
 America’s citizenship predicament is a re-
sult of an odd situation that occurred in England
three centuries ago.  The aftermath of how it was
dealt with reverberates in the United States to this
day.
 Have you heard of or seen a case where an
illegal alien woman, or a very pregnant Visa Card
visitor gives birth in the U.S. so that her baby will
be considered to be an American?  Well, the ab-
surd reason that the government mindlessly ad-
heres to a self-damaging and brain-dead policy of
citizenship is because of the aftermath of a court
decision in the early 1600's in England.  It is
known as the Calvin case.

 It involved a Scotsman who inherited property
in England.  But an English law did not allow
anyone but Englishmen to inherit English lands
(nor, I would presume, to buy them either).  But his
lawyer found a way around the law and the court
of 14 judges bought his argument. He pointed out
that even though his client was not English, he
nevertheless was a subject of the English King and
therefore a sort of English subject just like Eng-
lishmen.
 He was a subject of the English King although
the King was first and foremost the King of Scot-
land.  England, without a male heir, was forced to
turn to the young King of Scotland in order to
supply someone to assume the throne of England.
So James VI of Scotland became James I of Eng-
land.
 That’s how Scotsman came to be subjects of
the King of England and thereby quasi-subjects of
the English nation.  But, of course, they were not
real, natural Englishman, or natural subjects of the
nation of England because they were natural sub-
jects of the nation of Scotland.  But they had one
King in common.
 How did that affect the issue of nationality?  It
had to affect it in order for a Scotsman to inherit
English land, which is what the court wanted to be
allowed.  It affected nationality by changing the

language and the orientation of nationality.  Before
their decision, Englishman were not men without
a country simply because they were men without a
king.  They were the natural members of the Eng-
lish nation.  It’s native countrymen.

 Following it, the court recognized that every
Scotsman, who was born after James VI assumed
the throne of England, was born being a subject of
James I of England, and therefore could be
grouped in with the natural subjects of the English
nation.
 Those born before that ascension to the throne,
remained as foreigners, as Scotsmen not born sub-
ject to the King of England.  So people in Britain
were of three types; those who were still aliens to
England, those born as subjects of the King, or
“born subjects”, and those who were his natural
subjects by being born with the blood of English-
men.  Aliens, born subjects, and natural subjects.

 What was the difference in the real world be-
tween his Scottish born subjects and his English
natural subjects?  Well, with the barrier between
them erased by the court’s decision that Scotsmen,
-not as English subjects, but as royal subjects,
could inherit English land, they essentially became
equivalent before the law.

 That was due to the focus on them and their
relationship to England being shifted from Eng-
land as a nation to the English King as a royal
sovereign over both peoples.  From then on the
concept of nationality became distorted, bastard-
ized from its natural focus on one’s relationship to
their countrymen and their country, to one’s rela-
tionship solely to their king.  The focus shifted
from the natural relationship of national member-
ship to an artificial criterion which applied solely
to the Scots.
 Englishmen continued to be Englishmen by
being born of Englishmen, but in addition, others
were added to the kingdom of the king of both
nations from the perspective of the English.  From
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the perspective of James, he was the natural sover-
eign of the Scots and the artificial sovereign of the
English.  To the English he was the artificial sover-
eign of Englishmen as well as the sovereign of new
ancillary subjects (Scotsmen) who were now tied to
the English in an artificial relationship, -and that
relationship was based on where they were born and
when they were born, instead of to whom.

 They were tied to the English king by having
been born within his dual dominion.  They were not
Englishmen and had no “blood connection” to them
but had a connection of also being subject by simply
being born under their king’s reign.  That gave them
a quasi-equality with Englishmen and their rights.
So then they had as much in common as not.

  The language used when referring to both sepa-
rate groups was probably “the king’s natural & born
subjects”, which in writing was probably shortened
in time to simply “the king’s natural/born subjects”,
or “natural-born subjects”.
 With the new births of Scotsman under the
combined reign of their common king, the English
had to acknowledge that birth within the king’s
dominion, under his sovereignty, required recogni-
tion of their “subject” nature and their inclusion
based on their birth location, -not their blood.

 Their inclusion under English law could not be
based on their inheritance of English nationality
from English fathers, so it had to be accepted that it
was instead based on their birth within the borders
of the king’s kingdom, -the new larger royal realm.
[Like a father having two separate families in two
separate homes.]
 Thus appeared the the recognition of place of
birth being a substantial co-equal factor in the deter-
mination of who were subjects, -not of England, but
of the combined Crowns.  So, thereafter there exist-
ed two means  of national attachment and royal
attachment.
 One’s allegiance was owed not only to one’s
English countrymen and nation, along with its laws
and government, but also a separate allegiance

owed directly to “his Royal Majesty”, the titular
head of Church & State of England.
 And... you no longer had to be born of an
Englishman to be his subject.  You could be born
of any subject person who was within the bound-
aries of his domain as long as they were not
invaders in possession of national territory, nor
foreign ministers.
 So other than birth to such men, you had those
who were born of Englishmen as natural subjects
of the king and nation, and also those who were
born as subjects (but non-English) since he was
their king also.  Since they were his subjects from
birth (-and naturally so since their fathers were
subject to the king who ruled their country as part
of his kingdom) they, like sons of Englishmen,
could reasonably be labeled as his natural, born
subjects, -even though of a completely different
nation with a separate throne, (-but eventually
united; -the United Kingdom).

 Logic and meaning applied differently to the
two separate types of subjects since some were
only subjects of England while others were only
subjects of Scotland. But those born after James
because king of both realms, were in a sort of new
fangled unnatural nationality situation.

 One could say that both his born subjects (by
place-of-birth within his realm, i.e., Scotland) as
well as his natural subjects by the blood of Eng-
lishmen, were both born as his subjects, and were
naturally subject to him, making them, in effect,
both natural born subjects, although by different
principles and origins.

