
 Individuals who think have at some time or
other wondered “who am I?”.  But that question
can’t be answered without first answering the
question that precedes it, -which is; “what am I?”

 The problem is that that question is never an-
swered because it is never asked.  It never even
comes to mind.  It’s like the air pressure we exist in.
It’s unrecognized, along with all of the implications
of its answer.
 What we are is the most fundamental issue in
human life because our entire orientation to the rest
of humanity is determined by it.  Are we born as
human cattle, required by our subservient nature to
obey and follow our masters?  Or are we born free?

 With the complexity of human nature being
what it is, it’s accurate to say that for many people,
the answer to both questions is “yes”.  That’s possi-
ble because the question combination isn’t legiti-
mately logical.  What we are by nature and what we
are by Right are two different things.

 We may be born free by natural right but not be
adult enough to want to be completely non-depen-
dent on those who are more adult or more capable
at caring for us, -including financially.

 So the questions are really aimed at those who
are beyond the adolescent stage of life and are far
closer to what is conceived of as being adult, if just
in the social sense.  What we are determines our
role and position in life; ...leader?... or follower?;
-teacher or student?; superior or subordinate?; in-
dependent, or dependent?
 What we are determines our role(s) in life, in-
cluding our relationship to those with the legal and
martial power of government.  What is the proper
role of government in society?  What are its rights?

 That can only be answered by first knowing
what the natural rights of individuals are.  What they
are determines what those of government are, -and

are not, since it is an artificial creation of the
individuals of a nation, -provided the nation is
actually free and not an autocracy or plutocracy.
Under those systems the answer to the question
of what we are is answered very negatively, with
negative consequences for all who are not mem-
bers of the ruling elite.
 They define RIGHTS in terms of the rulers and
not in terms of the ruled.  The problem with that
satanic approach is that there is no natural limita-
tion on where their RIGHTS and assumed POWER
ends.  That is why absolute power has always
corrupted absolutely.
 Mature human nature rejects the power-grab-
bing greed of would-be masters and senses that
their good intentions will not outweigh their bad
and selfish inclinations when they reach the point
where they have to choose their own personal
benefit or the benefit of others.
 Those who come to positions of authority, and
see themselves as directors, executives, officers,
administrators, supervisors, judges, masters, de-
ciders, decree-ers, and dictate-ers are almost
always incapable of seeing themselves as ser-
vants, -as in servants of WE, The PEOPLE.

 Their power gives them a sense of “rightful
authority” over their equals as well as their inferi-
ors when there is nothing “rightful” about it.  It is
instead a sacred trust, a moral duty which springs
from an obligation to represent the protection &
defense of the rights of The People, and not an
arbitrary and self-benefiting exercise of power
lacking the consent of the governed.
 The rights of the governors is therefore right-
fully determined by their relationship to the rights
of the individual.  So determining what those
rights are will answer the question of what we are.

 We cannot be something that we are naturally
not, and we cannot not be something that we
naturally are, so we must deduce what we natu-
rally are.
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 That is achieved by understanding how we are
naturally constituted.  How are we made or what is
our innate nature?  Not our own individual nature at
today’s point in our life, but the innate nature of our
species at the stage of adulthood.

 Being born into a matrix of societal authority,
our thoughts do not generally turn to the issue of
what our rights are but to what our needs are, -what
our wants are, -what will fulfill us and make us
secure.   As seen in a nation like China, one’s
natural rights take a distant backseat to the issue of
one’s financial advancement, and that is easily
understandable since you cannot eat or wear or
drive your right to speak your mind.

 We treat our rights merely as an issue that
opens doors to fulfill our needs and wants, and not
as a primary issue of life that is equal to or superior
to our needs and wants.  We fail to properly priori-
tize our rights until they are threatened or stolen
from us.  That is exactly the reality expressed in the
Declaration of Independence.

