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 Background:  Mr. Smith’s parents died some
years prior to 1776 and he was taken to England
to be raised and educated, returning to his birth-
place in S. Carolina, at age 23 in 1782.
  Smith maintained, through loco parentis, his S.
Carolina estates, and even though born as a Brit-
ish subject and living as one in Europe, Mr. Smith
had connections to the Revolutionary War and the
Declaration of Independence through meetings
and business with Benjamin Franklin, -evidence of
his maintained membership in America.

 Seven years later, at age 30, he ran for Congress
and his citizenship was challenged by Dr. Ramsay’s
Petition to Congress based on his nine-page Dis-
sertation published in 1789 which gave a thorough
analysis of the mechanisms by which a person
became a U.S. citizen.  His petition read:

 “~citizenship with the United States... can, in
no case, have been acquired but in one of the
following modes:
1st, by birth or inheritance. [born of citizens]
2dly, by having been a party to the late revolution.
3dly, by taking an oath of fidelity to some of the
States.  4thly, by tacit consent.  5thly, by adoption:

 -and that Mr. Smith cannot have acquired the
character of a citizen in either of the modes seven
years ago.
He cannot be a citizen by birth or inheritance, for
he was born in 1758, in South Carolina, while a
British colony, and his parents were both dead

many years before the declaration of indepen-
dence; his birthright and inheritance can, there-
fore, be no other than that of a British subject; for
no man can be born a citizen of a Government
which did not exist at the time of his being born;
nor can parents leave to their children any other
political character than that which they themselves
possessed.”
http://paraleaglenm.wordpress.com/tag/case-of-mr-smith/

Representative Madison stated his case in
favor of recognizing the citizenship and election of
Mr. Smith:
 ~ I think the merit of the question now to be
decided, is whether the gentleman is eligible to a
seat in this house or not, but it will depend on the
decision of a previous question, whether he has
been seven years a citizen of the United-States or
not.
 From an attention to the facts...and from a
consideration of the principles established by the
revolution, the conclusion I have drawn is, that Mr.
Smith, was on the declaration of independence a
citizen of the united States, and...he had continued
a citizen until the day of his election to a seat in this
house.
 I take it to be a clear point, that we are to be
guided in our decision, by the laws and constitution
of South-Carolina, so far as they can guide us, and
where the laws do not expressly guide us, we must
be guided by principles of a general nature so far
as they are applicable to the present case.

 It were to be wished, that we had some law
adduced more precisely defining the qualities of a
citizen or an alien;.. -if such a law existed in South-
Carolina, it might have prevented this question
from ever coming before us; but since this has not
been the case, let us settle some general principles
before we proceed ...to the inference drawn from
such principles.



[and now the famous jus soli quote:]

 It is an established maxim that birth is a criterion
of allegiance. Birth however derives its force some-
times from place and sometimes from parentage,
but in general place is the most certain criterion; it
is what applies in the United States; it will therefore
be unnecessary to investigate any other. Mr. Smith
founds his claim upon his birthright; his ancestors
were among the first settlers of that colony.

 [see my exposition; Understanding The Nature
of Native Birth, which extensively deals with that
paragraph.]
 It is well known to many gentlemen on this
floor, as well as to the public, that the petitioner [Dr.
Ramsay] is a man of talents, one who would not
lightly hazard his reputation in support of visionary
principles: yet I cannot but think he has erred in one
of the principles upon which he grounds his charge.
 He supposes, when this country separated from
Great Britain, the tie of allegiance subsisted
between the inhabitants of America and the king of
that nation, -unless by some adventitious circum-
stance the allegiance was transferred to one of the
united States.
 I think there is a distinction which will invali-
date his doctrine in this particular, a distinction
between that primary allegiance which we owe to
that particular society of which we are members,
and the secondary allegiance we owe to the sover-
eign established by that society.
This distinction will be illustrated by the doctrine
established by the laws of Great Britain, which were
the laws of this country before the revolution.

