
Revealing the Truth and Exposing Error
about the nature and origin of citizenship

An advanced search of the term "natural citizen"
located this from the Harvard Law School Library;
~THE VEST POCKET LAWYER booklet c. 1919

~418. The Constitution of the United States is the
supreme law of the land.
419. The Constitution of the United States gives to
every natural citizen (and guarantees to that
citizen) political, religious, and civil rights.
420. Every natural citizen of the United States is,
first, a citizen of the United States.

 The term “natural citizen” describes one who
is naturally a citizen and not so via permission of
law written for allowing foreigners to become
fellow citizens.
 The term is included here because of its abso-
lutely central importance in understanding the
nature and origin of organic citizenship.  That
origin is Kryptonite to both those who defend the
presidential eligibility of Barack Obama, and those
who debunk it.  It kills their erroneous theories.

 a.r.nash ruminates: ~a new thought...

One enters the world as a living infant but with a
certain political character invisibly attached.  It’s
not attached in the real world but in the political
world, -the world composed of nations.

 That character is determined by who one's
parents are. It is inherited. It determines one's
nationality and citizenship.
   Also, what one is determines what one is not.
From that standpoint, one can make an metaphor
of birth resulting in one of three possibilities in
connection to presidential eligibility.

 One is either born live, -possessing the life and
the political DNA of their American parents (or a
widowed American mother);  or...

one is born adopted, -possessing the political DNA
of a foreign immigrant father or mother (via the
political equivalent of a sperm-bank donor and/or
egg donor with artificial insemination); or...
one is born dead, -with the political DNA of a
non-immigrant foreigner who is the child of an
ambassador, a hostile invader, or a guest of the
U.S. government and in the country on a tempo-
rary Visa instead of with a Green Card (which
makes one a member of American society).

Born Live: one is a natural born citizen by being
citizen-born.
Born adopted: one is a constitutional citizen via
the 14th Amendment (as construed in 1898) by
being immigrant-born.
Born dead: one is an alien and not a citizen by
birth to a non-immigrant father.

  That is the category in which Barack Obama was
born.

(1) He was born British. (uncontested).
(2) His mother's citizenship was not transmitted by
U.S. law.
(3) His father's residence status was as a tempo-
rary guest so neither father nor son were subject
to the full sovereign authority of Washington.

(4) Only those born fully subject (the citizen-born
and the immigrant-born) are U.S. citizens.

(5) Obama Jr. was not born subject.

(6) Obama Jr. was not born a citizen.

(7) No non-citizen is a natural born citizen of the
United States.
(8) No non-citizen is eligible to be President.

What could be clearer?  It's natural logic and
natural and national law.

~     ~     ~
 So far, Mario Apuzzo, Esq. has not refuted
anything that I've written because he has not
addressed what I have actually written.  Instead he



just pulls out his talking points one more time and
rehashes them while leaving my remarks complete-
ly ignored.    http://puzo1.blogspot.com/
  He falsely thinks that merely countering them with
his own views is a form of dissection of my com-
ments, but if there is no dissection at all, then such
a counter is a cop-out that avoids direct confronta-
tion with that which he is unable to refute.

 If I say that the sun will rise tomorrow because
the Earth is rotating, and then Mario says the sun
will rise because the Sun is revolving around the
Earth every 24 hours, his statement refutes mine
but it does not address it.  It merely proclaims an
alternative explanation without first demonstrating
the falsity of mine.
  He can not demonstrate the falsity of things I've
discovered and so he avoids attempting to even
address them.  Rather, he just repeats his own
view, which if accepted by the reader as true, then
must be embraced as a pseudo-refutation that in
fact is no refutation at all.
   I share why and how his logic is defective, but one
using defective logic may be unaware that they are
doing so because of bias blindness.  I can't fix that
for him, -though Lord knows I've tried.