 Did the difference make a major difference in
their lives?  No, it made no difference whatsoev-
er, -just as it makes no difference in America
whether or not one is born of Americans or born
of immigrants, -everyone is equal.  Almost...
 -but some are more equal than others when it
comes to one arcane, totally unique, rarely at-
tained but highly visible job.  That job is the one
held by the President of the United States, -the
same man who also commands all of the nation’s



defensive and offensive weaponry, systems,  infra-
structure, and military personnel (including 1000’s
of nuclear bombs).
 In Great Britain, it did not matter what the origin
and source of your subjection to the king was,
-whether birth within his expanded kingdom or
birth to his Englishmen.  He was king of both types
of people, and now English law recognized them as
subjects of the English king.
 The property rights of his foreign subjects
(Scotsmen) were thereafter protected from discrim-
ination by English law thenceforth directed only at
other foreigners, with the king, -as the head of both
states, fulfilling his duty to defend his own peoples
and uphold their rights under the laws and charters
of the realm.
 But in America there was that one, small, unusu-
al, unique rare office that almost no one was capable
of being elected to; -the Presidency.

   Between America and England, there was only
one King, and also there was only one President.
Only one of each.  The king was not appointed nor
elected so there was no legal issue written in stone
about what kind of bloodline he was required to
have.  In fact, he was not even required to be Eng-
lish, Scotch, Irish, or Welch, -not even British by
blood.  He could be a total foreigner!

 Why would they allow such an insane thing?
Because they were permanently locked into the
monarchical system of government, -and when it
failed to produce a male heir, they were forced to
look abroad for a king or for a husband for the
Queen.
 A foreign husband was expected of a Queen
because it bound nations together by  marriage &
blood (via their children) which otherwise might
end up in enmity and at war.  So having a foreign
monarch or royal spouse was the protocol for the
royals while it was the exact opposite for the leader-
ship of the Americans.
 For that one single, exceptional, extraordinary
position they would allow no royals at all, nor any
nobles, nor aristocrats, nor any foreigners, nor...

-and here’s the point where almost everyone falls
into error, -no son of a foreigner either.

 No person from a foreign nation who is not an
American can be President, (-nor can he be made
eligible by being naturalized), nor can his chil-
dren be made eligible either since they, like him,
are not naturally Americans, even though they are
allowed by law to be citizens if born within the
boundaries of the American “kingdom”.

 As with the sons of Scotsman who were for-
tunate to be born after their king became the new
king of England, the timing of one’s native-birth
in America to immigrant parents is critical to
whether or not, like Calvin, (born after James
assumed the English throne), they could be
deemed to be American citizens.

 If born while their parents were still foreign-
ers, they would not be off-spring of Americans
and thus would not be describable as natural
Americans, or natural citizens of the American
States, i.e., natural born citizens, -but if born
following their parents becoming Americans,
then they would be American children by birth to
Americans, but something more; -they would not
be alien-born Americans like those born of un-
naturalized foreign immigrants; they would be
natural Americans, -which would make them
eligible to be the American  President.  So birth
timing mattered.
 Being eligible to be President involves noth-
ing more, citizenship-wise, than being in the
same class with all equally eligible natural Amer-
ican citizens, and not being in the class of all
alien-born American citizens.  They make-up
about 3% of the citizenry.
 For those in the natural born citizen group, it
does not matter if your father & mother became
Americans the day you were born, or are descen-
dents of the settlers who arrived as Pilgrims or
Puritans, -because there is no difference since all
natural citizens are equal.
 Returning to the situation in Britain, a new
development followed that of the situation in



which Scottish children were the king’s new natural
subjects at birth thanks to the adopted legal fiction
that they were co-subjects of the English subjects,
-into the mix is added...: children of European
immigrants.

 They were off-spring of foreigners, and at adult-
hood owed allegiance & obedience to their father’s
foreign monarch, unless... the English king claimed
them as his from birth.  That would cripple the
foreign king’s claim to their obedience and alle-
giance at adulthood being as the foreign English
king was claiming them as his own from the day
they were born, (their whole life) -provided of
course that the family were immigrants and not just
visitors.
 That made quite profitable sense to the English
monarch since it increased the number of subjects
that he could claim as his own, -all of those children
of Europeans emigrating to England and away from
endless European conflicts and injustices.  He could
not reasonably claim their foreign-born children,
but could their England-born children, and so he did
just that.
 But what did he call such alien-born children of
foreign fathers?  The answer had already been pro-
vided by the Calvin case and the Scottish subjects
situation.  They simply slapped the same new label
on them as on the Scots’ children; calling them also
his natural-born subjects.  Using that appellation
demonstrated that they were not second-class sub-
jects since they were known by the same label as his
real natural born subjects.  And who was going to
tell the king, (or Parliament) that he didn’t have any
right to attach any old label that he chose to such
children?
 And no one objected because there was no out-
ward practical difference between them are far as
their rights, privileges, and protects were concerned.
So not calling them his alien-born subjects seemed
like a preferable choice.  It wasn’t like a distinction
had to be drawn between them in regard to who
would be elected (not selected) to command the
Royal Army and Royal Navy.
 The position of military commander in chief
was not up for a vote by the citizenry.  It was by

appointment only.  But those responsible for the
survival of the nation kept all high positions of
national security and national secrets in the hands
of only men born of Englishmen, not born of
aliens, nor other Britons.
 They did not have an eligibility clause but
they had an unwritten eligibility policy, and no
doubt they stuck to it, just as we do when it comes
to guarding the President, as well as America’s
secrets and access to and control over American
nuclear bombs.  We are stupid, but not that stu-
pid, unlike Indira Gandhi who allowed the hiring
of guards for herself (India’s Prime Minister)
from hostile ethnic groups, one of whom machine
gunned her.
 We are stupid because we fail to understand
the background of national membership inherited
from the British, how it originally was solely by
patrilineal descent, but expanded to include for-
eigners who were subject to the power and au-
thority of the Crown.  The same sort of dual-
system of nationality came to be established by
the settlers of the British colonies in America.