 It speaks of how men naturally acquiesce
meekly to the trampling of their rights because
rebellion is an extreme and radical response to
abuse, but... when the abuse becomes intolerable,
they will forcefully reassert the rights that they had
unwillingly let slip away via the usurpation of per-
sonal liberty, -a usurpation fostered by the oppres-
sive dictates of dictators.

 Only then do their minds begin to fully focus on
what their natural rights are.  The first one that then
comes to mind is the natural right of self-defense.
No one can tell anyone that they have no right to
defend themself because that right is an innate
instinct of all living things.
 What does it spring from within human society?
It springs from the first right of all, which is born in
the most fundamental instinct of all, and that is the
innate will to live.
 The will to live and the right to live are naturally
married throughout one’s life, -although they can
tragically become divorced.

 The right to live is the right that is most central
to humans living together and not annihilating
each other.  If a despotic sadistic alpha-male has
no consideration that others have that right, then
you have pure evil on Earth.  But among civilized
beings, that right is recognized and paramount.

 But an even deeper question can be asked,
and that is; “From what even deeper right does
the right to live spring?”  That question is not one
that need not necessarily be asked because it
necessarily must be asked and answered be-
cause the answer changes everything by provid-
ing a force to make possible a matrix or frame-
work of free and civilized life.

 That force is like gravity.  Without gravity we
still have life, but we do not have an order condu-
cive to living and pursuing happiness.  We need
gravity to ground us, and everything else, -just as
we need an answer to the question about what
our right to live is based on.  The answer is the
gravity that holds together a human existence that
is capable of seeking and finding happiness
within a social environment that includes individu-
al Liberty.
 The answer to the question is that the right to
live springs from the fundamental right of owner-
ship, -not of property but of one’s very self.  Who
owns you?  Is it anyone who is stronger than you
and can dominate you?  Is it the government?  Or
do you own yourself?  If you own yourself, then
your life belongs to you, and no one has any right
to take it.
 What does human nature tell us about our-
self?  Does it tell us that we are born to be
someone’s slave?  Or that we are born to be free
of anyone else’s ownership over us because we
own ourselves?
 The answer is not a philosophical one be-
cause it springs from the very nature with which
we are constructed.  It is innate, part of the fabric
of our being.  Independence is the only air that our
spirits want to breath until the heart enters a
relationship of co-dependence.



 Beings that own themselves (“freemen”) do not
accept dictators running their lives and herding
them like cattle because the self-appointed mas-
ters do not own them.  No one does.  They own
themselves. That is their natural right because that
is how they are made.  The core of their make-up
is the spirit of self-autonomy.
 But their natural right to own themselves does
not end at just themselves.  It extends to that which
they rightfully own and need for self-protection
and maintaining their existence. And it extends
further still, -to those who are intimately tied to
them; -their spouse and children.
 They are a part of them and cannot be separat-
ed by any authority other than rightful punishment,
-or for their own personal protection and right to be
free from threat and harm.  Otherwise they are all
one unit, bound together by bonds of devotion and
blood.  They belong to each other.

 And that brings up the issue of the other funda-
mental right, and that is the right to belong.  One
might think of it as co-ownership.  One belongs to
one’s self but also to another to whom they are
naturally connected.
 I’ve been told that there is a grove of Aspen
trees in the High Sierras which are unlike other
trees in that instead of each tree being a single
individual tree, they are all linked together under-
ground.  Their roots are all connected to each
other as one organism.  No tree is an island unto
itself.
 That is similar to the situation of families, clans,
tribes, and countries.  In all natural countries,
bonds of kinship bind them together, and those
bonds are all natural bonds.  Those bonds are the
reason they are all natural members of their own
people, -their own country.
 When a country is advanced enough, it be-
comes a nation that is governed by established
laws, written laws, administered by servants of the
State.  If the State is a monarchy or a dictatorship,
then the members of the nation are its subjects.