"When an honest man discovers he is mistaken,
"he will either cease being mistaken,

"or cease being honest."
~anonymous

 Mario wrote in response to my claim "...you
saying that Congress does not have the constitu-
tional authority to naturalize people...."
 Fact: Congress has no constitutional authority
at all regarding immigration and naturalization
except to make the State naturalization laws uni-
form.
 All the authority it wields was stolen from the
States by the federal government's usurpation led
by the Supreme Court.
 "In Henderson v. Mayor of New York, the Court
held [6-1] that all immigration laws of the seaboard

states were unconstitutional because they
usurped the exclusive power vested in Congress
to regulate foreign commerce.”(!!!)
 “In response to Henderson, States obediently
surrendered and abolished their Immigration
Commissions and Port Authorities.
 Then the entire burden of orienting foreigners
and turning away the incapacitated fell to private,
philanthropic organizations.  Overwhelmed by the
strain that immigration put on their resources,
charity workers petitioned Congress to have the
federal government assume the duties of regulat-
ing the influx...
 In the 1880s Congress began to bring immi-
gration under direct federal control for the first
time.  It could no longer rely on volunteerism or
informal processes to manage this powerful
social force."
Kermit L. Hall, PhD  "Immigration," The Oxford
Companion to the Supreme Court of the United
States, 2005

~      ~      ~
 Mario talks a great game when it comes to
"allegiance", steeped as he is in the King's royal
right of human ownership, obedience, and subju-
gation, but for one born of Americans, allegiance
is not relevant except in regard to the upbringing
of children, and the naturalizing of foreigners.
There is no allegiance required of the natural
citizens of the United States because where nat-
ural obligation begins, required allegiance ends.

  What free men are bound by is natural DUTY;
-RESPONSIBILITY for their own defense, and
that of their family, and society, and nation, -not
loyalty and obedience to a king or government.
 Free men are not subservient to a monarch or
government in exchange for protection because
they protect themselves!
  Young men "owe" their society their service as
they replace older men who rendered theirs when
they were young.  Allegiance is not a factor,
whether felt or not.  Obedience trumps loyalty.



Necessary obedience to their natural duty is what
justifies government forcing them to perform it.
 Those who've never signed their life away to
the federal government do not know the reality of
such things, and have no grasp of the depth of
their ignorance.
 Naturally, loyalty is highly desirable and a uni-
fying and inspiring force in all military units, but
with or without it, orders must be obeyed because
one is obligated to do their duty for national
defense.
 The founders though were bound by alle-
giance, to each other by solemn oath; pledging to
each other their lives, fortunes and sacred honor.
They required a similar oath of all men following
the Declaration of Independence.  "With us or
against us... decide and swear, -or refuse and
leave."
 Btw, no oath of office in America requires
swearing allegiance to the United States.  Instead
they require defending and following the Constitu-
tion and the law.  Your oath is to it, not to the
government or nation.
   The bond of all countrymen is to each other and
to our Constitution, -not the government that bas-
tardizes it with almost everything it does.

 The only allegiance the Americans embraced
was to the revolution and to each other, and to
their home country (colony). They had no alle-
giance to other colonies / States, and their rela-
tionship to the Union was purely self-defensive in
nature, since if one was attacked, they all were
threatened.
 Promulgating a doctrine that is quintessentially
un-American requires wandering into a political
religion that has no American roots. Its roots are in
the Divine Right of Kings. And we overthrew that
system.
 If those who are possessed of patriotic notions
of allegiance connected to U.S. citizenship could
do so, they would quotes oaths of allegiance to
America, to the United States, or to the govern-
ment, but they can't because they do not exist.

 All allegiance is to the ideals of America, to its
foundational values, -to the Constitution, and the
rule of law, and to each other.  Nothing else can be
trusted. We can't even really trust each other
because a third or more of us are socialists.

 Mario's quoted paragraph from a "prestigious
law review made in its 1845 edition" is pure anti-
American garbage!  Is that too blunt?
 It is 100% statist delusion, -having no connec-
tion to republican democracy.  It begins right off
the bat with a gigantic ignorant error: "...the char-
acter of an individual, as citizen or subject,"

 Understand this, the character of a CITIZEN is
not to be associated with that of an owned, subser-
vient subject, anymore than it is to be associated
with the character of a slave.  The two are from two
related but completely different worlds.

 William Rawle was United States Attorney for
Pennsylvania. Later, in 1825, Rawle authored, "A
View of the Constitution of the United States" in
which he specifically addressed national citizen-
ship. Rawle wrote, "every person born within the
United States, its territories or districts, whether
the parents are citizens or aliens, is a natural born
citizen in the sense of the Constitution".