 Within a century, after civilization was estab-
lished and cities and towns were built, -along
with the creation of needed bodies for self-gover-
nance, the Americans no longer saw themselves
as British, nor as Englishmen because, they were
not their countrymen, -although they were mem-
bers of the growing British empire and the breth-
ren of the English.

 They were neither born nor raised in England
as Englishmen, but they were nevertheless tied by
charter to the sovereignty of the British king, with
each of the individual colonies having its own
unique charter, and thus its own unique identity
and character.  Within the borders of each of them
lived mostly people born in the colony except
when a colony was new and populated by new
immigrants from England or Europe who arrived
en mass to create a new society.

 With the passage of generations, the Ameri-
cans inevitably would see themselves as the na-
tive-born natural members of their individual



colonial country.  Folks who migrated into the na-
tives’ societies from other colonies or countries
would in a short amount of time be allowed to
participate in the common duties of citizens, wheth-
er in a civic role or via simply paying taxes to
support the administration of government.

 They were not natives but they were valued just
like an extra pair of hands helping to push a cart
uphill or construct a new barn.  They remained
deemed to be subject to their European  king if not
British but children born to them in America, -in the
colonies of the king of England, were deemed to be
his subjects from birth.
 So again you have a dichotomy; the natives are
natural members of their colonies by birth to native
parents, while the native-born children of foreigners
were members by their subjection to the king of the
colonies which resulted from having been born
within his dominion, -just as had been the Scotsman
in the era of the Calvin case long before.

 What everyone gets wrong because of distorted
thinking due to the Calvin case (and the Wong Kim
Art case in the U.S. in 1898) is the concept of what
the basis or source of national membership is for
those who were not born of outsiders.
 Those two powerfully influential cases put the
spotlight full power on the newly emphasized factor
of native-birth being a determinate of membership,
-apart from parentage and inheritance of member-
ship.
 What happened was that the idea formed that
both groups, -the 97% born of citizens, (-nearly all
of whom were born of natives) and the foreigner-
fathered 2% or so (who owed their national mem-
bership to the one single factor of native-birth),
were all U.S. citizens because of that factor alone.

 Since almost all of the citizenry of the nation
was born in the same place; (within the borders of
American States) eventually it occurred to no one
that the origin of the membership of children of the
two different kinds of inhabitants (1. native-&-natu-
ralized citizens, and 2. immigrants) was different.
All they were cognizant of was the fact the native
citizens as well as the native-born children of immi-

grants were both native-born and had the same
rights and duties making them essentially identi-
cal in nature (just like subjects in Britain regard-
less of why they were subjects).
 But appearances only count to a certain de-
gree and no more.  One group was born of Amer-
icans while the other was born of outsiders who
had joined themselves to the Americans and their
country.  And what difference did that difference
make?  None.  In no colony did it make a differ-
ence since they all had the same British sover-
eign.
 But everything changed when they overthrew
his rule over them, -along with the source of their
connection to him, -which was where they hap-
pened to have been born.  Thereafter their mem-
bership was based not on that overthrown doc-
trine of national common connection but on sole-
ly the only factor left which was the natural factor
of who they were born to; Americans? -or for-
eigners?; patriots or loyalist?; oath takers or oath
refusers?
 That was the new reality, -but the old reality
still remained in effect in several of the newly
independent States, and as a part of the system of
common law which was the basis of colonial law.
 From then on, that facet of the common law
was abolished by the revolution but not fully
abandoned because several States chose to con-
tinue with tradition, and to provide incentive for
immigration by bestowing their State member-
ship on the immigrants’ children born within the
State.
 It’s known that at least four States continued
with the dual system for the small fraction of
children born of their immigrants, -probably the
four self-labeled “commonwealth” States, but it
is unknown if the others did also, -or if they all
did.  But what is known is that the new central
government did not recognize American nation-
ality being based on one’s birth place.

 It was all about which government the father
of a child was subject to; foreign or domestic?  If
foreign, then his children were foreign, -not natu-
ral born Americans.



 You’ve heard the expression; “the tail wags the
dog”.  Well that is what has happened with the view
of citizenship in America.  The tiny fraction of
children born to aliens, -children granted citizenship
merely because of where they were born, is the tail
(a fraction of the citizenry) that wags the dog, -
replacing the proper view of citizenship regarding
the other 97% who are native-born and citizens by
inheritance instead.
 It’s easy and natural to make that assumption,
after all “everyone” born in America is an Ameri-
can, it must be because they were born in America
instead of because they were born of AMERICANS.

 That’s just like it was in Great Britain (with the
Kingdoms united ) when it seemed that everyone
was a member of the nation because they were born
in the nation and that put them under the subjection
to the king, but that view was only cognizant of the
royal policy involving native-born children of for-
eigners, and was oblivious to one’s own natural
right derived from the natural principle of natural
membership (which was the true natural origin on
their national membership).

 Once ignorance won out and the tail began to
wag the dog as the view became over-simplified
into native-birth alone being the sole factor in deter-
mining one’s nationality, that dual system became
the dominant view in the colonies because it was
imbedded as a concept in common law, -with natu-
ral law ignored.

 The tail became a whale and buried the dog
completely.  It was endemic as the view taught by
law schools and law books because there was no
body of books of newly and legally-recognized
American Natural Law Principles, for legal instruc-
tion since most law schools relied on books of law
that were British legal system books of laws and
legal exposition, -not American.

 Thus American principles were invisible to
those who failed to immerse themselves in the writ-
ings of men who illuminated the subject of The
Natural Rights of Man, as did the founders who
relied on them for their vision and inspiration; -both
desperately needed for a treasonous rebellion and

revolution against the entire British government,
its attitude, its philosophy,  its authority and its
military.
 Because of the long history and ingrained
influence of the idea of nationality being tied to
the borders within which one was born, the dis-
tortion of the Calvin case devolved into the delu-
sion that grips America across the board today.