 If the State is an independent democratic re-
public, then the members of the country are the

citizens of the nation.  They are bound to their
countrymen and to their nation by the natural
bonds of kinship, -including the kinship of respect
for natural rights and principles of individual liberty.
 It is those natural bonds that produce natural
members of the country, and natural citizens of the
nation.
 Government does not produce natural mem-
bers of the country.  Rather, the natural members
of the country produce the government and the
nation of which they are natural citizens.  The
nation belongs to them and they belong to it as a
member of the national family.
 They do not require the government’s permis-
sion to be what they are naturally.
 Their membership is automatic, immutable,
permanent because they are either of the genera-
tion that created the government or are descen-
dants of those who did.  (or they are members by
legal allowance, -being children of those made
legal members by immigration and naturalization)

 What they are is seen in what they naturally
belong to.  They are first freemen and members of
their family, and second they are countrymen, and
members of their homeland, -and third they are
citizens, -members of the nation established in
their country.
 The government does not make them freemen.
The government does not make them sons and
daughters, husbands and wives.  Those bonds are
natural bonds; -bonds of the heart and bonds of
blood.
 The government does not make them country-
men because they are born into that relationship
with the fellow members of their homeland.
 And THE GOVERNMENT does not make them
CITIZENS because they are born as citizens by
being born of citizens, -as the natural members of
their own country and nation.

 Their relationship to their family, their society,
their country, and their nation is a blood relation-
ship passed from parents to children generation
after generation after generation.



 Government does not create that relationship
and government cannot terminate it.  It is beyond
any authority given to it by those who created the
government.  How could freemen give the govern-
ment the right to own them and own their children
as well, and to tell them whether or not they are
accepted as members of their own nation?

 But that absurdity is exactly what most people
were raised to believe to be true.  It’s not an overt
belief that is indoctrinated into us all of our young
lives.  It is very covert, and it comes in the form of
the belief that government owns us since it owns
the means by which we were allowed to  become
members of our nation.  It makes the rules and its
rule is that members must be born on the
government’s land.
 Where do we find such a rule that is the source
of the government’s “authority” over our member-
ship?  It does not exist.
 The government has no such authority over us
nor over our natural membership in our own coun-
try and nation.  We belong because we were born
belonging.  Belonging is as much our fundamental
right as is the right of self defense, -which is its
sister right.
 The right of belonging comes with the right to
be defended and the duty to defend those to whom
we are bonded.  The able defend the disabled or
less able.  The strong defend the weak.  The
young defend the younger and the elderly.   The
mother’s defend the children.  The males defend
the females, etc.  That is the duty of their bond.

 That duty extends all of the way from one’s
own immediate family on up to one’s nation.  It is
a natural duty to which we are born and which
sustains societies and nations in times of attack or
grave impending danger.
 Governments are aware of the natural bonds
and natural duties of their citizens, and require that
members fulfill their obligations when and if need-
ed.  Many nations have mandatory military service
for all young men, and Israel requires it even of her
young women.  That reflects a clear understanding

of the right of self-defense, not just of individuals
but also of nations charged with protecting them in
perpetuity.
 Governments rightfully require young people to
do their duty not because they own them but
because it is their natural duty to their own people
and their own countrymen who are united in the
task of national survival and defense of freedom.
 And like a father who does not allow his chil-
dren to shirk from their assigned chores, so the
government does not allow its lazy and reluctant
sons to shirk their national duty.
 If they refuse, they will be sent to the wood-
shed of the federal penitentiary.  But just as one
can quit their family, so citizens can quit their
nation because that is their natural right since they
own themselves and are not the property of the
government.
  If the government owned you then it could tell
you that you are no longer a member of the nation,
and perhaps worse, neither is your wife, -nor your
children.  But if you have a primal right to own
yourself, and a natural right to belong to those to
whom you are bonded by nature, then government
can do no such thing since you belong to the
nation by a fundamental natural right which cannot
be infringed.
 That right does not evaporate at the water’s
edge, nor just across an artificial and usually invis-
ible border.  It is an organic right that cannot be
separated from you by any circumstance because
it is supreme over all legitimate government au-
thority.
 An extension of your right to belong to your
own is the right of the children you might produce.
They inherit that right as a birthright and it is theirs
regardless of the location of the momentary transi-
tion from womb to world.
 Neither that event nor its location can negate
their natural right to belong to the people and
nation of those who produced them and in whose
image they are formed.  They are natural members
at birth, by birth, before birth, and after birth.  And
“birth” does not mean birth-location.  It means the
process of producing new life.