 Everything Mario wrote is correct about Wilson
and Rawle.  He did not supply any quotes but I
came across the Holy Grail of citizenship origins in
the Dissertation of David Ramsay (a founder),
What he wrote flattens everyone's sacred beliefs,
and I illuminate it in its own lengthy exposition.

 Rawle was a Pennsylvanian.  That is equiva-
lent to being a Virginian.  Jus soli was an
entrenched part of their consciousness, and that's
why he wrote with unwavering certainly regarding
native-birth equaling natural born citizenship.  That
was his view of natural membership, but it was not
based on nature.  Nature is this: Like father, like
son.



  And what did the Supreme Court say in Minor v
Happersett? Did it express his confidence in his
belief about natural belonging?
 No!  It said there are unresolved doubts about
the citizenship of the merely native-born (born of
foreigners).  So the dogmatic authority of Rawle
was no authority at all, except in Pennsylvania,
-and Virginia and the other two “commonwealth”
States, -in those "countries" (as they called them)
they allowed native-birth citizenship instead of only
natural or naturalized citizenship.
 But what was the basis of civic participation
under the Pennsylvania Constitution of 1776?  Only
that one had a stake in society.  That meant any
freeman who paid taxes.
 There was no such term as "subject" or "citizen"
even used in their Constitution because all were
viewed as equals.  All adult male members of
society could vote and be elected, even if of foreign
origin, because they had a stake in everything that
native-born members did.  That was true equality.

 Article I. That all men are born equally free, and
independent; and have certain, natural, inherent,
and inalienable rights;
 II. That all men have a natural, and unalien-
able right to worship Almighty God.

It was all about Natural Law and Natural Rights.
They viewed the native-born as equal and indistin-
guishable regardless of parentage.  But that was
not the view of the future central government of the
nation.
 It rejected presidential eligibility based solely on
native-birth because that didn't prevent loyalty to a
foreign power.
 Everyone belongs to the society in which they
are raised. It is their only world and they are a part
of it.  But no one belongs to the place where they
were born unless that is where they were raised.

  Two hundred years ago they were one and the
same.  Everyone was raised where they were born,
so a logic error came naturally, one which conflated

the two and failed to recognize the possibility of
being raised somewhere else, somewhere for-
eign, with foreign values and foreign loyalty.
 The Founders were not unaware of the easy
possibility of a British wife giving birth in America
and then returning to Britain where she and her
loyal-subject husband would raise a son who was
loyal to their king.
 They knew that such a son could not be
recognized as an American merely because of
where he exited his mother's womb.  The place
born and the place raised in such cases would
NOT be synonymous. And that hair needed to be
split, and it was (for the sake of national security)
by employing the world "natural" in the presiden-
tial eligibility clause: “No person except a natural
born citizens... shall be eligible to the office of the
President.”
 That means a citizen by nature, -and that
means by blood connection or natural political
conveyance.

 The State where an alien was born might
consider him to possess State citizenship.  No
problem.  He would use State citizenship as the
basis of possessing American nationality.
  But the national government had a Constitution
which prevented him from being President
because he was not a natural citizen of the nation.

 A State might view an alien-born son as one
of its natural born members but it was only one
"country" of thirteen.  It didn't matter what it
considered.  What mattered was “who rules the
full executive and military power of all thirteen
countries of the Union?”.
 That person had to be guaranteed to possess
no foreign alienage, and that was impossible to
guarantee if born of an alien with foreign attach-
ments.  Hence, the term "natural born citizen"
meant something different at the national level
than it may have at the State level.  Two different
entities, only one of which determined the consti-
tutional meaning of natural born citizen.



    Mario Apuzzo, Esq. validly wrote:
    "~notwithstanding Justice Gray's bold and unsub-
stantiated pronouncements in Wong Kim Ark
regarding the English common law, there was no
English common law jus soli rule of citizenship that
prevailed in the United States after the Constitution
was adopted and ratified that would have made
Joseph a citizen at birth, let alone a natural born
citizen."
     Mario Apuzzo, Esq. validly wrote:
William Rawle is not in the same league as Found-
er, Framer, and U.S. Supreme Court Justice,
James Wilson.
    Rawle’s is not a statement of a man that was
influenced like the major Founders were by natural
law and the law of nations in forming the new
America.
    There is no element of Lockean consent to being
a member of society in what he said.
    Missing from his statement is the element of
parental influence over their children emanating
from their duty to rear and educate their children.
 He does not ascribe to the idea that children
have no capacity to consent during their years of
minority, and therefore follow the condition of their
parents, and are not truly “free” like their parents
until they reach the age of majority, -a concept
which is the foundation for the Founders’ political
philosophy that man had the natural right to expatri-
ate himself from the society in which he was born.”