 That delusion dictates that the blind and stu-
pid policy of the executive branch must continue
for another blind and stupid century just as it has
done for the last, -ever since the limited Supreme
Court opinion in the Wong Kim Ark case was
taken, expanded, and bastardized by the Attorney
General at the time.
 On his own, he made it national policy that
not only were the native-born & raised children
of domiciled permanent-resident immigrants
deemed to be Americas, but anybody and every-
body born within U.S. borders is an American,
-with only children of foreign ambassadors being
an exception to that universal rule.

 That policy is not based on the 14th
Amendment’s nationality clause, nor on the
court’s opinion as to what it means.  It was based
solely on the unstated presumption that all chil-
dren who were born in America to foreigners
were born of immigrants who would live in
America and raise their children in America, -but
that proved to not be true.
 There were exceptions that were the opposite,
yet there was no sane way to deal with their
American citizenship when they were living and
growing up abroad as a foreign member of a
foreign nation.  That was not covered by the
common law, nor State law, nor constitutional
law, nor congressional law, nor amendment law.

 It was off the reservation and out in the twi-
light zone of nationality policy.  But not a damn
thing was done about it except to legitimize it.
They just put lipstick on that pig since they as-
sumed that it was actually a legitimate child of the
federal government, but it was in fact illegitimate.



The consequence is that it is essentially unassailable
legally, and even worse, politically and sociologi-
cally because of the multiple millions of Latin and
Asian Americans who have flooded into America in
the last several decades, -legally, but largely, illegal-
ly.
 Their increasing presence in the voting booth
tips the scale in favor not of responsible government
but of the side that will best guarantee the continua-
tion of free stuff.  When or if they become the
majority in the swing states that decide the presiden-
cy, then the future will be set and the Detroitifica-
tion of America will be inevitable.  All courtesy of
the fall-out of the Calvin case.

 After one becomes legal, one can petition for all
of one’s immediate foreign family to migrate into
the United States.  The whole block of Latin Amer-
ican “U.S. persons” are people from countries that
have un-American views of government and self-
reliance.
 Their governments and societies were not built
on American principles of unalienable Natural
Rights and sovereignty being invested in the People
and not the leadership.
 Hence their preference is for the security provid-
ed by the party of Big Government, big spending,
big social service programs and hand-outs, and
paternalistic government power over the citizenry.
Their preference is to vote for Democrats because
they have become the party of all of that and its free
stuff.
 They have no concerns whatsoever about con-
stitutionally guaranteed natural rights and freedoms
because they got along just fine without them in the
land they chose to abandon.  They are not concerned
about the right of free speech since they never
exercised such a right in a public role in their soci-
ety, -nor a right to bear arms, -which their home-
lands do not allow.
 Although they might balk at restrictions on reli-
gious liberty if they are seriously religious, -which
is not generally the case about any group of people,
they would not have a conscious thought about the
other rights guaranteed by the Bill of Rights because
their conscious thoughts do not wander to esoteric

ruminations about natural rights since they are
mostly poorly educated, -kind of like the kind of
students that America’s government schools are
turning out and passing on year after year to higher
grades when they can’t even pass the requirements
of the grade they were in the year before, or the year
before that.
 America has become the land where from ele-
mentary school to college an actual F (Fail) is now
a D, and a D is now a C.  “Grade creep”. Mediocrity
and incompetence have become the nation’s union
educators’ norm.
 People who can not even fill out a job applica-
tion are allowed the high privilege and duty of
voting for candidates to run our government.
 They can’t even adequately govern their own
lives but are given the chance to vote on who should
govern all of our lives when their only stake in the
outcome is a question of how much more or less
from the government they will receive as a result.

 No travesty of civil life could be more absurd.
It’s like giving prison inmates the right to vote on
how they want the prison run; or gluttons, how
much food they should be allowed, -or drug addicts
how much crack they...  Not a good idea.

 So the impact of the Calvin case and its altera-
tion to the concept of British nationality still haunts
us to this day, and may doom our future as the
demographics shift toward the influence of self-
serving immigrant cultures which will in ever-in-
creasing large majority numbers vote for those who
have bankrupted our future and theirs, and continue
to do so at an accelerated pace, like ship pilots who
have no concern that they are scrapping their ship
against a dangerous and deadly shoal.

 But since in their infantile minds, the future
never comes, -summer never ends, and the gravy
train goes on forever, they plow on forward with
their foot pressed hard against the accelerator pedal.

 Anyone with a brain can deduce that the result
will be catastrophic eventually as they annually add
new mountains of debt to a mother mountain of debt



that’s so vast and high and wide and deep that it
cannot even be imagined by any mind that ever
lived.  But I digress.

 From natural order and history we rediscover
that the basis, the source and origin of national
membership in America is via two very different
means.  There is no confusion about that in regard
to those who become naturalized citizens as ap-
posed to those born as citizens.
 But confusion exists because it is also true re-
garding those who were born as citizens.  They
seem like one group of people but in fact they
comprise two separate groups, and all they have in
common at birth is the matter of the location where
they entered the world.
 One group (the 97%) are the citizen-born na-
tives of the nation whose parents are Americans,
while the other is the alien-born whose parents are
foreigners.  Each group has, in reality, a different
source for their American citizenship.

 The native group simply inherits their national
membership. The foreigner-born group acquires
theirs via the Supreme Court opinion that construed
the meaning of the 14th Amendment nationality
clause, while in Great Britain, after the Calvin case,
it was via the common law established by the court
decision in that case.
 In both cases it was a matter of gaining member-
ship via legal recognition of birth location, and not
via natural blood relationship.

 With the Scotsman who became subjects of the
English Crown, their numbers also were minuscule
(initially) because the court’s decision only applied
to those born after the two thrones came to be held
by the same person.  But with time those numbers
grew considerable since every child born in Scot-
land from then on was born subject not only to the
King of Scotland but also the King of England, who
just happened to be the same person.

 But they spoke the same King’s English, albeit
with very different accents, and were of the same
isle and combined Anglo-Saxon ethnic background.