 A very clear circumstance that reveals in stark
terms the difference between the natural right of
belonging and the nature of satanic, tyrannical
ownership of human beings is seen in the example
of the Greeks and Spartans vs. the Xerxesians.
 The “god-king” Xerxes felt that all souls should
be his souls since he was naturally their superior.
What right did they have to live autonomous lives
when a greater and superior than themselves was
rightfully their master by the satanic principle that
might makes right and the strong are born to rule
the weak?
 The Spartans and the Greeks embraced self-
governance for all freemen because they owned
themselves, and would fight to their last breath to
defend their natural autonomy.  So it was a situation
of primal conflict; -good vs. evil; between the domi-
neering satanic spirit and the human spirit fash-
ioned with the nature to be free and independent
and able to exercise autonomous free will.
 So, just as a Supreme Being is naturally free, so
also would be the apex creation of such a being;
-independent souls designed to value liberty.  But
the satanic spirit yearns to be God over all others,
and not just by their devoted and submissive obedi-
ence, but by the dominating force of shear power.
 The satanic spirit also often contains a strong
streak of the the demonic, which is the sadistic spirit
that wants more than just authority, but wants to
revel in unbridled domination and infliction of crush-
ing force and pain.  The more bug-like status one
can reduce their victims to, the more pleasure is
generated by stepping on them.  That is the end-
stage of power-madness, -a stage that many an
absolute ruler arrived at throughout human history.

 But freemen fought back because they became
conscious of their natural rights in this life, -rights
viewed as innate to the nature with which mankind
was imbued.
 But Dictators have a mind-set that rejects all
gods but themselves, and since they themselves
gave their subjects no such natural rights, they
therefore do not exist.  Their subjects exist solely
for the monarchs benefit, -not the other way

around, because they are naturally or divinely
entitled to rule as they please.  That is what they
view as being the order of nature, (the strong
naturally rule the weak) -or, if embracers of the
philosophy of the Divine Right of Kings, the divine
order of things mandated by Heaven.
 But freemen reject both of those self-serving
and self-elevating attitudes and philosophies be-
cause they know that no man is a god.  They are
not created superior and inferior in the eyes of
their creator.  They are all equal on a horizontal
plane, not in a vertical hierarchy, -and also equal-
ly entitled to be free and to be governed by men
who respect their rights, -the rights of those who
elected them to represent them, guided above all
by the rule of law.  ~     ~     ~

 99% of the time, membership in nations,
(including in the United States) is accompanied
by or results from birth within the nation.  That
membership is automatic, unsupervised, unrec-
ognized, unnoted.  Government does not show up
and announce “For the record, we have a new
citizen here!”
 All newborn citizens are equally anonymous
to the central government and indistinguishable
until when later reported in income tax filings,
welfare and medicaid fillings, and census report-
ing.  They are all the same, it would seem, wheth-
er one was born of Americans like some 97% are,
or born of immigrants.  All are equal members of
the same playpen, the same school yard, the
same neighborhood and town or city, and subject
to the same courts and laws.
 No distinction can be seen.  All are native-
born new members of American society  who
grow up with the same American identity and
language, -although the children of immigrants
grow up learning two languages from two very
different countries.  So there is something differ-
ent about them after all, or about their origin and
upbringing.
 That difference is little noted by the American
government.  In fact it is probably only noted
within an analysis think-tank of the Census



Bureau which collects and pours over demographic
statistics.  They are charged with noticing what
others have no reason to notice, namely the facts
about origin.
 They have to have labels for everything and that
includes the children of citizens and the children of
foreigners.  It labels the latter as foreign-stock and
the former as native-stock because they were born
of natives and not outsiders.