    “On the other hand, Wilson was steeped in
natural law and the law of nations; believed in
consent, parental influence over children, that chil-
dren followed the condition of their parents, age of
reason, the state of being “free” obtained at the age
of majority, and the natural right to expatriate.
    Rawle was not a signatory to the Declaration of
Independence and the Constitution and a major
contributor to the drafting of the Constitution.
Wilson was.
     Rawle simply stated a conclusion without any
context or support. Wilson did not.”

 “Rawle conflated and confounded being a
citizen of a state with being a “natural born citi-
zen.”  For Rawle, being a citizen of a state prior
to the adoption of the Constitution automatically
made one a “natural born citizen” under the Con-
stitution. Wilson did not so err.
    Rawle does not have historical and legal
sources which support his statement. Wilson
does.
    In short, Rawle missed the American Revolu-
tion and is no authority on the meaning of a
“natural born citizen.” Wilson is.”  ~  finis

~     ~     ~
    There was no natural born citizenship in
common law.  There was no citizenship period.

"The Framers definition is the only one that mat-
ters."  They did NOT have a definition of “natural
born citizen”.  The English language defined it,
-not men, not law, not a foreign philosopher.
ENGLISH!
  Who defines "native inhabitant, or "indigenous
population", or "natural member" or "first born
sons"?  Men? -or the definitions of words?
 If you ask a false question, (What is the legal
definition of a natural born citizen?) you’ll get a
false answer.  There has never been a legal
definition.

~     ~     ~
 Not all American families (and college stu-
dents) were present in America in 1776, but in
due time returned from England to the land of
their nativity as new CITIZENS of their native
country  (former colony) which was then an inde-
pendent sovereign nation) and took the citizen’s
oath of allegiance then.
 Where their children were born was irrelevant
(in their home country or abroad) because their
national membership was via inheritance, -noth-
ing else, -no added extraneous factor included, in
other words; native-birth.
  If after July of 1776, they traveled abroad after
becoming CITIZENS of their homeland, (-the



country/colony/ State of their birth), a child born to
them abroad was an American by Natural Law and
a recognized natural born member of the father's
country, -as would have been the children of all
American Ambassadors born abroad before the
adoption of the Constitution, -including Thomas
Jefferson (Paris) and John Adams (London).

 The word "natural" is devoid of any connection
to native-birth.  Natural is via blood, inheritance,
parentage.  “Native-born” is via location, borders, &
law.  No connection between the two.  Two different
worlds.

Confederate States Constitution:
"7) No person except a natural-born citizen of the
Confederate States, or a citizen thereof at the time
of the adoption of this Constitution, OR a citizen
thereof born in the United States prior to the 20th of
December, 1860, shall be eligible..."

 A blogger wrote: "The Confederate authors
obviously meant that ONLY a child born on the soil
of a Confederate state would be considered to be a
‘natural-born citizen’ of the Confederacy..."

 That language was confused and confusing.
There is no mention of a natural born Confederate
citizen being necessarily native born, so none can
be presumed, even though 98% of them probably
were.
 The second group could have been naturalized
foreigners, while the third group had to be natives
of any of the States who were born before the date
of secession.
What language supports claiming that native-birth
was required? None. Using your own self-deter-
mined definition to explain the meaning of what is
actually NOT defined is not how arriving at a defini-
tion works.

Native-birth Citizenship; the Artificial Flower of Law

"There was no debate about the meaning of ‘natural
born Citizen... -the child is born to them on U.S.
soil..."

 Such a view fails to grasp that either native-
birth alone is the basis of natural citizenship or
inheritance alone is the basis.  Merging the two is
not something that has existed anywhere at any-
time.  Pick one or the other.  They are the natural
or the artificial.  They don’t go together any more
than do natural roses and artificial roses.

