
American Citizenship Misconceptions

 Slarti opined: "Here is how I believe the term
"natural born" has evolved over time."...

 Therein lies your problem; -there is NO SUCH
TERM!  Until you understand that you will remain
self-deluded.
 There is only "natural citizen" and born citizen,
(or born a citizen) and the combination of the two.
Natural modifies citizen; -not “born”.
 "Pretty young woman".  Does “pretty” modify
“young” or modify “woman”? Is there such a term
as "pretty young"?
 "Foolish old man".  Does “foolish” modify
“old” or modify “man’?  Is there such a term as
"foolish old"? HELL NO!  There also is no such
term as "natural born".  You are trying to figure out
something that doesn't exist.  What does exist is
"natural-born" with a big fat hyphen in between, as
in “natural-born athlete” or “natural-born royal”.

 Now, tell me what justification could one give
for underlining the word "born" in natural-born
athlete?  None!!!  And yet John Jay had a very
powerful reason to underline “born”.  It showed
that one must be more than a fiction-of-law natural
citizen via the doctrine of citizenship equality (after
being natural-ized directly or indirectly through
one's father, -or through permission of law begin-
ning at birth).
 One must be born as a natural citizen.  And what
is a natural citizen?  A citizen by blood.  As in a
family member by blood.  A clan member by
blood.  A guild member by blood.  A State citizen
by blood.  A national citizen by blood.  That is
NATURAL LAW.  Natural has no other meaning.
 On the other hand; the term "born citizen" is just
as ambiguous as "natural citizen" since most are
born as citizens by NATURE but a tiny fraction are
born with citizenship by law.  That law could be
changed and such citizenship could be ended, but
real natural citizenship can never be ended without
ending childbirth itself.

 Just consider if you were Edward Snowden.  Is
there a threat that your citizenship, like your pass-
port, could be revoked?  The answer is doubly
"no", because governments of free nations know
they possess no power to terminate something that
is beyond their control, -that being the political
nature with which one is born.
 It can't be changed like clothing since it is an
element of one's political nature.  No so for those
who are not citizens by blood, (-in principle,
though not in practice in the U.S., -but it is so in
practice in other countries).

 Slarti asserted: "It is undeniable that all 13 colo-
nies recognized jus soli up until the Revolution.
[yes, in fact no one is denying it, so why even
mention it?] If any of the several states had
changed this rule, they would have had to... well...
change it. If that had happened, you could show us
the statute which accomplished that change. Since
said statutes don't exist ...your position is com-
pletely without support."

 It is without support because I have not support-
ed it with copious research into original State con-
stitutions, though I've looked at several available.
But equally totally without support is your claim
that citizenship statutes do not exist making citi-
zenship by descent state law  You have a big fat
beam in your own eye!
 You need to realize that all States passed Con-
stitutions that dealt with citizenship.  It was not left
up to old uncodified English common law.
I seem to recall that what I found in them was that
citizenship by descent was automatically passed on
to younger generations, while citizenship by law
had to be spelled-out in the Constitution as an
added allowance of law, or later via State statute.
But here's the thing, -even if most states allowed
jus soli citizenship, it was only for a sliver of a
fraction of the population that was born of immi-
grants and not natural citizens, but regardless of
State laws allowing unnatural citizenship by law,
the federal government did not recognize it for
constitutional purposes, -meaning the presidency.



 The 25th Amendment considered jus soli alien-
born citizens as unqualified, -in my opinion, -no
proof either way.  Qualification required electing
only the children of Americans, -not foreigners.
Why would that NOT be the case?
  The American doctrine of citizenship equality
related to equal civil rights.  Being President is not
a civil right or else they would have omitted the
word "natural" which is far outside of the legal
realm.
 No English native-born alien-fathered British
subject was allowed into a position in Britain in-
volving top national secrets or command of units
crucial to national survival.  They simply weren't
willing to risk it.  Why would we have?

 Slarti claimed: "The Congress was charged with
creating a uniform law for statutory citizenship
(common law citizenship was still uniform, so the
Founders apparently found it unnecessary to
charge Congress to codify it)."

 There was no "IT"!  You are more clueless than
you can grasp.  There was no citizenship until there
were citizens.  That happened only upon July 4,
1776.  Then newly rebelled colonies began writing
State constitutions based on the principles of dem-
ocratic republics.
 "Common law" always meant British common
law, but it had nothing whatsoever to do with free
citizens unbeholden to any monarch.  So... there
was no "common law citizenship" because
"common" only refers to the commonality of the
rule of British dominion.

