
That is the formula that makes you a natural
born American citizen who is potentially eligi-
ble to be President.

It begins with what came before you did,
namely; your parents.  What were they when
you were born?  Why ask?  Because of one very
profound word in the presidential eligibility
clause; the word "natural".

Article II, Sec. I of the Constitution states
that "No person, except a natural born citizen,...
shall be eligible to the office of the President;..."

You are what you are made to be, and that
is the result of three different forces: 1. those
who produced you;  2. the influences of chance,
society, and education;  3. what the powers-
that-be define you to be, in particular the
government via its policies, laws, and judicial
opinions.

Numbers two and three are human influ-
ences.  Number one is a natural influence.  It is
the result of the natural element of life, as in
your parents life and the collateral things that
accompany it, chief of which are certain
unalienable rights, one of which is the natural
right of membership & belonging to those who
gave you life, and to the larger group of which
your progenitors are members, -members either
naturally or by the human influence of law.

Either way, you are, through them, born as
a natural member of their group if they are both
of the same group.  If the group is the "citizen-
ship" group, then you are a natural member of
that group, making you a natural citizen by
birth to citizens.

If your parents are not official members of
the citizen group, but instead were un-natural-
ized immigrants when you were born, then you

are not a natural member of the citizen group
because you were not born to it, -even if you
are granted citizenship from birth by the allow-
ance of law.

So "N" (for "natural") is very significant.
"NNM" stands for "Natural National Member".
All natural national members are what is known
in government terminology as "natural born
citizens" or NBC, thus NNM = NBC.

"A.I.S." stands for three things which are
intimately connected: Ancestry, Identity, and
Status.  One's blood lineage or ancestry deter-
mines one's identity in life at birth.  If it is royal,
then you also are royal.  Royalty would be a
fundamental element of your "Identity".  That
identity determines your "Status" in life.

In the matter of citizenship, your parentage
or ancestry determines your national identity
(such as American) and that identity determines
your nationality status, -citizen or non-citizen.
But who and what you are is determined by
more than just what you inherit from your
parents.  Your upbringing, experience, educa-
tion, and acculturation determine the nature of
your larger individual identity.  Those elements
are lumped together under the designation of
"X", which stands for eXperience.

When your "X" factor is shaped in the nation
of your parents' nationality, then you are born
as a "natural national member" or NNM, hence
the formula:  A.I.S. + X = NNM.

That’s what determines who and what you
are.  But what determines what your children
are?  If they are raised within your country then
they also are NNMs and NBCs, but if they are
born and raised abroad then something is
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different about them, and it is the fact that the
American "X" factor is absent in their up-bring-
ing since their acculturation is into a foreign
society.

As a result of lacking the American "X"
factor in their own lives, although their parent-
age contains it, the formula is incomplete and
they are not fully NNMs or natural national
members since they've never set foot onto the
soil of the nation that is supposedly their home-
land.

But that is ok since by their political inheri-
tance, they are nevertheless still defined by their
A.I.S.  They can emigrate to their national home
nation at any time but they can’t be President
until they have lived there for 14 years and
acquired their own American "X" factor.

But if they have children of their own in their
foreign homeland, without having ever lived in
the United States, and raise them there and never
in the United States, then what do their children
inherit?  They inherit the same A.I.S. of their
grandfather but they totally lack the American
"X" factor from their foreign-born parents.
Without any parental American "X" factor, the
formula is incomplete at their birth because one's
political inheritance is lacking an essential
element of national character, and that is national
acculturation.

Without it one cannot receive from their
parents the full and complete package of national
inheritance, but instead develop the "X" factor
of a foreign nation.  Like the genes of dissimilar
species, their parents cannot combine their
American citizenship with their foreign home-
land and produce a natural off-spring of the
parents' species, -or political nature, i.e., nation-
ality since the “genes” of the foreign homeland
and the American homeland do not mix.

That is the reason why the British made an
exclusion from their statute declaring foreign-

born children of British fathers to be "natural-
born subjects" just like their fathers.  Their
children were allowed that privilege but their
foreign-born & raised grandchildren were not
if their father had never lived in Great Brit-
ain.   Those of that second generation born
and raised abroad were no long British in any
realistic way since they were raised by a
foreign-born & raised father. Hence they were
deemed to not be British subjects.

The congressional authors of the first
Uniform Rule of Naturalization (1790)
adopted that element of British nationality law
almost verbatim which reads almost verbatim:
"-and the children of citizens of the United
States that are born abroad, beyond Sea, shall
be considered as natural born citizens, Pro-
vided that the Right of citizenship shall not
descend to any whose father shall have never
lived in the United States."

Natural law membership ends with such an
unnatural situation because a new and differ-
ent national membership was formed, and it
is recognized by both nations as 100% com-
pliant with the law of reason and "the law of
nations".

With that history illuminated, let's now
examine the consequence of relating the Con-
stitution's presidential eligibility prohibition
to the naturalization act's prohibition.  And
let's do so with a comparison between an
American situation and a hypothetical British
royal situation.  Another analogy for your
enlightenment!  To set the stage, let's look at
the complete first half of the eligibility clause
(skipping age and residency):

"No person, except a natural born citizen,
or a citizen of the United States at the time of
the adoption of this Constitution, shall be
eligible to the office of the President;..."