 Those who fail to comprehend that natural
members of a society and nation are not deter-
mined by a make-or-break factor regarding the
place they left the womb, are forced to deny
Natural Law and Natural Membership and assert
that those American children entering the world
on foreign soil are legally aliens and disallowed
as citizens having an unalienable right of mem-
bership in their parents' society and nation.
 That is making man's law God and Natural
Law inferior to man's law. That isn't how natural
reality works.   It violates the natural order of life.

 A blogger wrote: "Parental allegiance was the
deciding factor in determining whether a native-
born was a subject-born." [the non-native-born
(foreign immigrants and visitors) did not owe the
Crown “perpetual allegiance” for life]
  In theory, that is true.  But in practice, it was
irrelevant because the issue revolved around
children of immigrants, -NOT children of invaders
or foreign ambassadors.
 All children of immigrants were born subject
to the king, so talk of what their allegiance was or
was not did not occur since it was unnecessary.
Thus, in all of such cases, native-birth alone was
looked at as the deciding factor, because the
other factor was a "given".  Their immigrant
fathers were all subject to owing "temporary alle-
giance".
 In the colonies, there were no foreign ambas-
sadors, and the enemy aliens who were Indians
or French, were not present in American society,
so every immigrant's son born in America was a
subject of the king of England regardless of the



father's nationality even though they were subjects
because of it if British.
  The father’s allegiance simply was not the subject
of focus when native-birth was used as a replace-
ment instead (thanks to the fall-out from the Calvin
case).   ~ ~ ~
 Mario Apuzzo wrote: "and they did not provide
that future citizens of the United States could be
eligible to be President,"
  It is a serious bastardization of the English lan-
guage to make such a statement since "Citizen of
the United States" was considered the most prized
and desirable national status on Earth at the time,
and is NOT a separate class or group from natural
citizens.  Rather, it is the parent group.

 NBC was a sub-group comprised of about 98%
of the population.  That sub-group became the only
eligible group when the members of its sister sub-
groups (all citizens up until the Constitution was
adopted but who were not members of the nbc
sub-group) had died off.

 The parent group consisted of three sub-sets;
1. those immigrants born abroad as foreign sub-
jects but naturalized as a citizen of any of the States
before Spring of 1789 when the Constitution was
ratified,
 2. those born of immigrant foreigners and viewed
as citizens at birth due to birth in a jus soli State
before the Constitution’s adoption.
3. those born of American citizens.

  The eligible members of the parent set (all citizens
up until Spring 1789) slowly shrank in numbers as
they died over time.  Eventually there were none left
of the other two sub-groups and only those in the
“natural born citizens” sub-group remained eligible.
 The presidency for the two other sub-groups then
became off-limits (as they ceased to exist), -until
Barack Obama emerged from under a rock.

~   ~   ~
 ~possible qualifications for a newly written eligi-
bility clause:

1. Native birth.  (to citizens or to aliens)
2. Citizen birth. (to an American mother & father)
3. Both 1 & 2 as requirements.
4. Either 1 or 2.

Only 2 is natural.

1. "No person except a native-born citizen shall
be eligible..."  -wrong wording.
3. "No person except a native natural born citizen
shall be eligible..." -wrong wording again.
4. "No person except a natural born citizen OR a
native-born citizen shall be eligible..."  -even
worse.
2. "No citizen except a NATURAL born citizen
shall be eligible..."

That's Natural Law.  That’s the natural order of
life.  That's membership by blood which is the
natural pattern throughout history and throughout
nature.  It's PRIMAL. Natural.  Everything else is
artificial and concocted.
http://h2ooflife.files.wordpress.com/2014/03/ever
yone_s-a-traitor-now.pdf
http://h2ooflife.wordpress.com/2014/03/02/every
ones-a-traitor-now/  -blog page.

ajtelles said...   “After Article II Section 1 Clause 5
is amended with a definition that retains... birth on
U.S. soil with two U.S. Citizen parents who are
married (in 1787 America... DEFINITELY mar-
ried) to each other BEFORE the child is born,..”