 There was no American dominion.  There was
only State dominion.  All citizenship was State
citizenship.  Congress was given no authority over
the natural native inhabitants of the States.  It was
only empowered to make the state naturalization
statutes conform to a uniform rule for making
foreign men into American men (along with their
families as derivative citizens via jus sanguinis
-although wives weren't even mentioned).

Slarti burped: "Act of 1790: Congress set a uniform
law for those born outside the country"
 That's asinine.  "a uniform law"?  Really?  That
is absurd.  Did it have to take all of the conflicting
state laws for American children who weren't born
on State soil and toss them all out so that they could
make a new uniform rule... a rule that codified all
of the requirements for recognition as American
citizens?   There weren’t any.
 There weren't any requirements in the act re-
garding the foreign born.  There was only an un-
mistakeable declaration that they are eligible to be
President (in the form of its logical equivalent).
Which is exactly what they meant to convey.

 "At this point there were 3 distinct classes of
citizens: those naturalized by the principle of jus
soli; those naturalized at birth by statute; and those
naturalized by statute after birth. The first two
groups are the natural born citizens while the last
group is alien born."
 That is without doubt the most foul, and stupid
thing I've ever read from someone with at least half
a brain, and yet you are so clueless as to not even
grasp why.  But if one does a small amount of
thinking, it become crystal clear why.

 You wrote that all citizens are naturalized.  That
presents you with a problem.  You haven't a clue
what “naturalized” even means.  Same with the
word "natural".  They don't and can't exist in your
little delusional world.
  All you have is your little made-up dogma of what
they mean and that is all that supports your non-
sense.  In your Bizarro world, they cannot possible
mean what they mean.  They must mean something
else or else your fantasy world collapses.
 Understand this; the founders of nations do
NOT naturalize themselves.  They ARE the nation.
And their children inherit their same position.
They are not aliens in need of conversion into
Americans via being changed from foreign citizens
into American citizens via being natural-ized.

THEY WERE BORN AS AMERICANS!!!



Slarti sniped: "Anyone born a citizen, whether by
statute or by jus soli, was natural born."

 Jus soli is by statute!  Parentage is not an ele-
ment of it so there would be no "or". All native-
born citizens would be “jus soli citizens” besides
citizens by blood, except the alien-born, who were
viewed as different from the citizen-born.
 If the jus soli citizen-born Americans were nat-
ural citizens not needing any statute, then that
would make the alien-born foreigner-fathered
Americans unnatural citizens.  IOW, not natural
born citizens.  What could be more obvious than
that?
 Only an ignoramous who doesn't understand
what “natural” means would think that an alien
outsider could produce a natural member of any
outside group, whether a family group or a national
group.
"A cursory look at the history of this Wikipedia
page shows that it ["Unconditional birthright citi-
zenship for persons born in the country"] has been
around long before 2008"

Duh!  I've repeated a hundred times that the nation-
al institutionalized error goes all the way back to at
least 1899 and the dictate of the Attorney General
(John Griggs) that everyone born in the U.S. is a
U.S. citizen.  That is an indisputable fact!

 Slarti questioned; "So what does this all mean in
terms of Presidential eligibility?"  It means you
haven't a clue as to what "natural" means, and thus
everything built on your imaginary false founda-
tion is a pure fantasy.  It's like you're possessed.  A
mental block preventing grasping the truth that's
right in front of your face.
 Natural means NATURAL!  Conveyed by
blood.  Connections, relationships, bonds, mem-
bership, citizenship, -all by Blood, -not permission
of law.  That's why it's called "natural citizenship"
and not something else.
 It's automatic without any need for input from
lawmakers.  It is the equivalent of wind power
pushing a sail boat.  It does not move by human-

made machine and fuel.  It moves by natural force.
Human effort, or regulation is not needed.  Even
government is not needed.  Only birth to members
is needed.
Slarti belched:   "Mr. Nash,
    Seeing that "perpetual allegiance" was US policy
until long after the war of 1812 (i.e. the US didn't
recognize a person's right to expatriation),"

 WOW!  Someone has a whole pan full of egg on
their face and I don't think it's me.  It was one of the
foundational principles of the American philoso-
phy of Natural Law that, by the rights with which
free and equal human beings were created, it was
an unalienable right to choose which nation one
wanted to be bound to and which one would reject.