 The sovereign cannot make a citizen by any act
of his own; he can confer denizenship, but this does
not make a man either a citizen or subject.
 In order to make a citizen or subject, it is estab-
lished, that allegiance shall first be due to the whole
nation; it is necessary that a national act should pass

to admit an individual member. In order to
become a member of the British empire, (where
birth has now endowed [a] person with that privi-
lege), [one] must be naturalized by an act of par-
liament.
 What was the situation of the people of Amer-
ica when the dissolution of their allegiance took
place by the declaration of independence?
 I conceive that every person who owed this
primary allegiance to the particular community in
which he was born retained his right of birth, as
a member of a new community; that he was con-
sequently absolved from the secondary allegiance
he had owed to the British sovereign.

~THE TIES OF NATURE

 If he was not a minor, he became bound by his
own act as a member of the society which separat-
ed with him from submission to a foreign country.
[his own act was voting for representatives to the
Continental Congress which voted for indepen-
dence.]
 If he was a minor, by the ties of nature his
consent was involved in the decision of that soci-
ety to which he belonged.
 As a citizen of South-Carolina, what was the
allegiance he owed to the King of Great Britain?
He owed his allegiance to him as a King of that
[American] society to which...he owed his prima-
ry allegiance.

 When that society separated from Great Britain,
he was bound by that act and his allegiance trans-
ferred to that society [-a conceptual mistake, one’s
allegiance never left their own society; it was not
“transferred” as if it had been previously attached
to England instead of America] or [to] the sover-
eign which that society should set up, [new State
Constitutions] because it was through his mem-
bership of the society of South-Carolina, that he
owed allegiance to Great Britain.



[not exactly; it was owed solely to the Crown, to
Parliament, and British law, -not to British soil or
British society.]

 A QUESTION OF RIGHT

 ~Suppose the state of South Carolina should
think proper to revise her constitution, abolish that
which now exists, and establish another form of
government: Surely this would not dissolve the
social compact. ~ It would not dissolve the union
between the individual members of that society. ...

 Mr. Smith being then, at the declaration of
independence, a minor, but being a member of that
particular society, he became, in my opinion,
bound by the decision of the society with respect to
the question of independence and change of gov-
ernment; and if afterward he had taken part with
the enemies of his country, he would have been
guilty of treason against that government [nation]
to which he owed allegiance, and would have been
liable to be prosecuted as a traitor.

~paying a proper attention~

 If it is said, that very inconvenient circumstanc-
es would result from this principle, that it would
constitute [as] citizens of the United States all those
persons who are natives of America, but who took
part against the revolution [loyalists who left for
Britain pre or post-defeat].

 I would beg leave to observe, that we are decid-
ing a question of right, unmixed with the question
of expediency, and must therefore pay a proper
attention to this principle.
 But I think it can hardly be expected by gentle-
men that the principle will operate dangerously.
Those who left their country to take part with
Britain were of two descriptions, minors, or per-
sons of mature age. ...Then, with respect to those
natives who were minors at the revolution, and

whose case is analogous to Mr. Smith's, if we are
bound by the precedent of such a decision as we are
about to make, and it is declared, that they owe a
primary allegiance to this country, I still think we
are not likely to be inundated with such characters;
so far as any of them took part against us [in their
late teens] they violated their allegiance and
opposed our laws; so then there can be only a few
characters, such as were minors at the revolution,
and who have never violated their allegiance by a
foreign connection, who can be affected by the
decision of the present question.

 The number I admit is large who might be
acknowledged citizens on my principles;
[especially when including all females who would
have had little or no part on either side] but there
will very few be found daring enough to face the
laws of the country they have violated, and against
which they have committed high treason.  [no
doubt, but not solely out of fear but out of prefer-
ence, -having been raised as loyal British subjects
by very loyal British-American parents.]

 So far as we can judge by the laws of Carolina,
.. -the principles I have adduced are supported; and
I must own that I feel myself at liberty to decide,
that Mr. Smith was a citizen at the declaration of
independence, a citizen at the time of his election,
and consequently entitled to a seat in this legisla-
ture.
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 Note; “and I must own that I feel myself at
liberty to decide that Mr. Smith was a citizen...”.