 That couldn’t be said of the others who bene-
fited from that decision in the future; those from
France and Prussia, and Holland and Poland and
such who migrated to Britain with their foreign
languages and cultures and lack of established
charters and customs of civil rights.
 They were wholly alien peoples, -although
the Dutch and French people were pretty much on
the same page as the English.
 A similar dissonance resulted in America
with the arrival of peoples without English lan-
guage ability and very un-evolved ideas of what
the role of government is in one’s life, and what
one’s own natural rights are.

 All of this is easily understandable and non-
controversial, but a problem arises when one
attempts to understand how it all relates to the
issue of presidential eligibility.
 That issue is all wrapped up in the meaning of
the words used in the Constitution to describe
what sort of citizen the President must be, with it
stating: “No person except a natural born citi-
zen... shall be eligible to the office of the Presi-
dent;”.
 We’ve seen where the invented, amalgamated
phrase “natural born subject” must have come
from, -a necessity to include together all subjects
whether they were subjects by nature (via birth to
subject fathers) or subjects by being born within
the sovereign’s realm although not of his nation.
But was that phrase the origin of the American
phrase “natural born citizen”?

 Those who defend the idea that by the devo-
lution of the English term (as Europeans were
included under it) the alien-born of foreigners in
America can therefore be labeled as that which
they are not; namely natural citizens of the Unit-
ed States.
 But since the Constitution’s writers included
the word “born” instead of just “natural citizen”
they feel that that gives them a justifiable basis to
argue that the American term was just an adapta-
tion of the British term.  But to jump that logic
gap requires employing three springboards;



1. the idea that Americans had no difference in their
thinking than the British; 2. the word “citizen” is
from the same universe as the word “subject”, and;
3. that the whole phrase is not a literal idea based on
the individual words but is a “legal term of artifice”
which means something other than what the words
literally, individually mean.
 In their own minds, they springboard over their
logic gap, albeit they fall flat on their faces in the
light of several statements in U.S. laws, histories,
and high court opinions.  But they simply turn a
blind eye to them and pretend they do not exist.
And they do that in order to defend and protect their
champion, Barack Obama and the legitimacy of his
presidential eligibility.

 But any reasonable man can easily understand
that if the third springboard is so highly false that it
has no spring, then Obama cannot be considered to
be a legitimate President.  So, is “a natural born
citizen” some sort of legal fiction of language, -a
term of legal artifice?  The answer is provided in
part by the other assumptions which are road-blocks
to that view.
 No one who is of an American mind-set, and not
a subservient, loyalist, government enthroning, nat-
ural rights ignoring mind-set, knows that the think-
ing of the Americans in the 1770's was radically
altered as it became clear to them that they were
either to be slaves of the English king and his
aristocratic tyrannical Parliament (which had no
place in any of their colonial Charters with the
King), or they would be free men living on their feet
and not on their knees.

 Since they no longer thought the way the British
thought, it can’t rationally be asserted that when
they used English language words they necessarily
meant exactly the same thing as they did when
contained within an old British term of art (“natural-
born subject”) used to describe a people that had no
elected President & Commander of the national
Army.
 That can be shown in various ways, including
by simply pointing out that the word “subject” and
the word “citizen” are not from the same universe.

What each implies is radically different from
what the other entails.

CITIZENS were responsible for their own gov-
ernance, their own national survival, their own
defense, justice, and the protection of their own
natural liberties.  With subjects...? -not so much.

 That being true, it can’t reflexively be con-
tented that any words attached to “Citizen” had to
carry the very same connotation as they did under
the royal system of human ownership with its
designated “term of art” label.  There is no logical
basis on which to make such an assumption, and
no one can offer one.
 That leaves the very high likelihood that they
carried a different connotation in a very different
context, -that of a people who had to entrust the
command of their new nation’s military power to
one single elected or appointed individual.

 It might have been decided that such a posi-
tion might be filled with an appointment for life,
-like federal judges who would be under no
man’s influence.  The Commander in Chief could
have been viewed as one who needed to be sepa-
rated from national and international politics
which might seek to corrupt his loyalties, and not
be someone potentially switched in and out with
every election cycle.  Such a view can be imag-
ined as being present through these words:

 “At the start of Washington's administration,
John Adams became deeply involved in a month-
long Senate controversy over the official title of
the President. Adams favored grandiose titles
such as "His Majesty the President" or "His
High Mightiness, the President of the United
States and Protector of Their Liberties."”
 So whoever he might be, it was vitally impor-
tant that he be 100% reliably loyal solely to the
United States, -having no direct attachments to
any foreign power or nation.

 Adams (who followed Washington as Presi-
dent, -and received a third of the votes when he
ran against him in the first and second presiden-
tial races) was such a man, -with ancestors who



were all Americans all the way back to the Puritans.
His loyalty to his country was unquestionable since
he had roots nowhere else.  Such a citizen could be
trusted to never betray his country in favor of bene-
fiting a foreign nation or king.

 The filling of the position of Command in Chief
was therefore potentially critical to the success of
the new nation and its perpetual survival.  What fool
would pretend that such an American situation,
-such a new and previously non-existent context,
was ever faced by the loyal subjects of His Royal
Majesty in Britain?
 And yet they pretend that that reality didn’t exist
and everything was just equivalent across the board.
-That the word “subject” was equivalent to CITI-
ZEN.  That America was equivalent to a monarchi-
cal dictatorship.  That the U.S. Government would
be equivalent to the power and authority of a hered-
itary god among men whose authority was suppos-
edly bestowed by God himself.  Yes, it’s hard to see
any difference.
 So let’s look to an analogous phrase in order to
understand the nature and meaning of the words
“natural born CITIZEN”.  Let’s employ another
word and see how it relates and illuminates.  Let’s
employ the word “White”.
 In the founder’s era, as always, men felt biased
in favor of their own kind, including their own
ethnic and racial group, and as a result,they would
not accept being ruled over by someone of an differ-
ent nature.  That fact was not made an element of the
Constitution, which does not discriminate, but was
made an element of the naturalization act passed by
the first Congress.

 It said the qualification for naturalization was
that one be a free white man of good character.
 The excluded, by law, those who also were
excluded socially and politically from any chance of
being a candidate for the new office of President,
namely; free black men who were either immigrants
from Africa or educated free Black natives.