 It was the very foundation principle legitimizing
the Revolution!  It was why the young and weak
nation went to war against the strongest nation on
earth in 1812.  It was the British that clung to
perpetual allegiance for life.  How lame are your
reading skills that you read "once an Englishman,
-always an Englishman", and failed to grasp which
side was promoting the Royal Rights of Kings
against the natural Rights of Man?

 You added, "your comment is nothing but com-
plete BS. Which makes it indistinguishable from
any of your theories."  Someone is living in an
alternate reality and it isn't me.

Slarti wheezed: "(native born children of diplomats
or enemy invaders are not citizens)"
If you understood why that's so, your world would
crumble.  It's Occum's razor simple.  They are the
issue of outsiders and are the same as their fathers;
alien, foreign, unintegrated, apart, separate.  Like
father, like son cause that's the way nature makes
it, -and governments as well.

 Similarly, native-born children of all foreign
guests, -whether diplomatic or not, are also not
members-by-blood of the society in whose territory
they were born.



 Like a son of General Custer, -born in Sioux
territory,... -not a native, not a Sioux, not a member,
not eligible to be Chief.  Same with foreign students
and any child born to them, -not subject, not related,
-not domiciled, -not a citizen, not eligible.  That is
American Law even though it is in direct conflict
with administered American policy.  The policy is
illegitimate, not the law.

Starti demanded: "Find naturalization records for a
native-born child of foreign parents. Just one. It had
to have happened before the 14th Amendment,".

  You fail to grasp what naturalization records are
and were.  Only foreign men could be accepted for
natural-ization, -conversion into Americans by oath.
Where are the records of the naturalization of their
foreign wives?  Same place as those for their chil-
dren. Non-existent because they were not natural-
ized, -as I've asserted previously.

 They were converted automatically into Ameri-
cans through their blood relationship to their father,
the head of the household.  The husband and wife
were “one flesh” by the word of of God in Genesis.
Her citizenship was proven by her husband's natu-
ralization record and their marriage certificate.
That's how it was done.  No record needed.  That's
history.
 Children could substitute their birth certificates
for a marriage certificate.  No record needed either.
They were Americans via jus sanguinis, -through
their blood relationship to their head.  When he
changed from foreigner to American, they changed
also.
 thalightguy wrote:
"The Constitution as amended clearly defines who
the “citizens of the United States” are."

 No, it does not.  It (the 14th Amendment) only
defines a subset of citizens who meet its specific
criteria.  Those who do are citizens.  Those who do
not are also citizens but not by its authority.  Their
citizenship long pre-dates its authority.  They creat-

ed the whole system of law and government.
They didn't create a hoop that they themselves had
to jump through in order to be members of the
system and society that they were a part of already.

 Mario wrote:  "Now Congress in 1802 even
removed the citizenship status altogether from
such (foreign-born American) children."
Congress removed nothing.  There is not a single
word of exclusion.  What you erroneously claim
as intended and effected would read: "and from
henceforth, all children of Americans born outside
her borders is an alien and never ineligible to
serve as her President."  I can't find such exclu-
sion.   Nor can you.

Ray said...
    According to Chester Arthur persons born
within the United States born subject to a foreign
power require naturalization.

    " ‘A uniform rule of naturalization’ such as the
Constitution contemplates should, among other
things, clearly define the status of persons born
within the United States subject to a foreign power
and of minor children of fathers who have de-
clared their intention to become citizens but have
failed to perfect their naturalization. [...] A just
and uniform law in this respect would strengthen
the hands of the Government in protecting its
citizens abroad and would pave the way for the
conclusion of treaties of naturalization with for-
eign countries." President Chester Arthur, Fourth
Annual Message, Dec 1, 1894.

That is a great find! A Holy Grail! It illustrates
two important points.  The first is how pathetic the
lazy elitists in Congress were.  They had over a
whole century to clarify that which needed clarifi-
cation, and yet they still had not done so.  Reminds
me of the do-nothing Republicans who did noth-
ing when they controlled both houses and the
White House as well.  Also reminds me of the
lazy, sovereignty-surrendering Democrats who



couldn't be bothered with massive details and so
passed a monstrosity without even reading it.