 Subjective preferences are irrelevant.
Marriage is irrelevant in nature. Only parentage
and nationality matter in natural citizenship.
Nature has no illegitimate off-spring.
  American parents, married or not, have no
foreign alienage.  A child born to them inside or
outside of marriage is a natural American and a
natural citizen and not subject to any foreign
power.
 Try to understand the principle involved and
what it does not include. It does not include race,



religion, social status, marriage, place of birth or
gender.  It only includes origin.
 Only origin is a natural factor in natural citizen-
ship.  Any foreign origin is barred. Dual citizenship
by parentage is thus disqualifying.

  Your natural child is not someone defined by
subjective preference.  A natural citizen was any
natural child born of any citizen father.
 Religion, morality, position, gender, -none of
that and more was related to transmission of
nationality via blood attachment to parents with a
settled single nationality.   Like father, ...like son.
A no-brainer.
 Every natural citizen who was white, male,
Protestant, educated, moral, and popular could
serve as President.  All he would need is an
American father, and to meet the age and residen-
cy requirements.
American husbands all had American wives.

American parents all had American children.

All American children born of American parents
were eligible to be President and possibly elect-
able if they were as described above.

  The founders never even imagined the nativist
fantasy that weds native-birth to natural inheri-
tance as co-requirements of natural citizenship
since every Natural Law writing from Vattel to their
era understood that natural nationality was by
descent alone.  From father to son.  Nature has no
other added element connecting birth and borders.
    The addition of native-birth is an unnatural
contaminant.  Everyone born of American parents
is an American, -not by law, -not by legal fiction,
but by nature.  Its all about the natural pattern of
inherited character.  That is pure unadulterated
natural law.
 A blog comment said: “Natural born citizens
are the only persons born citizens of the United
States.  All other persons either acquire their citi-
zenship at birth or after..."

 This statement overlooks what needs to be
parsed.  And that is the reality that for almost a
century after July 4, 1776, all original citizenship
was State citizenship.  Immigrant-fathered people
born in jus soli honoring States were born as
citizens, and their State citizenship made them, by
extension, citizens of the nation also.
 So by the State supremacy over citizenship
and immigration, both the natural citizen children
and the jus soli born children were both born as
citizens of the United States because there was no
federal provision to not recognize the American
nationality of alien-fathered children. (nor was
there one to recognize them)
 That was why there were doubts, as men-
tioned in Minor v Happersett, since not all States
allowed jus soli citizenship as they all had previ-
ously done before the revolution.

 The Wong opinion resolved those doubts as it
was extrapolated to all other immigrant parents
and their domestically born off-spring.  But it did
not create new doubt about the actual nature of
such alien-fathered citizens by conflating them
with natural born citizen children of American par-
ents.
 The word "acquire" is vitally important. (“All
other persons either acquire their citizenship at
birth or after...")   Natural citizens never acquire
citizenship because they are born being citizens
by nature, while those who are alien-born do
acquire citizenship at birth and are not born being
citizens by nature.
 Their citizenship can be prevented by merely
stepping over the border and giving birth on non-
American soil whereas for the natural born chil-
dren of Americans, borders are not relevant.
 In addition, such citizenship via legal acquisi-
tion exists in the realm of human control, since the
high court could reverse the Wong decision or the
14th Amendment citizenship clause could be
repealed, but nothing can prevent or negate natu-
ral citizenship since it is organic and innate.



It is an element of one's political character inherit-
ed from natives or new citizens of the nation.
 So "acquired" citizenship is doubly vulnerable,
-to the mother's location when labor beings and
ends in delivery, and to a change of American law.

 That form of citizenship is not natural because
it is not derived from a natural relationship, a blood
relationship with parents who are members of the
nation. Instead it is the result of a legal mandate
that produces a legal relationship and legal citi-
zenship.
 But no legal citizen is eligible to be President.
Natural citizens are born like healthy babies, but
legal citizens are born like babies with HIV.  HIV is
not a natural element of babies.  It is acquired, it is
added to them and they are born with it (just like
legal  citizens are born with acquired citizenship).
Even though HIV is in their blood, that does not
make it part of their nature.

~     ~     ~
 It seems to me that Mr Apuzzo's concept of
alienage is inaccurate although logically valid.  He
equates it to some invisible cloak that citizenship
law removes.  That is a concept that one can
imagine, but it is not based on reality.
 Alienage can never be removed and need not
be removed in order to become a U.S. Citizen by
law.
 Government can naturalize foreigners regard-
less of anything, -including prior citizenship which
has not been renounced to their own government.