What was the nature of the issue?  It was one
of decision.  They had to decide the issue of citizen-
ship or no citizenship, and so in order to properly
arrive at the correct decision, they had to come to a
conclusion as to the nature and origin of citizenship
itself.

And what did they realize and base their deci-
sion on?  It was the fact that citizenship is merely
national membership, -membership in the society
that forms the nation.  If one is a natural member of
a society, then one is also a natural member of the
nation which it forms of its own choice.

 One cannot be one without being the other.
One cannot be a member of a family and not be a
member of its clan or tribe.  Membership extends
from the family to the society and to the nation it
constitutes.
 The unalienable natural right of belonging is
underlying one’s membership at all stages of one’s
world, -from family to nation.
 Citizenship could not be looked at as a techno-
cratic designation concocted by government pencil
pushers except when it comes to outsiders and
their children.
 They are not the natural members of a society
that is not their own, so they need government’s
permission to live in and be part of a foreign culture
which they’ve chosen as their new social and polit-
ical family.
 But those born as members do not need any
intervention nor permission from those charged
with managing the membership of foreigners.
 That being the inviolable truth, no laws were
needed regarding them, nor were any ever written
for them.
 Their membership does not rest on law, nor
permission of government.  It is grounded in the
very foundation of the nation, -which is its natural
society and the individual families that comprise it.

They don’t need government’s permission; it
needs their permission.
 So, in the case of Mr. Smith, with citizenship
being membership in the nation, and the nation
being comprised of members of society, one who
is a member of the society is inextricably a citizen-
member of the nation.
 One can be a member of society and yet not
be a citizen of the nation but that involves an
unnatural situation; -that of illegal entry by parents
bringing their young minor children with them, or
giving birth within a country that is not their own
and which they may have no permission to be in.

 Returning to the subject of allegiance; one will
be lost in the weeds of legalistic law-based think-
ing if one fails to grasp the very clear point that
Madison made regarding allegiance; -that, at a
minimum, there are two kinds, and with Britain,
-perhaps three.

 The first being allegiance to the god-king of
the kingdom, -his Royal Majesty.  The allegiance
to him was two-fold.  It was submission and
obedience to him as the secular head of the state,
and also as the spiritual head of the Church of
England, as its substitute for the Pope of the
Roman Church, -toward which the British did the
same thing that the Americans did in relationship
to the motherland; they severed all ties and abol-
ished all authorities.

 Hmmm... it appears that they failed to see the
parallels.  If the King could claim the right of
independence from Rome, why would not the
colonists possess the very same right in regard to
him and his rule?  What’s good for the goose...

 Another form of allegiance would have been
to the authority of Parliament, the laws it passed
and the government they directed.  The power of
Parliament, over the centuries, grew more power-



ful than the authority of the monarchy, so obedi-
ence was not solely to the king but to the British
government not dependent on him.
 Last would be allegiance or loyalty to British
society and the nation as a whole, -with its history,
culture, power and influence.  So that is four forms
of allegiance that one could hold toward the moth-
er country, -and yet they are all secondary forms
of allegiance, since the primary form was alle-
giance first and foremost to America and her sov-
ereignty and independence and well being.

 Everyone owed their first loyalty to their own
society, -no matter how less advanced, less devel-
oped, less cultural than the motherland across the
ocean.  The mother country was a much more
established, respectable, perennial, ancient,
advanced and powerful entity than the individual
colonies, so it should not be surprising that some
did not want to sever their ties to the greater world
that they wished to remain a part of.
 So they remained loyal to their foreign alle-
giances, and in doing so were forced to become
traitors to their own colonial society, -their colonial
kin.
 Conversely, the patriots, while remaining loyal
and openly professing allegiance to their own
country and loyalty to the cause of its indepen-
dence, were thereby making themselves traitors to
their foreign king and government and kingdom.

 So with competing forms of allegiance, every-
one ended up being a traitor of one kind or another.