 The second is that in 1894, over a century after
the founding, and nearly three decades after adop-
tion of the 14th Amendment, there were still
"persons born within the United States subject to
a foreign power"!!!  HOLY COW!
 That shoots down oceans of obamunist crap
about jus soli being the law of the land.  The debate
is over.  We can go home.  They have lost big-time
by the mouth of their own jus soli saint (born of an
unnaturalized Englishman, unbeknownst to all).
  He knew better than anyone that such children
were not Americans by birth but were in a nation-
ality limbo of confusion.
 He knew that he himself was born subject to a
foreign power and thus was not a U.S. citizen by
birth to an American father, -accompanied by the
non-existence of any national mandate institution-
alizing jus soli citizenship for the alien-born.

 "A just and uniform law in this respect would
strengthen the hands of the Government in protect-
ing its citizens abroad..."
 That reveals the conundrum.  The alien-born
children of immigrants were viewed as citizens but
were not citizens by law, -only by opinion and
policy (probably depending on the administration
in power).  Without any national law making them
citizens, the U.S. State Department was stuck with
defending them abroad as U.S. citizens but with the
legal weight of a feather duster instead of a solid
club of actual law.  A feather duster doesn't have
much of an impact when it comes to substituting
for throwing around the weigh of actual legal au-
thority.
   Question:  How can persons who are not even
legally citizens, be proclaimed to not only be citi-
zens but natural born citizens as well?  Hmmm....
time for obots to regroup and rethink and resign.

 "...pave the way for the conclusion of treaties of
naturalization with foreign countries."   Hmmm...
didn't know that natural born citizens needed natu-

ralization nor treaties to be recognized as that
which they were born as.  I guess the alien-born in
America needed to be covered by naturalization
treaties.  Gee, it sounds like they were constitution-
ally qualified to command all of the American
military & federal power.  On Bizarro World!
      ~   ~   ~   ~
 It seems that there will be no end of talking past
each other unless people come to understand a very
important truth that is not being grasped, -and that
is the nature of the language used in the naturaliza-
tion acts.
 Many seem to think that everything that Con-
gress wrote displays an exercise of power when
that is only half true.  They had a secondary pur-
pose, and that was education and clarification.
 Many people had not read the great works writ-
ten about Natural Rights and Natural Law and were
unaware of the principles that were involved in
nationality of a natural nature, and not merely a
legal soil-based nature.

  Everyone logically assumes that Congress had
authority over the nationality assignment of for-
eigners who could only become American citizens
by a legal means since the natural means was
impossible.  But they falsely assume that every-
thing that Congress wrote was in the exercise of
making the legal means possible, when that is not
the case.
 Congressmen felt the duty not just to exercise
the uniform rule-making authority they were given
but to also engage in an exercise of clarification
regarding the nationality assignment that was not
under their authority but related to it.

 They almost succeeded entirely in covering not
just the mandating of a uniform rule of naturaliza-
tion for foreign men, but in elucidating the conse-
quences of their naturalization.  They didn't go far
enough because they left out the nationality trans-
formation of their wives.  That should illuminate
the mind as to the dual nature of the statements
made in the Acts.  They were two-fold, not one-
fold.  They were both decisional and informational.



 Everyone thinks, incorrectly, that all statements
in the acts were of a law-making nature, but that is
not true.  The first statement is a statement of the
uniform rule, followed by the consequence of a
foreignwe taking the oath of Allegiance & Renun-
ciation.  Result:  one becomes a citizen of the
United States by American law.
 But... what follows is not a statement of Con-
gressional mandate of law but statements of natu-
ral fact that are of an authority beyond that of
Congress.  They are educational and clarification-
al statements that reveal the consequences of the
Natural Laws on which the nation was founded.

   They made clear for the uneducated or confused
or misguided that children are the same as their
parents, -but they failed to include the fact that
wives are also the same as their husband regarding
their one and only national group membership.
[Families were a single unit with a single head and
a single national bond of attachment recognized by
the word "nationality"].

 Wives and children were extensions of the man
who was their mate or father.  They could not
conceivable be different from him and be alien
when he was American.  All American men had
American families, -none had foreign families,
because that is the governing principle of Natural
Law.  And it was followed in America, -not as
written law but as fundamental policy.
 Wives and children were not viewed as CITI-
ZENS but as American nationals since they lacked
the civic rights of all male citizens, -whether rich
or poor, educated or illiterate.  Women had the
same protection of rights under the Bill of Rights
but they didn't include the civic rights of men.