 But Census statistics have no connection to the
rule of law within society.  They are real but abstract
to American life until legislative districts are re-
drawn, Congressional seats reapportioned, and
funding gets shifted based on numbers.  But statis-
tics have no direct impact on any given individual.
In fact nothing does except in the very rarest of rare
circumstances.
 So you see, although there is no open delinea-
tion between the newborns of the nation since they
have no spotlight shined on them, and are essen-
tially ignored as inconsequential to the government,
there is something that does distinguish them.  That
something is some words written in the past by a
Supreme Court of the United States which makes a
difference by not making a difference between the
native-stock and the foreign stock.

 Those words were an opinion of the court
handed down in 1898 in the case of Wong Kim Ark,
by which it declared that the children of immigrant
Chinese parents are American citizens, -and thus
by extrapolation, the children of all other immigrant
parents as well.
 That made a difference for U.S. born immigrant
children by eliminating a difference between them
and citizen-born children by declaring them to also
be citizens of the United States.

 Ever since it has been a fundamental policy of
the nation, the government, that the court’s opinion
is the law of the land.  That law resides in the minds
of all persons having a responsibility to administer
laws regarding who is a citizen and eligible for
citizenship, with its benefits and protections, and
who is not.

 It can hardly be viewed as residing anywhere
else than in their minds alone because everyone
in America who is legally here is treated equally.
So there are no litmus tests in society to discern
a resident’s nationality source because that is not
a role that non-authorities are charged with, -and
under the current administration, no one is
charged with, in effect, in any way that changes
their lives.
 That leaves that one very extremely rare cir-
cumstance in American life kind of overlooked
and consigned to a back closet of a sub-base-
ment of our national obligation toward something
penned two and a quarter centuries ago and very
rarely written about.  And that something is the
issue of who is allowed to be President and Chief
Commander of American Military Forces.

 All of the children born in America to alien
immigrant parents can bless the Supreme Court
of 1898 and point to its ruling as the (publicly
unknown) source of their acceptance as Ameri-
can citizens.  But very few, if any, even know of
its existence.  All they know is what is “general
knowledge”; namely that if you are born in Ameri-
ca, then you are automatically given American
citizenship.  And that is true, even though not
legitimate in all circumstances, -including Barack
Obama’s, and all children born of foreign guests.

 How does that relate to who is allowed to be
President?  It is connected by way of the words
that the members of the Constitutional Conven-
tion chose to use to describe who is eligible to be
President.  Their words were that the President
must be “No person except a natural born citizen”.

 That sounds totally organic and homegrown;
-all-American and nothing else.  The nothing else
is where there’s a problem, because the children
of all foreigners have something else about their
origin that the children of American citizens do not
have.  In fact they have two things.
 One is the one that the founders of the nation
and framers of the Constitution meant to prohibit,
and that is direct foreign blood connections,



otherwise known as “alienage”.  No one who is the
issue of American parents has any alienage be-
cause their only direct ties are to America.  So that
is what the Constitution requires and alienage is
what it forbids.
 In their lifetimes, two American children may
have grown up together and had very similar lives,
but one is eligible to be President and the other is
not because of who his father and mother were
when he was born.
 If they were not American, then he was not
born as a natural American but was born American
by the second thing that distinguishes him from his
companion, and that is the law of the land as
determined by officials of government.

 You see, if your American citizenship is estab-
lished by and forever protected by American law,
-is even enshrined by the United States Supreme
Court as an element of a constitutional amend-
ment , -then you have the authority of an essential-
ly immutable law on your side to protect your U.S.
citizenship, but you also have the original and
unchanged constitutional prohibition against you
being constitutionally eligible to be President.