 One side stood for human rights, human inde-
pendence, human dignity, and self-rule, while the
other stood for obedience, security via government
power, top-down control, and royal ownership not
only of all servants of debt to the crown but of all
freemen as well, -for life, -particularly in the colo-
nies which were territory claimed not in the name

of Britain alone, but in the name of the King; -being
his personal foreign territories, albeit under the
rule of the laws of Parliament.
 But it was his agents that were made gods in
carrying out his orders for executing the laws of
Parliament, -a body comprised of rigid monarchi-
cal statists, imperialists, authoritarians, and aristo-
cratic elitists.
 The Americans, to them, were like unruly chil-
dren that needed to be taught a lesson and made
to pay more of the cost of defending them, (and
crushing them) -without any consultation or repre-
sentation whatsoever.
 We all know the history.  It put both sides on an
inevitable collision course.
 Then people had to decide which world they
wanted most to be part of, -or they attempted to
remain neutral, and in effect, voted “present”.
 Neutrality was tolerated, since it was harmless,
but disloyalty, -aiding the enemy, was unaccept-
able, and punishable as treason.  Not treason to
the king, or Parliament, nor Britain, but treason to
America and the societies of which she was com-
posed.
 It all boiled down to which society one saw
one’s self as being a member of.  American society
alone?  Or British society alone.  There was no
more British & American society.  One had to
chose; one or the other.  July 4th, 1776 put an end
to having both.
 If one saw them self as a member of American
society, then one became a citizen of a new
country.  And in June of 1788, that country officially
became a new nation upon the ratification of the
Constitution by the nation of New Hampshire, -the
ninth to pass it, making it thereby official.
 Then all American nationals became American
citizens, with the people of each subsequent for-
mer colony that passed it becoming new citizens
of the new nation.  Not just Americans, not just



citizens of their own home country-State-nation,
but citizens of the whole of the new nation.  Their
membership in their own society, into which they
were born in almost all cases, made them mem-
bers of their sovereign home State, -and that state
membership, aka, citizenship, made them mem-
bers of the United States of America, a singular
nation at last.
 Now lets dissect some of the words and phras-
es I emphasized in the statements by Madison and
Ramsay.

“his birthright and inheritance can, therefore,
be no other than that of a British subject; for no
man can be born a citizen of a Government which
did not exist...”
 By Natural Right, aka; birthright or right-of-
birth, one inherits the status of the head of the
family, which was always and only the father since
divorce was not allowed, -but with widowhood
being a lone exception.

 The significance of that statement strikes the
minds of the deceived like water striking a well-
oiled object.  Nothing penetrates.

 They read right past it like it wasn’t there,
-failing to see and grasp that birthright inheritance
is possessed via blood relationship, -NOT by birth
location.
 It is via “the ties of nature” and not the borders
of government.
 It is via unchanging and unchangeable blood
conveyance, not by reversible, arbitrary human
permission based on the fleeting moment of one’s
entry to the world.

 That moment is irrelevant to birthright.  The
location of that moment is irrelevant to inheritance.

 By Nature, the place of one’s birth is totally
irrelevant to everything, -as long as it’s not inside
a lion’s den,  or volcano, or something equally dire.

“nor can parents leave to their children any
other political character than that which they
themselves possessed.”

 One’s political character is inherited from one’s
head, which is one’s protector & provider and
owner & boss, i.e., one’s father (from a historical
perspective, -before the rise of women’s rights and
the welfare state.)
 That character is inherited. That means that
natural political character is the basis of member-
ship in one’s family and society and country, -in
contrast to artificial political character acquired via
naturalization.
 But opponents of Natural Law, on both sides of
the issue of the legitimacy of Barack Obama’s
presidency, assert dogmatically and emphatically
that such inheritance does not exist.  That one’s
right by blood relationship, -one’s birthright, does
not exist because if a right of natural membership
exists, then their entire house of doctrinal cards
collapses, because it is based on the necessity of
a native-birth location during the brief event of exit
from the womb.