 So potentially, the eligibility to be President
could have been tied to race just as was eligibility
for citizenship.  After all, can you imagine the

people of America, aside from the slaves, being
under the leadership of a freed slave or son of an
African?  That was not even thinkable, but that
fact didn’t result in an open prohibition in the
Constitution.  But let’s postulate our own.

 “No person except a white born citizen shall
be eligible to the office of the President.”  Well,
we know what citizen means, -and what a “born
citizen” means (one born as a citizen by natural
inheritance of the parents’ nationality, or one
born having citizenship by the grace of law even
though born of foreigners) but what does “white”
specifically mean and connect to?

 Does it connect to “born” or to “citizen”?
Would “wise” as in “wise old man” connect to
“man” or to “old”?  “Wise man” or “wise old”?
 Clearly, “white” does not connect to “born”
although it would not be as illogical as it would
be with “wise old”.  It connects to “citizen” as in
“white citizen”, -as apposed to “Negro citizen”
(the only other race prevalent in America).
 [Egalitarian individual States may have al-
lowed naturalization for free black men, but after
the first  naturalization act in 1790, that allowance
ended.]

 But with “white” one might argue that mulat-
tos could be labeled white since they are part white
and have that character in common with pure
whites.  That is directly comparable to saying that
foreigner-born citizens have native-birth in com-
mon with natural citizens, so therefore in a sense
they are also natural citizens.
 That is a form of false sophistical linguistic
distortion and conceptual perversion since that
which makes one a natural citizen is citizen par-
ents, -not birth location.
 That perversion is possible and accepted be-
cause of the error of connecting the adjectives to
each other instead of to the noun that they modify.

 Just as “wise” and “old” do not modify each
other as in “wise old” but modify the noun
“man”, so also, but not as clearly, do the words
“natural” and “white” modify the word “citizen”.



 But in our minds we think we see a connection
which, in fact, is not intended.  We imagine that
“natural born” and “white born” might be actual
terms instead of just adjectives which describe
“citizen”.  But they are not actual terms because
they would be stupidly redundant in nature.

 No one would ever say that so-and-so is “a
white born man” because it’s understood that race is
something not determined by birth but by “blood”,
-by genes.  Likewise, all natural citizens are citizens
via citizen parents and not the event of birth.

 One could say “citizen born” and “a born citi-
zen” and “natural citizen” without redundancy, but
adding “natural” along with “born” does not give
cause to assume that natural is modifying born
instead of the noun they both share, as in “natural
citizen” plus “born citizen”.  A combination of two
different focuses.  One being citizenship by law
(based on birth location), and the other being citi-
zenship by nature (based on blood connection).
 Some who are born as citizens are not citizens
by nature but instead by the allowance of the laws
of the natural citizens who deigned to allow outsid-
ers to join their national family.

 So we see then, in reality, those three spring-
boards have no spring.  1. Americans did not think
like the British.  2. The history of the distorted term
attached to all subjects of his majesty did not apply
in the liberated countries of America,  -and 3; the
words “natural born citizen” did not constitute a
term of legal artifice as they did in Britain and the
colonies before the revolution since the word
“CITIZEN” was from an entirely different philosoph-
ical universe than the word “subject”.

 Additionally, an individual word within a term
of art cannot be singled out for emphasis since the
term has a unitarian meaning which is taken as a
whole and not as the sum of its parts.
 But the first man in America to single out one
word demonstrated for all time that the employment
of the words “natural” and “born” in the American
context did not constitute the fashioning of a new

American term of art when combined with the
newly appropriate word “citizen”.

 That man underlined the word “born” when
he wrote to General Washington (president of the
constitutional convention) suggesting that the
power of the Command in Chief should not be
given to nor devolve on one who was not a
“natural born citizen”.
 He underlined that word, -and not “natural
born” nor “natural” because of America’s legal
fiction that all men who took the oath of Alle-
giance & Renunciation became immediately new
natural citizens of America, -just like a Christian
convert rises as in symbolic resurrection from the
water of baptism (representing death & burial of
the old sinful human nature) as a new creation in
Christ.
 A new citizen of America, of one’s State of
residence and homestead, was not christened as
“a new naturalized citizen” (there was no such
citizen class) but as a new fellow natural citizen
brother of the American people and their shared
nation.
 He was then co-responsible for its gover-
nance, and survival, and was no longer a foreign-
er beholden to and obedient to a foreign dictator.
He was at last a free man in a free country.  No
monarchy over his head.  No royal power shield-
ing the political sun of freedom.  He was a new
natural American, -just like all of his fellow
Americans in every single way, ...almost.

 There was just one tiny insignificant real-
world difference between him and his new Amer-
ican brethren, -and that was that he could not be
allowed to command all of the military might of
the nation because America didn’t have any mind
readers who could tell what was or was not hid-
den in the hearts of those born and raised foreign.

 And so total trust regarding total power could
not be invested in him, -but could be invested in
his American raised children.
 About that fact no one disagrees.  The dis-
agreement is about a closely related fact, and that



is regarding the children of the foreign man who
chose to not become an American (or who had not
given legal notice that he intended to become natu-
ralized just as soon as the law permitted him to
before fathering children in America).

 Those foreigner-born children had foreign fa-
thers who presumably retained allegiance to their
foreign monarch.  How in the world could they be
presumed to be 100% American and possessed of
undying devotion to America’s principles, -to her
Constitution and laws, her people, her freedoms and
her survival?
 Well, they couldn’t, and that was why the word
“born” was underlined by the man who wrote that
letter; he being John Jay, compatriot of Thomas
Jefferson, past president of the Continental Con-
gress and future Chief Justice of the United States
Supreme Court.
 He wrote of the fear of corrupt foreign influence
gaining ascendance in America via assuming the
role of chief magestry of the nation, -which turned
out to be the office of President & Commander in
Chief.
 He feared that a planted agent of a foreign power
might rise to occupy such a position since there
would be no greater prize for them on earth than
that, at least one requiring no resort to war.