 The very fact of your being a citizen by law
makes you ineligible because only those with
alienage, (-those who were born a part of the
“foreign stock”) are protected by American law,
and the Supreme Court.
 The other 97% or so are not.  Their citizenship
is not granted by anything in American law be-
cause it’s acquired by conception & birth that in-
volved the political DNA of only American citizens.
 They are citizens by birthright, -by inheritance,
by membership handed down from parents to
children generation after generation.  They don’t
need any law because they were the same sort of
native countrymen as those who created the law.

 They who create a world of robots do not need
to make a robot-world law to allow themselves and
their progeny access to that which they have
made.  Their right of access is fundamental, intrin-
sic and unwritten.  It is a natural ownership right of

the creators, and that right is passed on to their
children, just like wealth is passed, like copyrights
and patents are passed, like property is passed.
 The fundamental natural rights of ownership
and belonging are at play, and they are all that is
needed.   Fundamental rights do not need to be
stated in legal documents because they are un-
questioned and unalienable.
 Government might write down in some docu-
ment that individual citizen rights exist, (like the Bill
of Rights) and has done so right from the begin-
ning, but language written to protect natural rights
is not the same as language designed to grant a
right, -to institute a new legal right, -even though
they both may sound identical as declaratory
statements.
 Declaratory statements written by Congress do
not include a mention of the source of their author-
ity, -whether it be the Natural Rights of Man or the
authority given to Congress by the Constitution.
 Consequently, those who are unaware of “what
they are” fail to understand that they are not a child
of government and what it gives, but are a child of
their society and were born possessing a natural
right to be part of it, -the consequence of a natural
mutual bond of belonging to parents who are mem-
bers.
 The children of immigrants acquire that natural
right more and more as time passes and they
grow-up in a society alien to their parents but of
which they themselves become an integrated part.

 They also have a constitutional right to be
considered as a citizen of the nation formed by that
society.  But they do not have a right, -natural nor
constitutional, to command all of the power and
weaponry and nuclear bombs of the nation be-
cause that critical role is rightfully and wisely re-
served only for the natural citizens of the nation,
-and forbidden to the legal citizens.
 So if you are a citizen by the gift of American
law, then you are not eligible to serve as President.
Only those who are citizens by no law whatsoever
are eligible because only they are natural born
citizens of America as the Constitution requires.



 The American national history and policy re-
garding citizenship for foreigners is in three dis-
tinct periods. The second began when the new
nation began in 1789, and the third began in 1898
with the Wong opinion.
 Up until then, single foreign women, with rare
exceptions, could not become Americans except
by marrying an American. Why not?  Because they
were under the headship of their father well into
adulthood and carried his foreign nationality as
their own.  They remained as a member of their
own family and that family was foreign.  Only sons
could step outside of the family and attach them-
selves to another nation (the U.S.) and seek to
become a member of it.

 Doing so in America involved a serious sever-
ing of one's old loyalty & obedience to their own
nation and government.  The severing via the
taking of the solemn Oath of Allegiance & Renun-
ciation was akin to cutting an umbilical cord that
attached them to their homeland and it's society,
and rejecting the umbrella of protection of its gov-
ernment, -which was accompanied by an obliga-
tion of obedience toward it.

 To understand that second period of American
history, one needs to think of the immigrant foreign
family as a single unit, -headed by the husband &
father, encapsulated within a political placenta
attached to an umbilical cord rooted in their foreign
homeland, -the place to which they could return
and continue their lives there as natural members
and natives of their country.

 The attitude of our national government was to
view them as a single unit separated from all
Americans by being surrounded by the barrier of
foreign membership.  If a birth occurred within that
foreign sphere, -within the placenta with a foreign
attachment, it was as if it did not occur on Ameri-
can soil but on foreign soil because the foreign
subjectship of the father surrounded him and his,
-the whole family unit.
 That is exactly the same as the attitude toward
a foreign minister or ambassador if his wife gave

birth within one of the united States.  He was alien
as well as all within his family regardless of their
birth location.
  The sphere that surrounded the immigrant
family can be thought of as comprised of two
hemispheres.  One is the natural connection to his
own kinsmen or countrymen, while the other is his
location within the sovereign borders of his own
nation.  He and his own were "within and under the
jurisdiction" of his own nation while living within it.
But while living within the American States half of
that sphere was no longer surrounding them.