 The foreign ties with which foreigners were
born and raised are with them forever, and chil-
dren born to them are inculcated with those ties
and values by their immigrant parents and rela-
tives who raise them in the consciousness of their
foreign homeland, (-unless they don’t because
they disrespect it).

 It is because of those ties, those bonds, that no
naturalized citizen nor an alien-born citizen is
allowed to be President.

  From birth there must be no direct bonds to
any foreign land.  Only American roots or Ameri-
can bonds are allowed.
 When the naturalization oath was personal
and individual, it meant the severing of those old
attachments by one's sacred vow to America and
her Constitution.
 Children born to such Americans are pre-
sumed to be free of alienage because of the vow
of Renunciation.  So they are treated as natural
born citizens even though their parents have no
American roots of their own.
 Being native-born is accepted as a reasonable
substitute for birth to natives when one’s parents
are naturalized foreigners.

~     ~     ~
Out of linguistic convenience, we abuse the word
"naturalization" and illegitimately expand its appli-
cation to situations which are actually not natural-
ization.
 The only real, actual naturalization is that
which comes about by the Oath of Allegiance and
Renunciation.
 The children of naturalized parents are not
citizens by naturalization but by statutes that rec-
ognize jus sanguinis national membership (by
right of blood).  The children of foreigners become
Americans because they became children of
Americans.  From parents to young their new
nationality is inherited by blood connection.  It is a
natural right to be a member, -a part, of the society
and nation of one’s own parents.
 Those born of foreigners who have not
become Americans should not be described as
"naturalized", but as something else because their
US citizenship nor does result from either parent
taking the oath.
 If born abroad of a single American parent,
dual-nationality children can be labeled “statutory
citizens”, and those born in the U.S. of one or two
foreigners as “constitutional citizens” or “14th
Amendment citizens”, or “WKA citizens”, and both
groups can be called “legal citizens”.



Law has no application in natural citizenship
because there is nothing natural about man-made
law.  Instead of saying that 14th Amendment citi-
zens are naturalized at birth, it would be far more
accurate to say they are granted or provided citi-
zenship from birth.  -Or so one might think.  But in
America we have a fundamental fiction of law which
holds sway over making outsiders into insiders, and
by it one needs to recognize that children born of
aliens are, at birth, made into natural citizens via
the operation of our fictional legal force of law
known as natural-ization; -making natural that
which is not.  In the case of 14th Amendment
natural-ization, it is automatic, as apposed to volun-
tary.
 Real naturalization is only something that is
personal and by one's own volition.  It is not some-
thing that happens to one without one's consent or
knowledge.
 Were that not literally true, then North Korea
could "naturalize" anyone that steps foot on NKPR
soil.
Would you ever agree that people so "naturalized"
were in reality naturalized according to what real
naturalization is?
 The 14th Amendment was misconstrued by the
Supreme Court but its accepted effect was not to
naturalize alien-born children, but to citizen-ize
them at birth.   But the application of our national
legal fiction of citizenship equality views them as
the same as all other natural citizens.
 The use of the term “naturalized” should only
apply to the process of becoming an American
citizen by one's own choice, and being thus made,
by fiction of law, into a new natural(ized) citizen like
all of the rest of the American people.  But it is
inappropriate, philosophically, in regard to describ-
ing their foreign-born children.  They are jus san-
guinis citizens possessing whatever nationality
their parents possess (in concert with natural law).

 But being a natural citizen by a fiction of law is
not the same as being a natural citizen by birth.

 One must be born as a natural citizen in order
to be eligible to be President, and that was the
reason that John Jay underlined the word “born”.

 He would never have underlined a single
word in a term of legal artifice because the mean-
ing is unitarian, -and single words cannot be
singled out.
 Ray said to me: "If foreign born children of US
citizens where in fact "natural born citizens" there
would have been no need for the 1790 statute!"

 They were only mentioned in order to pro-
tect and declare their natural birthright as Ameri-
cans to serve their nation in every capacity,
including and particularly as President.