 Since that would be an impossibility for a for-
eigner to achieve under the loosest of allowances of
eligibility, it was necessary to also block the avenue
of achieving it through one’s son who happened to
be born within the United States.

 And that was why he underlined a word that had
never been underline in its appearance as part of an
extremely rare phrase which included the words
“natural” and “citizen”.
 The power of the nation had to not be given to
any so-called “natural citizen” but only one born as
a natural citizen, -and not merely made “a new
natural citizen” by the American fiction of citizen-
ship transformation known as natural-ization.
 The Constitutional Convention accepted his
suggestion and adopted it.  But ever since, no one

has been able to explain why he underlined the
word born if they do not understand what has just
here been explained.  Do you now understand?

 If so, you are a tiny minority of an even
smaller minority because Americans live in an
ocean of citizenship ignorance, and I don’t see
any real way for that to change without some sort
of charismatic, dynamic popular patriot who is
knowledgeable, willing, and wanting to teach
them, and they being eager to learn.

 Don’t hold your breath waiting for him to
appear and clear up  the near universal ignorance
and misconception that has been the American
norm and status quo almost from the beginning.

 The government is never going to correct its
century old institutionalized error which declares
every baby born on U.S. soil to automatically be
deemed a United States CITIZEN because of the
Calvin case and its far-reaching impact.

 Just as buildings are built one block on top of
another on top of foundation stones, so concepts,
ideologies, philosophies and religions also are
built on foundational assumptions and beliefs.
 If they are not factual, then the entire structure
built on them is grounded on the sand of error or
falsehood, but the structure becomes so immense,
accepted, customary and traditional that even
questioning it can get you killed in some cases.

 So knowing the truth does not translate into
being able to replace the embraced error because
it is rooted in the minds of the population and
government institutions.
 Just try changing an institution in America.
Not only can’t our corrupt government abolish
departments and agencies that are obsolete, but it
cannot even repeal laws written for the depres-
sion of the 1930's and no longer applicable in
today’s world in any legitimate or constitutional
manner.
 I’m just glad to no longer be as young as I’d
like to be because the up side of it is that I don’t
have a whole lot of emotional involvement in a



distant future that won’t be one that folks of my
generation and earlier would find acceptable.  Plus,
it makes a significant difference to not have any
progeny that will be victimized by that future.

 Should we be pessimistic about the future of
America?  A better question is “can we be reason-
ably optimistic about the future?”  The answer is
that unless the power structure that rules our nation
is overthrown, there will be no future that we would
want to see (aside from advances of various sorts).

 It is corrupt to the core and both parties are party
to it, with one simply pushing harder on the acceler-
ator than the other.
 Has history ever recorded any corrupted govern-
ment and morally vacuous and ignorant population
that ever reversed the course they were on toward a
destination of decay, collapse and/or conquest?

  Are we destined to repeat history because we are
ignorant of it?  Well, being ignorant is a natural
status of human nature it seems.  There is no one
who is superior in this world, but compared to those
who are simply normal, there are a heck of a lot of
people who are in many ways sub-normal.  And
their numbers are growing by leaps and bounds.

 So what will come is unknown and unknowable
without taking a God’s-eye view of the human race,
and the American people in particular.  That is
probably a frightful view to take, and I, for one,
hesitate to take it since I’ve been there, done that,
and found you can’t live life in the knowledge of
what you see.

 But sometimes in the history of man, (like in the
Matrix trilogy) something changes everything and
this times it’s different from what went before.  That
happened in a very good way with the life and
legacy of Jesus.  It took centuries and lots of corrupt
detours along the way, but eventually the vision of
God and Man that sprang from his existence pro-
duced the natural rights and liberties of Western
Civilization, not to mention hope eternal.

 The problem is that liberty can become li-
cense to live ignorant, spoiled and self-indulgent
lives, -and that is where a great proportion of the
population is today.  Just consider one aspect of
American life; drug usage.  Could it be more
pervasive?  Could laws against it be more impo-
tent at stopping it?  Or a government hand-out
mentality.
 Entire segments of American society are rot-
ten to the core, personally and publicly.  Just
consider Detroit and what a nightmare it has
degenerated into compared to what it was.
 There is a cancer and rot spreading in Ameri-
ca and it is connected to many negative factors
that render the role and duty and privilege of
citizenship almost irrelevant in the lives of mil-
lions of almost unfixable people.  Maybe they can
be fixed, but probably not in this life, -not with
the resources available to government and the
powers it is limited to.
 I once read the response of a law enforcement
officer or social worker who said that the only
way to fix or change the attitude of hard-core
criminally inclined teenagers would require mea-
sures that would put them in a hospital.

 A lot of people need to suffer those measures,
including many in government who have a differ-
ent kind of corrupt attitude.
 The communists tried a form of reform with
their “re-education camps” that threw the aca-
demic and government and financial elites down
into the mud of real life in labor camps in the
countryside, -perhaps cruelly and unjustly in
most cases and without discrimination based on
real attitudes and character.

 American patriots would rejoice and thank
heaven to see our corrupt and isolated and insulat-
ed government elite overlord class find itself
figuratively face-down in the mud that the rest of
the population has to live in because of their
damn awful and self-serving governance.

 And many of them deserve worse; deserve
many years in a cell where they, like Jack



Abramoff, can come to realize the magnitude of
their betrayal of the American people.
 And others still, who pull the extortion levers
behind the curtains, -who know the secrets of the
hidden lives of public officials and servants, -who
intimate harm might come to their children if their
agendas suffer because of the choices of those offi-
cials, -who weigh threats to the status quo of those
in power as well as those who benefit from their
largess, and thus arrive at decisions about who must
conveniently be silenced via a “natural death” or an
“accidental death” that no one can explain.

 The people behind those untimely life-ending
occurrences deserve nothing less than a bullet to the
brain.  They are the ones who keep the secrets
hidden that need to see the light of day in order for
a new revolution to take place in America.