 Within some States, that openness and close-
ness to “American soil” fostered the attitude, policy
and law that any children that might be born to him
on America soil would be considered as a citizen
of the State into which he had emigrated.
 But that was not consistent with the view ad-
opted by the national government which was ulti-
mately responsible for dealing with international
relationships, including those regarding foreign
subjects.  It looked at the child of a foreigner first
and foremost as a natural subject of the father’s
sovereign ruler or government since the child in-
herited his membership in his own homeland.

 The American government detested dual-citi-
zenship, -viewing it like bigamy.  “Belong to one
nation or belong to another; do not expect us to
view you as belonging to two different nations.
That is like belonging to two different husbands.
Detestable.”
 As the result of the two different approaches to
membership, (State vs. National) there were unre-
solved doubts that such domestically born children
were really American citizens.  Those doubts were
not in regard to whether or not they were “natural
born citizens”, but whether or not they were Amer-
icans or foreigners.
 The issue wasn't in regard to alien-born fe-
males because all females were in effect merely
American subjects or nationals, -but rather their
brothers.  If they were viewed as State citizens due
to native birth, and were elected to local or State
office as adults, then were they also eligible for



national office when the national government did
not recognized their national citizenship?

 That issue was not one of law but of national
policy (since there was no national law regarding it).
Policy decisions were set by the executive branch
which made such decisions based on sociological
preferences, and / or prior precedence.

 So, under the rule of two separate govern-
ments, State citizenship was not the same as na-
tional citizenship, in particular regarding the right to
serve as President.
 Native-born children of aliens were foreigners
by birth to a foreigner who might have always
remained a foreigner, and the U.S. government
rejected the notion of dual-citizenship attaching to
an individual or a family unit.

 What happened in 1898 was the Supreme
Court deciding that the original and intended mean-
ing of the words of the 14th Amendment's national-
ity clause... "and subject to the jurisdiction" [of the
United States] would mean something else, some-
thing much less than what they meant as written
and ratified.
 That something that they dropped out of sight
was the requirement written in the amendment’s
predecessor; the Civil Rights Act of 1866, (written
just months before the 14th Amendment) which
required of the native-born that in order to be recog-
nized as U.S. citizens, they not be “subject to any
foreign power” because such subjection came with
one's natural obligation to defend one's own nation.
 That obligation was vested in the men of the
family, starting with the father, and inherited by his
sons upon maturity.
 Foreign men, by American law and policy, were
not subject to that obligation as American men were
because they were not citizens since they were all
still within the remaining “hemisphere” of their for-
eign attachment and jurisdiction.
 When the high court ruled that the native-born
children of immigrants were Americans regardless
of the families intact foreign attachment, then that
opened the door to the view that if the child had

American roots via its birth within & under Amer-
ican jurisdiction, then the father and foreign-born
sons also had connections to their new nation
and thus shared the responsibility for national
defense.
 From then on, they were subject to military
conscription, even though they were viewed as
foreign nationals.  And that remains the policy to
this day. They must register with Selective Ser-
vice and must serve if called, -or face years in the
federal penitentiary, -even though they are not
Americans.
 In response to the court's opinion, the Attor-
ney General, an elite member of the “ruling class”
insulated from the realities of the common man,
ignorantly adopted the policy that subjection to
American sovereign authority was not a consid-
eration and in effect had no meaning as concerns
the male responsibility in national membership.

 He decreed that all children born on U.S. soil
except ambassador’s children, were American
citizens.  That was his ignorant and flawed inter-
pretation of what the Supreme Court’s opinion
extended to mean by full extrapolation.