That meant that not only did the founders and
framer allow themselves to serve as President,
but they also allowed their American naturalized
(but foreign-born) war compatriots to serve as
well, if electable and elected.  Now let's see how
that would translate in a hypothetical British
royal situation.

"No royal son, except an England-born royal
son, or a foreign-born royal son of Great Britain
at the time of this Parliamentary decree, shall be
eligible to ascend to the Throne of Great Brit-
ain."  -And then a short time later, Parliament
passes a nationality statute which states: "and
the children of royals born abroad, beyond the
Sea, shall be considered to be England-born
royals, i.e., born in England."

Let's parse the facts of similarity and dissim-
ilarity.  In the American eligibility clause, the
citizens who were not natural born citizens were
either born of foreign immigrants or were born
of & as foreigners outside of America.  In the
British ascension clause, the royals born outside
of England after the decree was passed would
not be eligible to the throne if they were Irish
royals or Scottish royals since they weren’t
“England-born”.

But that would not be completely clear
because many would concluded that "England-
born" really meant "Britain born" (with Ireland
and Scotland then being part of the British
United Kingdom), and that "foreign-born" was
not intended to mean or include Ireland and
Scotland.  That view could be asserted only until
the later decree was passed since it made it quite
clear that “England-born” meant born in Eng-
land.

Well there would be a huge uproar in Ireland
and Scotland over such a wording since it would
destroy the view that Scottish and Irish royalty
were also eligible.  So to smooth things over,
Parliament would alter the wording when it next

revised the statute, by excluding "England-
born, i.e., born in England" and replacing it
with “Britain-born.  Then everyone could have
peace with the assumption that England-born
included all royals even though it in fact did
not when it was written.

That is what happened in America when
Congress mandated in 1790 that American
citizens born abroad are to be considered (by
all presidential election commissions) as being
natural born citizens (implying nothing other
than presidential eligibility since those words
have no other application).

So what could be a problem with stating
such a real-world natural fact and providing
clarification of their eligibility?  Were not
American men endowed by their Creator with
an unalienable right to pass their national
membership on to their heirs, -their sons and
daughters?

If so, then that "unalienable" RIGHT does
not magically become "alienable" simply
because of crossing invisible, man-made, con-
quest-determined national boundaries.  Did
natural American citizens somehow become
unnatural just because of where they exited the
womb?  Did such an insignificant factor make
them aliens?  Did crossing national boundaries
also destroy one’s belonging to one’s own
family, and not just one’s nation?

The Right of Descent is related only to
blood relationship, not "soil relationship".  So
why did Congress five years later drop that
mandate to protect the American identity and
the presidential eligibility right of foreign-born
American children by dropping the words
"natural born" and leaving only "citizens of the
United States"?
Because they numbered in the single digits
while the sons of un-naturalized immigrants



numbered in the tens of thousands.  One side
had a considerable lobby while the other had
none.

And besides, removing those words did not
alter the meaning of the constitutional term
"natural born citizen", but it did allow the
native-born of pre-naturalization immigrants to
be able to aspire to the greatest office in the
world, that of the leader of the only truly free
people in the world in that age.  A win-win
situation made possible by the removal of
clarity and its replacement with ambiguity.

No one can complain about what a rule
means if no one is sure what it really means.
And thus peace is achieved, -at least until the
election of Barack Hussein Obama and the
candidacy of John McCain.

He was born beyond Sea and Obama was
born of an alien non-immigrant father.  Worlds
colliding!!  Clouds of confusion rising!  Every-
thing is spinning!  Where’s the truth so we can
grab on to it?
So the controversy was not avoided altogether,
-only postponed until over two hundred years
later.  Fortunately, myself and others have
rediscovered the truth and shared it for those
who actually care to know.

And speaking of the truth, many people seek it
because they are driven by curiosity.  They
respect the truth and want to know it, but
unfortunately, they fall into two very different
groups.

One group is driven primarily by curiosity
while the other is driven by a desire to know
the real truth, whatever it is.  The curiosity
group eventually finds “the truth” and their
curiosity is assuaged.

They are then satisfied with the answer.
They are contented, secure, and confident in
their new knowledge and feel they are now on

the side of “the truth”.  But if new information
appears which challenges their settled under-
standing or “knowledge” of the facts, it is not
readily accepted because it upsets the apple cart
of their secure and embraced canon of truth.

No matter how convincing or clear the new
information may be, it cannot penetrate the
barrier-shell of their canonized doctrine.  How
can “the truth” not be the Truth.

What they are really defending is their own
embrace and investment in and certification of
what seemed like the unquestionable truth to
them.  Their personal ego is tied to their
authoritative promulgation of their truth, and
that is why it is so well defended.  Like bull-
dogs, they can’t let go of it.  Their response to
alternative views is like that of a mule, or goat;
-stubborn.  And least we forget the porcine
family; pig-headed.