That is their artificial substitute for natural
membership by blood. (imposed, by extrapolation,
in Britain by a court in 1608, -the Calvin case)
 But they think that by getting it half right, they
are getting it wholly right.  The half that is right is in
regard to U.S. born children of legal immigrants.
 They absolutely must be born within American
territory or no membership is allowed or granted,
or gifted to them.
 They don’t inherit anything in America since
their inheritance is strictly their membership in their
parents’ foreign society and nation.  They are
therefore born as dual-citizens, -something never
allowed in America until  in 1898 the Supreme
Court perverted the original meaning of the words
of the 14th Amendment.  (US v Wong Kim Ark)



 Doing so was a travesty against the true mean-
ing and intent of the amendment, but not doing so
would have been a travesty against the children
born and raised as Americans but denied American
citizenship because their fathers never naturalized,
-or did so later in life.
 That presented no problem in America at all,
until... the Attorney General at the time took it upon
himself to extend their ruling regarding immigrants’
children to include non-immigrants children as well.
 But again, that presented no problem either
because illegal immigration and anchor-baby births
did not yet exist as a major problematic phenome-
non.  But the ground-work, the basis for its evolu-
tion was laid by his unjustified decision for the
Justice and State Departments.

 Once the impression went out into the world
that America was so stupid that it automatically
granted its highly prized citizenship to any and
every soul who managed to be born on its soil, then
the incentive to give birth here was born in foreign
mothers who knew they could do nothing better in
life than to secure American citizenship for their
children.

 Sad to say, but the entrenched assumption that
native-birth alone produces citizenship dominates
the thinking of everyone in government even
though it in fact is nothing more than an institution-
alize error, -an error that goes one giant step fur-
ther, into the presumption that native-birth citizen-
ship alone, makes everyone eligible to be
President.  Both assumptions are horribly false.

“...and from a consideration of the principles
established by the revolution,”
 The ignorant are well aware that principles of
self-government and individual rights were estab-
lished, but he was not referring to such principles.
He was referring to principles of membership.

 Madison pointed out the fact, in so many
words, that Mr. Smith, although not a citizen of the
United States by native-birth, since it did not yet
exist when he was born, was nevertheless a
citizen purely on the basis of his inherited mem-
bership in American society.  That was a direct
and incontestable proclamation of the supremacy
of Natural Law, and a direct invalidation of British
common law regarding nationality.
 Madison was asserting that it did not matter
where he was born.  All that mattered was to
whom he was born, -with being born of Americans
being the determinant of whether or not he should
be viewed as a citizen.
 He thus identified jus sanguinis (by right of
blood) as the principle of citizenship in America,
and trashed the British tradition of place of birth
making one a subject of the king’s nation.

“let us settle some general principles before
we proceed ...to the inference drawn from such
principles.”
 The principles he needed to settle were princi-
ples of natural law, -not doctrines of British court
rulings.  Those were well known, -but natural law
was not so well known nor studied by the lawyers
of the Congress.  After all, why would the Crown
want British or American lawyers studying Natural
Rights?  That would not be in its own selfish best
interests.

“the tie of allegiance subsisted between the
inhabitants of America and the king of that nation,”

 He didn’t refer to “the citizens” of America
because in the eyes of the British there were
none.   He didn’t refer to the subjects of Britain
because it didn’t matter if you were of British
descent, subject descent, or were simply a Euro-
pean living in America.  By the doctrine of Britain,
everyone who was under British rule was subject
to the king, so “inhabitants” included in its breadth
all types of people.



 “The sovereign cannot make a citizen by any act
of his own; he can confer denizenship, but this does
not make a man either a citizen or subject.”

 That speaks to the fact that one is what one is
born as.  One cannot make a dog into a cat, nor
could the king make a foreigner into a natural
member of the nation of England.  But the king
could, for a price, grant one permanent residence
and the protections and privileges of civil law, -
excluding political / civic privileges.

 Such an English-ized foreigner was known as a
denizen, made so via “denization” per the preroga-
tive of the king.  He was a semi-subject, -a quasi-
subject, -a pseudo-subject; like an American Green
Card permanent resident; -like a robot android
would be human-like, but not have access to all
human activities and positions.

 -Or like a naturalized citizen of Mexico who is
not allowed to serve in the police, the military, as a
city or state executive (mayor or governor) nor as a
legislator, judge or President.