 He considered only one thing, birth on U.S.
soil; -being within the “jurisdiction” even though
not being under or “subject” to it.  The  subjection
required for citizenship he misinterpreted to refer
to the automatic state of all persons within U.S.
borders except foreign ambassadors* even
though all other foreign guests are just as non-
subject to the Americans’ and immigrants’ obliga-
tion of national defense.  *(Ambassadors are
subject to (but cannot be prosecuted for) viola-
tions of municipal law.)

 He thus eviscerated the intent of the 14th
Amendment and its requirement of full subjection
to American sovereign authority, along with the
concept of family unity under the father, and
natural foreign attachments as a factor in deter-
mining American citizenship for any and every
alien-fathered baby born within U.S. jurisdiction,
-even though not subject to it as required.



  ~ When you were born, by what right did you
belong to your mother (and she to you)?  I know
what you’re thinking; you had every right, both nat-
ural and legal.  But you are mistaken.  Your right
was 100% a natural right and 0% a legal right (if
one is referring to an actual law).
 All that the authority of government does is to
recognized and validate your natural right.  Your
natural right is an issue of blood, and whose you
inherited.  By your blood relationship to your moth-
er, and your father, you are a natural member of
their family, -and government is not needed to
validate and codify that right via law, but is obligat-
ed to support and defend it as an “a priori” right.

 That right never needed to be written because
it is intrinsic to the very nature of all living sentient
creatures who have a higher nature that includes
natural bonds.  That natural right exists side-by-
side with the right to live, and it can be called “the
right to belong”.
 No one gives it to you, and no government
grants it.  No matter how authoritarian a govern-
ment might be, that right is sacrosanct.  It cannot be
violated without a very good reason springing only
from protecting a child from harm.

 That natural right of belonging is not bounded
by one’s immediate family only.  It extends to the
greater family of which they are a part as members,
from clans and tribes, to countries and nations.

 Every child is born with the natural right to
belong to whatever societal group the parents
belong to.  That is not a right that our founding
fathers would have ever ceded to government ca-
price, policy, sentiment, or legislation.  It was their
inviolable right and would never be surrendered for
any reason regardless of where on Earth their sons
and daughters might be born.
 And it was not surrendered, -even though many
who fail to understand fundamental American prin-
ciples might think otherwise, -presuming that the
old way of the English Kings is still controlling the
lives of Americans today.

 We fought a war of independence to over-
throw the old royal dictatorship, including owner-
ship and belonging based on nothing more than a
native-birth paradigm.
 The Americans switched from having to ac-
knowledge before the revolution that “I am a sub-
ject of the King because I was born on his soil.” to
“I am no one’s subject and I belong to my country
and nation because I was born of countrymen and
citizens of the nation.  I am a member by birth, -by
blood, -having inherited my state and national
membership naturally.”
 That declaration could and would be accom-
panied by its sister declaration: “And it does not
matter where my mother delivered me from the
womb, because I naturally belonged to her and
my father, and as a part of them I was and am also
a member of the people and society and nation of
which they are a part.”

 Bottom line?  Native-birth is absolutely an
irrelevant factor in determining who is a natural
born member of the American nation and who is
eligible to be President, because the issue of birth
location is wholly an arbitrary human-invented
imperial factor that has no relationship to natural
membership and natural citizenship.   A “natural
born citizen” is anyone born of citizens. Anywhere.

 By that 1898 Supreme Court opinion in favor
of native-born Wong Kim Ark, a child of foreigners
can be born as an American citizen, but being a
Citizen of The United States (even from birth) is
not the same as being born as a natural citizen,
which must be the status from birth of all U.S.
Presidents.

 They constitutionally cannot be alien/ immi-
grant/ foreigner-born.  They must be born of
Americans and only Americans.  Anything else
leaves them born as a disqualified legal citizen
with alienage, and not as an eligible natural citizen
without any alienage.
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