 So.... stating for the record that a new Ameri-
can's children were also Americans (via their blood
connection to an American father) was merely the
stating of the Natural Law principle of unity of
nature within all families.  Just as members of
animal families cannot have divergent natures,
(different species), so citizen children could not

have divergent nationalities, different citizenship
from their parents.  That would violate a funda-
mental law of Nature and civilized society.

   Merely stating that for the record, -for education
and clarification, was not an exercise of govern-
ment authority over that citizenship, because it was
recognized automatically based on a principle that
was fundamental to most (or all) nations.
 One head, one family name, one national mem-
bership, one allegiance.  Solid indivisible unity
within all family units.  That was the American
way, and the naturalization acts merely elucidated
that fact.  They didn't make it a fact.  To demon-
strate the truth of that assertion, an analogy will
illuminate.
   Suppose you are the Grand High Priest of the
national religion, and you are steeped in the ancient
knowledge of the principles and facts governing
celestial movements.  As a result of your knowl-
edge, you know that on a specific day in the future,
the sun will go dark, blotted out for a short period
of time.  You issue a proclamation stating that fact.

 What happens as a result of the great respect that
the people have for you?  They believe that your
statement of fact is actually an exercise of your
great power over nature.  What you declare will
come to pass is that which you have the power to
cause.
"Be it known that on such-and-such a day, because
of your failure to pay the Temple tax, the sun will
be smitten and go dark.  It is a warning to you.  It
shall not last forever but in mercy it will only
endure for a short time."

 What reverential subject would dare to question
that the High Priest was exercising his power?  And
yet, when read without any reverence, one cannot
find any reason to assume he is claiming to be
exercising any power at all, but merely stating
informationally that which is the consequence of
some mysterious natural laws (laced with a guilt
trip).



 It is exactly the same concerning the secondary
statements in the naturalization acts.  They merely
state facts that Congress had no authority over
because they were natural facts.  They were infor-
mational statements only, even though everyone
misconstrues them to be an exercise of the great
power of the High Priests of American governance.

 Only the foreign fathers were subject to their
power to make uniform all of the state naturaliza-
tion statutes.  Understand that fact and you will
understand the falsehood that is keeping you in the
confusion of false concepts.
 If you fail to understand it, you will remain in an
alternate world of false certainty regarding the
nature of national membership and the limits of the
authority of Congress.  It might help to read this
message again so it will sink in.

 In the 1760s William Blackstone (1979: 41)
described the thesis of the supremacy of Natural
Law thus:
    "This Law of Nature, being co-eval with man-
kind and dictated by God himself, is of course
superior in obligation to any other.
 It is binding over all the globe, in all countries,
and at all times: no human laws are of any validity,
if contrary to this; and such of them as are valid
derive all their force, and all their authority, medi-
ately or immediately, from this original."

 That is an amazing quote.  I’ve never read
anything like it, -except what I myself have written.

  To recap:
1.  Naturalization was only offered to foreign men.
2. Naturalization was not available for foreign
women or minors.
3.  Possession of the American nationality was only
obtained by them through their direct bond to their
family head.  Theirs always shadowed his, auto-
matically via their common blood link.  A man
cannot have the shadow of a horse, and a man's

children could not have a nationality other than his
as long as they were minors.

4.  Congress made those facts clear via their state-
ment regarding children of new Americans and
American children born anywhere in the world.

 The same misconception that continues to exist
today regarding them was the very reason they
stated for the record what they hoped would be
enshrined in American law forever.  That being
that all American-fathered children were natural
American citizens by birth, and thus eligible to
serve their nation in every capacity.

5.  Congress did not have the authority to make true
that which was already true by fundamental policy
based on Natural Law.
6.  Congress used the statute to eliminate any
confusion, doubt, or misconception.  And yet by
misconstruing its purpose, it still remains, only
now it’s based on a new misconception (that of
Congress having “naturalization power” where it
had none).  What a travesty of confusion.
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[DENIZEN: a person admitted to residence in a
foreign country; especially:  an alien admitted to
rights of citizenship.

Antonyms: transient,  alien, foreigner, nonresident;
guest, tourist, visitor; (such persons could not
father a U.S. citizen via the 14th Amendment)
also... defector, emigrant, evacuee, exile, expatri-
ate, refugee]  such persons’ native-born children
would be born as U.S. citizens because they are
fully subject to Washington, D.C.