As Samuel Clemens wrote: “It’s easier to
fool people than to convince them that they’ve
been fooled”.  And he knew a lot about fools.
And as Carl Sagan echoed in regard to the
power of the big bamboozle; it is almost
impossible to convince people that they have
been bamboozled.

And so that is the situation regarding “the
truth” about the true meaning of “natural born
citizen”.  Open minds are hard to come by.
Seekers of only the truth, and not just what
looks like it, are rare because they are not
driven by the itch of curiosity which “the truth”
can scratch and relieve, but are driven by a deep
desire to remove all error, deception, presump-
tion, half-truths, contaminated or partial truth,
sophistical “truth” and logically flawed “truth”
no matter how desirable it may seem.

They may cry-out in the wilderness like
prophets, but like prophets, few will listen or



take heed.  They will instead follow the path
seen in the history of the Sunni and Shia
Muslims.

One might expect that with the passage of
time, the differences between them would be
settled by arriving at an understanding that
would erase the error of either or both sides and
shine the light of truth on the matters that divide
them.

But after 14 centuries, they are as divided and
antagonistic as ever.  Time does not produce
light or truth for those unwilling to accept a
challenge to their fundamental beliefs.

And the issue of the presidency is a funda-
mental issue because it is a constitutional issue,
and the good patriot wants to be right by the
Constitution, -faithful and true.

So anything that is contrary to their under-
standing of what that constitutes is rejected
because it introduces uncertainty, -uncertainty
about themselves and their capacity to discern
the truth from error.  And after all, who wants
to exchange self-satisfied certainty about your-
self in exchange for a loss of trust in yourself
and your discernment?

Plus there’s the natural embarrassment at
having to walk-back all of the confident preach-
ing of one’s embraced doctrine to others.  That
can’t be pleasant.  Egg on one’s face.  One’s
imperial invisible clothes being seen to be unreal
and the wearer naked, -that can’t be allowed.

Their royal self must be protected or else
smug self-satisfaction will be replaced by
shame.  Oh for shame, we can’t allow that.
And so error is forever perpetuated, generation
after generation.  Such is life in The Matrix of
false illusion and false beliefs.
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PS.   On Bearing Arms &
Bearing Natural Born Children

To embrace as sacred the American heresy
that native-birth is an essential element of
natural national belonging (in addition to
family belonging), one must deny their own
sovereignty by birth as an American citizen
and surrender all ultimate authority to the
GOVERNMENT.

To believe that your son or daughter who
was born beyond US borders is an alien, -a
foreigner by nature as per the authority of the
Government in declaring that to be so, then
you have to first be a fool, and second a slave
of the Government and not its master, because
otherwise the slave could tell his master that
the master does not belong in his own castle
since he was born outside of it.

A fundamental organic law of American
citizenship is the natural right of national
inclusion by descent.  Inclusion means mem-
bership, and membership means citizenship.
You belong to the nation of your citizenship
as a member born into membership by parents
who were members when you were born.

To argue for the nativists' dogma that you
are not a natural member of your parents'
nation without native-birth is to claim that
your unalienable right to bear children any-
where on planet Earth, or elsewhere, is as
unreal as your unalienable right to bear arms
in America.

The right of bearing arms is a fundamental
right of individual liberty, but hardly as major
a right as the right of bearing children who are
Americans also, naturally, (-not by permission
or grant of Big Brother Government, -i.e., by
statutory allowance which bars for life any
such supposed alien-born children from ever
being eligible to serve as President).



Is the right to bear arms given by government or is it not?  If not,
then neither is the right of American children to be children equal to all
other natural children born of American parents.
To support the native-birth requirement doctrine requires supporting
unequal citizenship and embracing citizenship superiority that's not
supported by fundamental American values.

“I am superior (citizenship-wise) to my twin brother who went
and got himself born before our mother could get through the heavy
border traffic and into an American hospital.  Clearly I am superior
to my foreign-born alien twin brother.  I have a natural right to be
President and he has no such right.  I believe that is true and is the
way things ought to be.  And more, is the way our nationalistic
forefathers intended.  After all, the mother and father that raised us
both are irrelevant to what we grew-up to be.  Our character was
formed solely due to the borders within which we entered the world.
Makes perfect sense, right?"

  Natural national membership (natural citizenship) exists by the
untouchable, inviolable natural right that children belong to their parents
and to whatever group their parents belong to.  By that right, they are
eligible to be President.

What sane, thoughtful American couple would ever cede to the
limited government established by their forefathers any right to limit the
right of their children to belong to their own nation?  Where in the
Constitution is any such power delegated to the national legislature?

No such power exists.  The authority of Congress is constitutionally
limited to making the naturalization requirements of the State govern-
ments uniform by passing a nation-wide uniform rule for the naturaliza-
tion of foreign men in State courts of record.

That is correct.  The States remained sovereign when it came to both
immigration and naturalization of their immigrants, but instead of taking
an oath of allegiance to the State of their migration and residence, they
would take an oath of Renunciation of their subjection to any foreign
power, and swear Allegiance to the Constitution and, in effect, the
principles and values of our fundamental American documents and  and
the State & Federal Laws that spring from them.

by A.R.N.


