
subject to the requirement and natural duty of
CITIZENSHIP which included the obligation to bear
arms for the nation with true faith, and allegiance
in battle if ordered.



 There was, and is, two other classes of people
who also are exempt from that obligation, and they
are all foreign ambassadors & representatives, and
all foreign guests of the U.S. government.
 They cannot be drafted into the American mil-
itary because they are not subject to American
authority over its own.   Since 1898 and a Supreme
Court opinion in the case of Wong Kim Ark, “its
own” includes not only its citizens but also its
domiciled immigrants who’ve joined themselves
to American society and are under American laws
and protection.
 Such foreign men, even though not naturalized
into citizenship, are subject to the full requirement
of the male duty to defend one’s own country even
though it is not the nation of one’s subjectship or
citizenship.  But being as it is in reality one’s actual
home, one has an actual duty to defend it.

 That was not the view before that court opin-
ion, -the one that declared that by the 14th Amend-
ment, children of immigrants are born with Amer-
ican citizenship.  Before that opinion, there was no
settled national rule that anyone could point to that
determined whether or not alien-born children
were citizens of the nation, even though they were
accepted as citizens within and by some of the
individual states.
 So today, foreign men and their foreign-born
sons can be drafted, and thus are required to regis-
ter with the Selective Service System between 18
and 25 even though they are not Americans.
 That is because they are Americans in the
sense that they are members of American society,
even though not citizens, just as American women
were also members of their own society but were
not citizens in any real sense.

 Another group are also not Americans in any
real sense and they are foreign guests.  They are
those visiting America or serving their government
in America on a temporary basis.  Such foreign
guests bear a Visa Card or diplomatic credentials
while foreign immigrants bear a Green Card and
are permanent-resident members of the country
without being citizens.

 A Visa-bearing foreign man might produce a
child while within American borders but through
the child’s head, its father, it is not subject to the
duty that he is not subject to either, which is Amer-
ican military service.  His child is exempt because
it is subject to its father’s nation, -the one where he
lives and has his home.  He belongs for his father’s
society and may be raised there as soon as his visit
to America ends.
 Such a foreign father was one Barack Obama
from Kenya; foreign student.  He fathered a son
who was subject to the British Nationality Act of
1948 but who was not subject to American sover-
eign authority over American citizens and immi-
grants.
 Neither the father nor the son at birth were
under any obligation to serve a nation that was not
theirs and was not their home.  In time the son
became obligated because Kenya did not become
his home, -Hawaii did and it was an American
state when he was born.  Did he register with
Selective Service at 18 years of age?  No, he did
not.  He did not feel obligated to do so since he was
only partly American, -but also Kenyan, and Indo-
nesian by adoption.

 But when he was born, by the 14th Amend-
ment and its true meaning of what being subject to
the United States was when the amendment was
written, -or even by what it meant under the illegit-
imate expansion of its meaning to include immi-
grants by the Supreme Court in 1898, Barack Jr.
was not born possessing 14th Amendment citizen-
ship because his father was not an American nor an
immigrant but merely a foreign guest.

 And as far as anyone knows, his status has
never changed, although he may have gone
through the naturalization process, -unbeknown to
everyone since it would remove all ignorant doubt
that he was not born as an American citizen, and as
such could not possibly be considered to be a
“natural born citizen” as the Constitution requires
of all Presidents and Vice-Presidents.
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