 But in America, we rejected such second-class
status and embraced instead the doctrine of citizen-
ship equality, making all members of society equal
citizens, -with the only discrimination being the
number of years of citizenship before serving in
Congress, and the requirement that the President
be citizen-born and not alien-born (along with age
and minimum residency requirements).

 The residency requirement was written for nat-
uralized Americans who had endured the hardships
of the struggle against the British armies.  They
were also eligible to be President, as equals, if they
were citizens before the Constitution was ratified.

Those born after ratification had to be citizen-born.

 The king could not a natural subject make, but
Cuba could make a natural born citizen out of those

non-Cubans who were awarded medals of valor
for their part in the struggle of the revolution.  That
was made possible by the employment of an
American fiction of law.   They were decreed to
be natural Cubans, and were thus equal to all
natural Cubans, -not second class. We employ
that same doctrine, making all citizens natural
citizens, -via natural-ization.

 The U.S. government, -all three branches,
once thought (for perhaps a century) that natural-
ized citizens were inferior citizens whose national
membership Congress could regulate, which it
did.  But a case eventually made its way to the
Supreme Court in which the unequal treatment of
naturalized citizens was challenged.

 The result was that almost a hundred years of
U.S. doctrine, law, statutes, and court decisions
were over-turned; -over-turned by the fundamen-
tal American doctrine of citizenship equality.

 A fiction of law is at the very foundation of our
nation.  It supersede the natural authority of eth-
nic unity of societies and embraces instead philo-
sophical unity, political unity under the principles
of natural human rights.

 People have a right to be treated equally if
they are a member of a group.  Adopted children
have a right to not be treated like Cinderella, but
like natural children.  And so all citizens are
viewed as and treated like natural citizens, -re-
gardless of their unnatural origin.

 “If he was not a minor, he became bound by
his own act as a member of the society which
separated with him from submission to a foreign
country.”

 One was deemed an America not only by their
passive membership in society, but by their pro-
active vote, and vow of allegiance to their State,



the revolution, and the principles of American
independence.  They were, one might say, doubly
bound, -by nature and by honor.

“the petitioner [Dr. Ramsay] is a man...who
would not lightly hazard his reputation in support
of visionary principles:”

 That characterization shows that the view of
Ramsay and the means he listed by which citizen-
ship was obtained were entirely practical means,
-down-to-earth means, incontestable means.

 They involved no high-concept ideas.  No
amalgamation of doctrines and principles, no new
conceptual pattern which married divergent sourc-
es of national membership, -no “stronger” and
“higher allegiance” ideas based on a concept of
national membership requiring both native-birth
and native parents.

 Such a hybrid, cross-pollinated, artificially-
grafted creation would have been labeled a Fran-
kenstein monster if Shelley’s classic had been
written a century earlier. Visionary principles is not
a derogatory characterization but an accurate
characterization.

 Being visionary, -high concept, inspiring, does
not give a new doctrine any anchor in reality, since
the only reality is natural reality, -not visionary
reality.

 Citizenship, like membership, is a term that is
conceptual in nature, and that concept follows
certain laws, and those laws are natural laws and
human laws.
 If you are covered by one, you are not, -and do
not need to be, covered by the other.  They are two
completely different origins of membership, just as
with natural children and adopted children.  One
child comes by nature, -the other comes by allow-
ance of government.

 You do not need the government’s permission
if your child came by nature, but you cannot avoid
needing the government’s permission if it did not.

 But both are embraced as equal because in
America we are all about equality.  But we make
one very sane and wise exception to our otherwise
universal equality, and that is when it comes to the
awesome force of the Martial and Military and
Nuclear power of the nation.

 For the man that would be given the scepter of
such power, we require than he be wholly one of
us, and not partially tied to others via blood ties,
natural inheritance, foreign birthright membership.

 He cannot command us and our armies unless
he is 100% of us and no others.  100% American
by primal connection, by blood relationship, by
natural birthright, by inheritance, by descent from
citizen parents.  Such an American is a natural
born citizen of America.  No other kind of person
is.
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