 They are the Luciferians of the power complex-
es that pull whatever strings they can accomplish
pulling, -either by bribe or by bullet.  And God
forbid if you are ever viewed as a liability, -unless
you are someone truly not expendable or too high
profile and popular to terminate.Were the Kennedys
such victims and yet not immune even though of the
highest profile?
 The most recent example of their handiwork is
the murder of Loretta Fuddy, -the Director of the
Hawaii Department of Health.

 She was a kindly, lonely, gentle soul who never
married or had children, -in excellent health but
emotionally vulnerable to persuasion exerted by a
powerful and charismatic President of the United
States who needed the birth certificate that the de-
partment had not given to his mother in response to
her affidavit claiming she gave birth to her half-
Kenyan son in her home but with no medical wit-
nesses present.

 The Registrar at that time (1961) was required
to see some proof of one year residency.  Such proof
didn’t exist, so with no eye-witness affidavits sup-
porting her claim, they simply filed her half hand-
written, half typed affidavit, and that piece of paper
became the only vital record in their archive.  It was

microfilmed, and later digitized when all micro-
film records were digitized.

 All Barack needed was for her to just allow
access to that record so it could be used in con-
junction with the record of a deceased child who
was born but died at the same time, and he would
then be able to acquire a simulated “genuine”
certificate like the one that his mother was never
able to acquire for him.

 It was important for the nation to get its atten-
tion off of such a “distracting” and divisive issue.
After all, what good was served by not allowing
the nation to be convinced of his birth in Hawaii?
He was convinced, but he needed her help in
order that others could also “know” the truth.

 She loyally and dutifully agreed with his re-
quest and went along with it, even allowing the
release of the lie that she watched the copying of
a birth certificate (an implied real Hawaiian hos-
pital Certificate of Live Birth) in order to make it
all seem official and not some mystery like his
short-form supposed certification of live birth
that appeared three years earlier out of nowhere
with no attribution from anyone as to its origin.

 The Leftist media bought into its legitimacy
and the issue was “put behind us”, ...until, that is,
Doug Vogt submitted a legal brief to a federal
court in Washington State which contained a
sealed affidavit which named her as a co-conspir-
ator in the fabrication of a counterfeit birth certif-
icate for Barack Obama, and revealed financial
details showing that she happened to have some-
how acquired $50-70,000 that could not be ac-
counted for, -money used to make substantial
payments on a home mortgage.

 Did that secret affidavit stay sealed as Vogt
had requested, or did it, like private IRS informa-
tion and forbidden NSA information get dropped
into the lap of a White House operative who knew
someone who knew someone... and voila! -within
a month she is suddenly and mysteriously dead?



 Could anything be more convenient for Barack
Obama and his wealthy puppet-masters than derail-
ing any possible investigation into Ms Fuddy’s Lois
Lerner-like role in the production of a counterfeit
birth certificate for the “Hawaiian born” President?

 That alone would raise anyone’s suspicions if
they had a brain (which no one in the media does
anymore) but what followed absolutely demonstrat-
ed that nefarious machinations were transpiring
behind the scenes in order to make Fuddy’s murder
appear perfectly natural.

 What happened exactly?  Did the medical exam-
iner who did the autopsy (which “required” myste-
riously waiting a month -perhaps for toxicology
results) come out and present a clinical evaluation
of the medical factors that precipitated the failure of
her heart to keep beating?

 That is what anyone and everyone would expect
to happen, and yet nothing like that happened, -not
even remotely like that.  Instead the police depart-
ment released “details” of the supposed autopsy
which the public was not allowed to see, -including
those who sued under the Freedom on Information
Act to acquire, since major portions came complete-
ly blacked out “for privacy law concerns”.  So they
were protecting the privacy of the dead?  Or protect-
ing the family that she didn’t have?

 The reason it was done like that was because
what the autopsy actually said could not be the story
that was released to the public because it made it
clear that either she died by an unknown cause or by
a highly suspicious cause (which was reported to the
public as “accidental”.
 How do you accidentally die while floating
placidly in a warm ocean with a flotation vest on
without any rescue concerns at all?   No person in
history ever died from the terror of such non-excite-
ment.
   The explanation supposedly from the Medical
Examiner’s autopsy report was a string of subjective
claims about her mental and emotional state, -things
that are NEVER part of an autopsy, including some-

thing that is impossible to conclude; that she died
from an irregular and inadequate heartbeat, (aka;
cardiac arrhythmia).   Well, anyone from a
Nurse’s Assistant to everyone who has watched
medical investigation programs over the last de-
cade knows that you cannot determine the heart
rhythm of a heart that is not beating.  That would
be like reporting on the pulse rate of a corpse.
How can a claim of an irregular heart beat be
substantiated when it leaves no evidence whatso-
ever?

 A heart that goes out of rhythm is not like a
train that leaves the tracks and can clearly be seen
to not be on the tracks where it belongs.  It would
be more like a train that disappeared.  -Or like a
plane that disappeared.  How can you say it
crashed if you don’t know where it even went?

 Same with Fuddy’s death.  Reminds me of a
book & movie title: “Murder by Death”, -by
unexplainable death, as is shared in clear terms in
this...

http://h2ooflife.files.wordpress.com/2014/03/tur
ning-a-blind-eye-to-death-of-loretta-fuddy.pdf

(a formated version of the web post:
http://networkedblogs.com/Vr4M7 )

 Is anyone going to question the police de-
partment that was the facade for the most fraud-
ulent autopsy in American history?  Is anyone
going to go all Woodward & Bernstein and fol-
low the money (or the extortion-intimidation)?

 As was reportedly said to a witness in Ro-
swell, N.M. “its a big desert out there and no one
would ever find someone’s bones.”  (Same with
the Pacific ocean.) -Or ever trace the cash used
to buy a condo on Maui.

Either by a bribe or a bullet, or both, they get the
job done, and none of the submissive, brain-
dead, juvenile children that pass themselves off
as journalists ever ask the logical questions, -nor
perhaps, even think of them.  We're so screwed.

by Adrien Nash  April 2014 obama--nation.com