 Their mention was NOT an exercise of non-
existent authority.  It was instead entirely a dec-
laration of natural fact so that people possessed
of the dogma that grips his mistaken mind would
not take the attitude that he takes. -An attitude
that greatly denigrates the breadth of what is
included in the high privilege of American CITI-
ZENSHIP.
 What is included is THE RIGHT, (as men-
tioned by Vattel), of CITIZEN fathers to pass
their membership to their sons and daughters.
 But he, in effect, proclaims that Vattel was
full of crap, -as if “American fathers have no
such right!.. -and are merely subjects of the
STATE, and will take whatever it is willing to
allow them!”
 Understand this: No founding father, no
framer of the Constitution, would have taken
their natural right to pass their natural national
membership to their children and given it up to
any government, -including the one they were
creating to serve them and their countrymen.
  They would have considered any man hold-
ing such a view to be a traitor to American prin-
ciples and to their Natural Rights as freemen of
a free country.

~     ~     ~



Mario wrote; “A law-born citizen of the United
States is any child who by the Fourteenth Amend-
ment (aided by an Act of Congress which is 8 U.S.
Code. Section 1401(a))….”
 thalightguy pointed out;
"8 U.S.C is not an Act of Congress. (8 U.S.C is
merely non-positive law.)  There are currently 26
positive law titles in the Code [which] are identified
with an asterisk, but Title 8 does not have an
asterisk.”  ~  ~  ~
 It is a misunderstanding of law to fail to grasp
that not all legal code is actual legislated act by
constitutional authority.
 Elements of legal code, as well as clauses
within individual acts, are written for the purpose of
stating facts for the record, -of illuminating truth
and clarifying questions, -not of making new legal
facts by legislative authority.

 Anyone who can understand that Title 8 Sec.
1401 was written solely to bring together in one
place all American laws dealing with citizenship,
-consolidating the manifold disparate elements of
nationality law, should also be able to understand
that the first Congress inserted into the first Natu-
ralization Act in 1790 language which served the
exact same purpose as Title 8.
 Statements were written into it for clarifying
confusion and misconceptions; -not to make new
facts, but to state existing facts.
What were the existing facts? Children take after
their father and are born as members of his nation.
Stating that the children of naturalized foreigners
were to be considered as U.S. citizens was not an
exercise of citizenship authority, but merely a rec-
ognition of natural law.
 Also, Congress, -including James Monroe,
“the father of the Constitution”, clarified that all
children of Americans are natural born citizens by
nature, -a similar recognition or affirmation of nat-
ural law.  American children are Americans by their
inherited political nature, -not by the intervention of
lawmakers.
 Even little children know that they belong to
their parents naturally, and to whatever group they

belong to as well because the two are naturally
inseparable.  ~  ~  ~
   Mario's theory of citizenship is like a golden orb.
It seems very solid and precious.  But it consists of
two halves.  One half is his understanding that
natural citizenship flows from parents to children,
with their membership in their society and national
family being their natural inheritance.
 That half of his view is golden, pure, real, and
solid.  The problem is the other half.  It consists of
believing that the irrelevant factor of where one's
mother's womb was located during the brief and
inconsequential moment when they exited it is also
vitally important to whether or not one can belong
to their natural national family.  In other words, the
earth location of a brief event in space and time
determines who and what they are for the rest of
their lives merely because that brief event hap-
pened to be the occasion of their entrance into the
world. That event had nothing whatsoever to do
with nature because that event is defined not by its
origin but its location, -as was the case under the
dictatorship of the kings of England.

 Their system of human ownership ("my peo-
ple, my subjects, exist solely for my benefit") was
overthrown and rejected by the self-liberated
Americans who only recognized the kinship of
blood to be the basis of naturally belonging to their
parents' country.
 But Mario, (-and others before him going all of
the way back to the mind-set of the Loyalists and
the system by which they were indoctrinated),
returns to the vomit of the royal dictatorship by
embracing the King's criterion for national mem-
bership; i.e., -the birth event occurring within the
nation's borders.   That half of Mario's golden orb
of citizenship theory is not Gold, but is pyrite,
-Fools Gold, and only fools willingly embrace it
because It stands as an affront to the natural order
of life among all sentient species that form bonds
of connection and attachment, and is the antithe-
sis of the natural principles on which American
freedom and independence are based.
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